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Introduction

This Dissertation pursues three related goals. First, it explores basic meigaddlquestions in
thesubFASER 2F GiKS2f23& |yR aA0ASyOSo¢ { SO2yRX
Christiand 0 KS2f 2 38 disfdRrsé OAS KOS dzSaltAzy aogK2 gl a ||
encompasses the problems of human uniqueness, &usin, and the redemption of humanity.

Third, it offers a theological and philosophical critique of certain jurisprudential claims made by
a2YS &aO0OK2fINA Ay (GKS SYSNHAY3I RAAOALIXAYS 2F 4

to the law.

Thelj dzSaG A2y 2F aySdz2NBfl g¢ LINPOBARSA | FTNIFYSgF2N]
theological anthropology and theological method. My central argument isdhiatl 6 ¢ A& GKS
tounlodd Ay3d (GKS [jdzSERREFKIGB KA I & pard of What nBkess Sy G A |
KdzYl ya dzyAljdzSs GKFG afl gé¢ KAIKEAIKGEA GKS RSLI
2 ¥ atlirdughéaith in the true Adam, Chrisg essential to human redemptiorOn the way

to making this argument | address tieodernO2 Yy 0 Sy G A2y GKIF G afl gx¢é 2
cultural artifact, is merely the byproduct of our evolutionary history. To address that question, |
suggest that recent work in theological epistemology that draws from phenomenology and
narrative theology, inading 82 YS GKAY{1SNAR FFaad20AFGSR 6AGK
GLI2AGEAOSNIEfAAYZE 2FFSNBE AYLERNIIYG NB&az2dz2NDSa
suggest that the lineaments of Christian orthod@the Triunity of God, the absolutentological

difference between God and creation, and Chalcedonian Christglbggtframehow we should

think of human beings, who are at once creatures with a logpgicalevolutionary history and

I 3Syda ¢K2 adlyR G0oSTF2NBE GKS (I go¢

/ KI LG SN m 0 S 3A hdomeg WayskthiscCiaptar RoRoRshitie conventional heuristic

GKIFIG OFrGS3a2NRAT Sa | LIINRI OKSa (2 aGkKS2t238 | yR
to consilience dz GKAA / KFELIISNI a2z aSSanda GRSYMNRDE ¢
It offers one ofthe most comprehensiveliscussios in the faith and science literaturef how

v A~ A
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FYR aNBFazyé¢ YAIKEG KSE L) KENNBHAYKS 2 RS & KIS NS Ldda

remain distinct enterprises even while perhaps grudgingly conceding some ground to each other.

Chapters 2 and 3 survey the problemof/ SdzNB f | 6¢ | a4 LINSASY(iSR o6& Kod
and neurobiology Consistent witlthe methodological perspective developed in Chapter 1, |

accept theoverwhelming evidence for the long history of human biological evolution and for the
intimate connection between our nelrtO K SYA Ol f &d&aidsSya FyR é6KI G 6S
but | rejectany reductionism in which the phenomena of human uniqueness and human agency
O2dzZ R 06S NBLINBaASY(d aGy20KAy3a odzié¢ S@2ftdzirzy |y

Chapters 4 and 5 provig#hilosophical, theological and historical criticuedf reductive concepts

of neurolaw. Theg Chaptershowwhy reductive neurolaw failshrough analytic philosophical
argumentsas well as through phenomenological accounts of human experjenosistent with

how Christian theology historically has thought about the sources of law. These Ghals

G0N} OS O2yySOiGA2ya o0SG6SSy GKS O2yOSLJi 2F GKS
LI NI A Odzf F N @ Ay GKS daySg ! NRAG2GStEALFYyAaYE | Y2

Chapter Grespondsi 2 | LI2&daAofS 202S00GA 2y aiddzhe yoddned2 yy S O
of creation, which is the problem of originary violenda.any historical human society, positive

frg Aa SadlofAaKSR YR YFAYUl AYySR ckhalishbyaid aOl
violence. The doctrine of creation, howevtsl]s us that God created human beings out of love,

without any coercion, and the doctrine of redemption tells us that God invites humans into
restored fellowship with Himself but compels no one. | argué@sé chapters that law in the
GDNRSYy ¢t 20RARF y2i O2SNOAGST GKFG / KNRAaAGQa 7T
restores law to its rootedness in love, atdit/ K NA & 1 Qa4 NBAdzZNNBOGA2Y S GKA
resurrection seals the promise of a law of love embedded again in evelsamed human heart,

without violence. These Chapters also explore some implications for thkelogical
anthropology developed throughout the text for political theology and ethics, particularly

concerning concepts of human freedom.



Chapter 1: Method

The questions | am asking in this dissertation about human agency, law, and jurisprudence in light

of contemporary knowledge about human evolution imply more basic questions about the
relationship between theology and the natural sciences, or even more fuedtally, about the
NBfFGA2YyaKALI 6SG ¢SS yJeftrel IStbul &é otHenfaRe ndted Briodethy @ ¢ !
theology, particularly when it attempts to engage the natural sciences, always entails a significant
FY2dzyd 2F YSGK2R2Tt 2 IkiOdhdpterdsirdeysRhe Salied hisidriddRayicd ® é
philosophical background of the theology and science literature but also seeks to push beyond
GKS aSGGt SR LINIRAIYA (2 1jdzSadA2gdiiBSSHOYTRE A
view is that prdlems of the sort | am trying to address in this dissertation entail metaphysical

truths that imply andrequireti KS2f 23& +a I 3IAGBSY FTNIFYSG2N] @ G
from an epistemologically stable base, already presumes a doctrine afiame Therefore,

Gyl dGdz2Nk» f aOASYyOSé Aad | adzoRAGAAAZY 2F GLIKAL 24+
GOKS2% 238 0¢

This kind of posture, however, raises significant issues in light of the history of the natural
sciences inrelationto CRra G A 'y (KS2f 238 @ CNRY (GKS DIfAfS2
ONBIlI GA2YyAaYE YR aAyaSttAaSyd RSaAayeée | NBdzYSy
the name of theology that ironically undermine the essential Christian conviction thati@ngat

I O2y GAyYy3ASYyd NBIftAGE 6AGK 'y AYKSNByd adloAfA
continual sustenance of the created order. In response to this extreme response, many modern
GGKS2t 238 FyR &a0OASyO0S¢ &aOK® frdedtle thedd@ylLte thé Y 2 RS

Hid2dzi alAR GKF{d GwLIBNBE200dzLI A2y 6AGK YSUiK2R Aa fA1S C
f2aS @2dzNJ I dzR A FhiosAfer BabeW e T.ahBuaged ofiNod#s and Their DiscofReintseton:
PrincetonUniv. Press 2001y ¢ o ® {AYAfTFNXe&s fidK2dzaAK 2AfEAFY tfFOKSNI I
their preoccupation with method and get on with the busings¥ R2 Ay 3 (KS2f23&3x¢ KS | O1y2¢
discuss method. William C. Plachénapologetic Theology: A Christian Voice in a Pluralistic Conversation

(Louisville: WJK989),T ® tf I OKSNIJ I Oly2¢f SR Pielegoniea! WHEY ¢ YR @2 NESSEH 2
lblbid. { AYAf F N &% 51 @AR YSftasSe KI a y2-geBdensdokdworldafteghnica?2 RI & Qa

I OF RSYAO GKS2ft2383¢ Iye (AYR 2F GoNRBIFIRf& YSGK2R2f 23AO0! 1
identified. Daid H. Kelseygccentric Existence; A Theological Anthropology, Volumé Ouisville: WJK 2009).

2SeeThomas AquinaSTL dc > wSLX & m yR W oadlrdAy3d GKIG awasél ONBR R
human knowledge, but from the divine knadge, through which, as through the highest wisdom, all our

knowledge is set in order. . . . The principles of other sciences either are evident and cannot be proved, or are
LINEPOSR o0& ylFddz2NFtf NBIFazy GKNRdzZZK a2YS 20KSNJ a0ASyOSde o
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background or that significantly modify the orthodox conception of God as the transcendent
creator and sustainer of all thingsThe method | wish to follow seeks to avoid these twin dangers

by proposing a robust doctrine of @@nd creation that leads to an equally robust anthropology

and epistemology. While such a method cannot convince skeptics who require basic belief in

God to be justified on supposedly neutral terms, | hope it at least demonstrates that the Christian
beliS¥T Ay D2R FyR ONBlIGA2Y A& O2yaraidaSyid sgAGK |
laying the methodological groundwork, | will argue that the Christian doctrines of God and
ONBIFGA2Yy adzldld @ FI NJ NAOKSNJI y2 (A 2y re@udtivel dzY | v

materialist doctrine.

1. From Convergence to Conflict

tKS FTASER 2F aa0ASyOS I yR NBdphnaih Rodemn thedladgy. 0 SO2 Y
CKA&d RSQOSE2LIVSYyld LINrfttSta GKS NILAR Ih# OSyRI Yy
FdziK2NAGE AY Y2RSNyAde FyR GKS NBftFiSR RS@St 2
the relation between science and religienThe rise of secularism is intimately related to the

d20ALt YR AyaSttSOldzZ t | dadekyNAGE O2YYlI yYyRSR 0

Theology in the Christian, Jewish and Muslim traditions historically interacted fruitfully with the
GaO0OASYy 0S¢ 2F (KS $Redeenthceintury. ThedHabrewddidaonldaiadivesi K S

3 For a discussion of thehristian doctrine of creatiorsee, e.g.David FergussoiGreation(Eerdmans: Grand

Rapids, 2014); Hans Swa®zeationd6 9 SNRY | yayY DN} YR wkLARA HAnHOT 51 @FAR C
Webster, Kathryn Tanner and lain Torrance, eflse Oxford Hadbook of Systematic Theolof®@UP: Oxford

2007); Alister E. McGratithe Foundations of Dialogue in Science & Rel{@itackwell: Oxford 199836-79;

Wolfhart Pannenbergloward a Theology of Nature: Essays on Science andlEaiibville: Wesninster / John

Knox 1993)29-49; David Bentley Hart,he Beauty of the Infinite: The Aesthetics of Christian TEgtdmans:

Grand Rapids 2003)49-318.

4 See, e.g., Rachel Muers and Mike Higtdndern Theology: A Critical Introductifironcdn: Routledge 2012),

Chapter 11; Peter Harrison, edhe Cambridge Companion to Science and ReliGambridge: CUP 2010); Alister
McGrath,Science & Religion: A New Introductibioboken: WileyBlackwell 2¢ed. 2010).

5 See McGrathScience & Relign: A New Introductiard-11.

5See, e.g.Charles TaylpiSources of the Self: The Making of Modern Ide@iambridge: Harvard Univ. Press

1989), Chapter 19; A Secular Age (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press 2007), Chapter 7; Brad S.h&regory,

Unintended Reformation: How a Religious Revolution Secularized $Geietyridge: Harvard Univ. Press 2012),

Chapter One; Jonathan I. IsraBladical Enlightenment: Philosophy and the Making of Modernity-1850

(Oxford: OUP 2002); John HedleyBilo S~ a{ OASy OS | yR { SOdzt MheXCantbridgez y 2 ¢ Ay t
Companion to Science and Religi@ambridge: CUP 2010).
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in the Biblical book of Genesis both absard distinguish the ancient near eastern cosmologies
of Assyria, Babylon and Egypthe Church Fathers adapted and transformed Platonic philosophy
and cosmology, and medieval Muslim, Christian, and Jewish theologians adapted the insights of

Aristotle afer the rediscovery of the Aristotelian corpus by Islamic schélars.

In 1616, however, the Copernican view of heliocentrism, confirmed and popularized by Galileo,
was condemned by the Catholic ChufcliGalileo himself was condemned and his works were

banmed by Papal decree in 1633 The Papal Decree of Condemnation asserted that

The proposition that the Sun is the center of the world and does not move from
its place is absurd and false philosophically and formally heretical, because it is
expressly comary to Holy Scripture.

Xo

The proposition that the Earth is not the center of the world and immovable but
that it moves, and also with a diurnal motion, is equally absurd and false
philosophically and theologically considered at least erroneous in faith.

s A

CKSNE A& O2yaAARSNIOfS aoOKz2tlFNIe& RSolFGS | 062 dz

/| KI NI Sa 1 dzvyYSt RSaONAROGS& AGZ aDIFtAfS2Qa GNRLE
and religion so commonly pictured. It was a complex poweigsfie of personal and professional

LINA RS> Sy@ges YyR FYOAGAZ2Y S | TFEMGISR $S2QAINDEG A di

personality, as well as the crisis of the Reformation, the CotRé&formation, and the Thirty

7 SeelJohn F. WaltorAncient Near Eastern Thought and the Old Testament: Introducing the Conceptual World of

the Hebrew Bile (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic 2006); M. Conrad Hieedyieaning of Creation: Genesis and

Modern Sciencf@.ouisville: Westminster John Knox 1984).

8 SeeHans Boersmajeavenly Participation: The Weaving of a Sacramental Tag&tayd Rapids: Eerdims

2011); David B. Burrelfreedom and Creation in Three Traditi@®suth Bend: Univ. of Notre Dame Press 1993);

5 @AR / ® [AYROSNAZI a¢KS ClLaGS 27 { OkheéCAGEdgd GompahiahbaR & G A O |
Science and ReligipBonor @nningham5 | NB Ay Q& t A 2 dzd -DaRvBiktsvand Creftidnists BGh Gett (G NJ
itWrong6 DN Yy R wl LA RAY 9SNRYIFIYQa Hamnoz [/ KILGSN { S@Sy o

9 SeeCharles E. HummeThe Galileo Connection: Resolving Conflicts Between Science & TliedBiblers
Grove:LY G SNEI NEAGE tNBaa mdpycoT aClY2dza ¢NRIFfay ¢CKS ¢NAL
http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/galileo/galileo.html.

19 Hummel,The Galileo Connectiph08mM My T a ¢ KS ¢NAFf 2 F DI t A inrfad, availSdelLdr 3S>
at http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/galileo/condemnation.html.

BgeKS ¢NAFE 2F DFHtAftS2é $SoLIIST GSEG 2F tl LIt /2yRSYYI
http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/galileo/condemnation.html.

2Hummel,TheGalileo Connectiqril6.
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CSEFNBRQ 2 NFE ONBSRi&Ge2 RFUSYRSNAR 2F (GKS / KdzZNOK |
condemnationt* 9 Sy | FGSNI DIFfAfS20a O2yRSYylLGA2y> KSf
mathematical concept, and by 1835, the heliocentric texts of Copernicus and Galileo were
NEY2OPSR TNRBY G(GKS /F{iK2fAO MWAUAMKROEe Jdhy BablH 2 F
F2NXYEFE€te | LRf23A1T SR F2N GKS / KdzZNOKQa GNBIFGYS

mistreatment of Jews, the Crusades, and other mattérs.

Notwithstandingthese qualifications, the Galileo affair represents a touchstone event for the
relationship between theology and science. The heliocentric cosmos challenged not only the
interpretation of a few Biblical passages, but also the broader Aristotelian coggnahat
AYT2NN¥SR GKS YSRASQI t &e i KeS MewtbniaRigm sabdequerdly OS¢ |
guestioned Aristotelian causation and the sense of a great chain of being more broadly, Lyellian
3S2ft 238 1jdzSadA2y SR (KS I yE( A2jFdzAGINSS I 20FA 20yK SNIBOG 2NAIRKS
and Darwinism questioned anthropocentric biology, theology faced an even more significant
challenget’” At the same time, scientific methods of textual analysis, archeology and
historiography were being applied to thebBcal texts in ways that questioned the fundamental

integrity of the Bible®

Nineteenth century Christian thinkers reacted to the Newtonian, Lyellian and Darwinian
challenges inconsistently. During the ascendency of Newtonianism, many opted for & kind o

mechanistic Deism that was at odds with the Christian view of a God who is intimately

Bseet KS +#F GAOFY hoaSNBFG2NE 2S6aArAiGSs a¢KS DFEEAES2 ! FFIF AN
http://vaticanobservatory.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=197%3Atadec
affair&catid=89%3Ahistorgf-astronomy&Iltemid=242&lang=en

1 Ibid.

BegKS GKS2t23A0FE olara FT2N GKSaS Lf23ASa Aa asSi FT2NIf
1999 documenMemory and Reconciliation: The Church and the Faults of thedRadable at
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/cti_documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc 20000307 _memory
reconcitc_en.html approved by therCardinal JoséRatzinger acting as Prefect of the Congregation for the

Doctrine of the Faith.

16 SeeHummel,The Galileo Connectip@hapter 1.

17 SeeRachel Muers and Mike Higtollodern Theology: A Critical Introductifiondon: Routledge 2012),

Chapter 11. As Conoughingham argues, it is not at all clear that any of these developments do, in fact,

challenge all notions of a chain of being or of human uniqueness. Cunningharil A y Q & ,2t3AThidza L RS |
perspective will be developed later in this Chapter.

B SeeMark S. Gignilliatd Brief History of Old Testament Criticism: From Benedict Spinoza to Brevar{Gzailds

Rapids: Zondervan 2012).



http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/cti_documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20000307_memory-reconc-itc_en.html
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/cti_documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20000307_memory-reconc-itc_en.html

providentially involved with creatiot? Ly / KNRAAGAL Y (KS2f23&8Qa FTANRID
notwithstanding the perhaps exaggerated accounts of the clash betv@senuel Wilberforce

and Thomas Henry Huxley, the majority responded with cautious appraisal and appropriation of

both Lyell and Darwin, while working with notions of providence that attempted to
accommodate both the Biblical picture and NewtdnTheir effats sometimes led to theological
oSNNI GA2ya adzOK |a 2AtfAlLY tlfSeQa agl GdOKY!
G2N] SR FTNRBY | FNIYSE2N)] GKIG &dadzySR GKS ao622
complementary truths

The Fundamentalig¥lodernist controversy that erupted among American Protestants in the

early twentieth century, however, ignited a tinderbox of conflict, highlighted in the infamous
G{O021LISa az2yl1Seé& ¢NRAITf ¢ ZZFFundamenalists yejecketl Baivdnjair ¢ Sy
sciencein toto, and further rejectedn toto the historicalcritical inquiry of the Biblical sourcé.

¢KS NRA&S 2F tNRGOSadlyd CdzyRIYSyGlfAay &adzJi2 NI
asserts that the Bible can be read as an inerrant scienafit and that God literally created the

universe in six days around 6,500 years #g®: KS Sy 2N 2dza Odzf Gdz2NIF £ Ay T
AO0ASY OS¢ LI NIAOdzf I NI &8 Ay -widg, hsleWdenced SyNfle @kdti 6 dzli A

19 SeeTaylor,A Secular Age€Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press 2007), Chapter 7.

20 From a Protestant perspectiviar example, see Mark A. Noll and David N. Livingstone, Bd&. Warfield,

Evolution, Science, & Scripture: Selected Wri(i@gand Rapids: Baker 2000). For a typical account of the Huxley
Wilberforce conflict as a watershed crisis moment for Claiistheology, see Muers and Hight®12-215. For a

more careful account of the HuxléyA £ 6 SNF 2 NOS Sy O02dzy i SNE 51 GAR [AQBAyIad2y S
AY ¢KSANI 5S06F 0SS h @S NRosald 2. iNdaibare ¢fl. GalileR Gardstif ahcB0kh2rygtiss Aoyt

Science and Religian/ | YO NA R3ISY I F NBIFNR | yAQD t NBaa HanpoT Wowd |
9y O02dzy i SNE¢ ¢ KS | 830{ankXo0d). fFor\arRadzbyitithiat limits teoimmuediate significance

of the debate but underscores the genuine theological tensions felt by Wilberforce over the problem of human
Sg2tdziazys 4SS CNIyl WFHYSas ahy 2Afo0SNF2NOS | yR | dzEf Seé.
21SeeMcGrath,Science & Religion: An Introductonm T W2 Ky | SYNE S awSt A3IA2Y FyR (GKS
The Cambridge Companion to Science and Relis@asb.

221bid., 220-221.

23 SeeGeorge Marsdennderstanding Fundamentalism and Evangelica(iGmand Rapids: Eerdmans 1990),

Chapters 6, 9.

24 See Ronald L. Numbei®he Creationists: From Scientific Creationism to Intelligent D@sgnbridge: Harvard

''YAGPD t NB&da HnncoOT a! yasSNR Ay DSySairaeé 6So0ariasSz | @k At
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YATEA2Y R2faBtvéa/ NBPHSFWBDIB®S s 2F aONBlFGAZ2Y 3

conflict between theology and modern evolutionary science.

Neo-Calvinist presuppositionalism is a living reaction to the fundamentaaiernist
controversy, a dispute that begam iAmerican Presbyterianism in the 1920's. "Modernist"
Presbyterians embraced the new critical Biblical scholarship and the new natural sciences, and
accepted the challenges geology, paleontology, and evolutionary biology presented for "literal”
readings 6 scripture. Traditionalist Presbyterians insisted on adherence to the essential tenets
of the Westminster Confession of Faith, including, perhaps most notably, the infallibility or
inerrancy of scriptur@® lronically, the "traditionalist" Bibliology ahany early figures in this
debate, including B.B. Warfield, was not hostile to scientific developments. Warfield, whose
writings on the inerrancy of scripture still inform conservative and fundamentalist Evangelical
theology today, argued that the modergeology and biology, including biological evolution,
could be compatible with an inerrant Bible, even if he drew lines around the possibility of human
evolution?’ Nevertheless, disputes over the inspiration of the Bible and other "fundamentals"
of the fath caused the traditionalist and modernist Presbyterians to divide, with the modernists
gaining control over Princeton Theological Seminary and the traditionalists forming a new school,

Westminster Theological Seminary, in Philadelghia.

The fundamentalistnodernist division was in significant part a reaction to the disruptions caused

08 DSNXIY GKAIKSNE . Aof A O P Bildiddhschalabshsach asAufius i K S
Wellhausen built on approaches dating back to the Renaissance in anleffort RA 8 OSNY (G KS
FYR GKAAG2NAROFtE ¢ YSFIyAy3a 2F GKS . AoftAOlIf GSE
Wellhausen and others challenged prior beliefs about the unity and integrity of the Biblical
sources. Wellhausen argued, for example, thfla@ Pentateuch was a redaction of three

theologically and narratively disparate and even contradictory sources, rather than a unified,

2 SeeCreation Museum Websiteyailable at http://creationmuseum.org/.

26 SeeGeorge MarsderJnderstanding Fundamentalism and Evangelica(i@mand Rapids: Eerdmans 1990).
27SeeMark A. Noll and David N. Livingstone, B.B. Warfti&ld)ution, Science, and Scripture: Selected Writings
(Grand Rapids: Baker Books 2000).

28 SeeMarsden,Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism

2 bid.
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essentially historically accurate account from the inspired pen of Moses. Their philological
methods were combined witepectacular advances in the nascent disciplines of archeology and
epigraphy, such as the discovery of the tablets containing the Epic of Gilgamesh by Hormuzd

Rassam in 185%.

<

¢tKS GKAIKSNE ONRARGAOCA LI AYGSR | Lbundad dabldent ¥ G KS
that was derivative of the mythologies of its surrounding cultures, rather than a pristine account

of universal origins essentially dictated by God. Their understanding of the Bible coincided with
philosophical trends, particularly GermarorRanticism, that in turn influenced academic
theology. German Protestant scholars such as Friedrich Schleiermacher and, later, Rudolph
Bultmann, attempted to demystify the faith and to recast doctrines once thought basic to
orthodoxy, such as the virginrth, original sin, the vicarious atonement, the particularly of Christ

in salvation, and the inspiration of scriptures, in merely experiential téfnWhen conservative

A0K2f I NA YR LI ai2NAR 0S3ty LlzfAaKAy3theykS @21
believed¢ with some justificatiorg that they were responding to an intellectual crisis that went

to the very hearg 0 KS & F dzy R bf ¥iSofidiGhiistias faitR?

But the Fundamentalists who took up the ménof defending the faith from t modernists in

the early twentieth century typically were less flexible than predecessors such as B.B. Warfield
who could cautiously incorporate at least some of the empirical data of the new natural sciences
and the new Biblical scholarship into his urgtanding of Biblical inspiration and inerrancy.
Significant portions of The Fundamentals were devoted to attacks on higher criticism and
Darwinism that lacked any texture or nuan&e.A line was drawn: any accommodation to

51 NBAYQa (KS 2a8dsurgefider®idie esdemntilg of Chaistian faith.

30 SeeSteven L. McKenzie and Stephen R. Haynes, Taml&ach its Own Meaning: Biblical Criticisms and Their
Application (Louisville: Westminstelohn Knox 1999).

31 SeeRachel Muers and Mike HigtoMlodern Theology: A Critical Introductifitondon: Routledge 2012), Section
A.

32 SeeMarsden,Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalisfull tex scans of The Fundamentals are
available at the Internet Archivéttps://archive.org/details/fundamentalstest1l7chic.

33 See, e.gthe following essays ifihe Fundamenta¥ DNAFFAGK ¢K2YlFI &YX ahtR ¢Sadal yYSy
¢Sadl YSyld |/ K2NWA AIGIAS fS\1 @GEITA BRABNE 2F GKS | ATKSNI / NAGAOAAYE
I NRGAOAAYZET I SYNE . SHOKZ a¢KS 530 RSyOS 2F 51 NBAYAAYE
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In America, of course, Christianity and popular concepts of democratic governance have also
been closely intertwined. It is not surprising that the early twentieth century Fundamentalists
became alarme@bout the teaching of evolutionary biology in public schools and sought to limit
GKFG FOGAGAGe GKNRAZAK fS3AatliAzyod ¢tKSaS ST¥T¥F
19253 | f 1 K2dZAK {02L)Sa ¢l a O2y @A Ol S Rwiutpfidd&iNg ¢ Sy y S
SP2tdziAz2y AYy | LWzt AO0 a0K22f3 GKS LISNF2NXIyYyOS
Jennings Bryan, who also prosecuted the case, was widely ridi®ulBde Fundamentalist side

began to withdraw from wider cultural engagemnteamd to focus on separatist institutions that

would preserve the purity of their movement.

This trend coincided with the popularization within Fundamentalist groups of the eschatology of
mostly belonged to a strain of Reformed theology that espoused an optimistienpiietinial
eschatology. Warfield and his compatriots understood themselves as participants in an
ideological fight, but they believed their ideasuld gradually but inexorably triumph as the

Kingdom of God expanded. Thered f Ay A &alia ¢6K2 | R2LIISR a2yYsS ¥
LINSAdzLlLIl2 aAGA2y FEAaAY GSYRSR (261 NRa |y alb YA S

occupy a rarified space imeologyand-science discussions. In stark contrast, dispensational

hOOdzLJr yi Ay GKS t Sg3> & adildbheduitek that Xhe FundaylentaliKcBntainettta v G ® € L
y2ilo6ftS SEFYLX S&E 2F Y2NB OFNBFdzx (K2dAKG Fo2dzi / KNRAAGA
G{ OASYOS YR / KNR&AUAIY ClAGKDE h NNJsyhgyla® Bived, Knd G = Ay GKS
spoken of in simple, popular language, as we ourselves every day speak of them. The world it describes is the

world men know and live in, and it is described as it appears, not as, in its recondite researches, science reveals its

inner constitution to us. Wise expositors of the Scriptures, older and younger, have always recognized this, and

KFE@aS y20 FGGSYLIISR {2 biddNNS TFizaNd KSINY B BES RT deKIi KSNIPS 5 | N,
their Bibles because it is madCertain that the world is immensely older than the 6,000 years which the older
OKNRyz2f23& 3¢S Aild DS2t23e A& FStd 2yteée (G2 KI @S SELIy
operations through the aeons of time during which the worldthwis teeming populations of fishes, birds,

NBLIGAE SAZ YFYYlIfAaX ¢ & wheiNBeldlohdkigsiverd iNg uphealed dhe bailegsfb&ing
40221LSR 2dzi>x FyYyR @SAya 2F LINBOA2dza YSGl f deweigiiof3 AYyf Il AR
Saalrea Ay ¢KS CdzyRFIYSydlta RAR y20 F2tft2¢6 hNNIRa YSI adzNd
special, recent creation of Adam and EBzelbid.

34 SeeGeorge Marsderf;undamentalism and American Culty@xford: OUP 2d ed. @9), Chapter XXI.

35 Seelbid.; Ronald L. Number$he Creationists: The Evolution of Scientific Creatigiiienkeley: Univ. Calif.

Press 1992)72-73.

36 SeeMatthew Avery SuttonAmerican Apocalypse: A History of Modern Evangelicéismbriige: Harvard

Univ. Press 2014).
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LINBYAfESYyAlrtAada o0StASOSR GKIG GKS& gSNB f AODA
FYR FLI2adlae AYYSRAFGSt&@ LINBOSRAYy3I (KBe aDNBI |
2dzZRAYSyYy G Sljdzr iSR ¢gA0GK GKS . A6fAOlIf a5F& 2F (K
/| KNAaG SaidlofAakK KAad aAffSyyAlf YAY3IR2YI RdzNA
thousand years of peace on Earth, to be concluded with a finalandemonic rebellion that

g2dzZ R NBadzZ 0 Ay / KNAadQa RSAGNMzOGA2Y 2F GKAaA
0StAST GKIFIG GKS LINBaSyd GAYSa ¢gSNB (GKS aSyR
Cdzy RI' YSY (I f A&aiaQ the Sehpes tHall ATOe bidEiér M&H was Irrddéethakly
corrupt and headed for fiery judgment. The only safe place was aboard the Ark of a putatively

literalist Biblical faitk?’

The populist dynamism of the American evangelical movement, however, couldngppermit

evangelical Fundamentalists to remain on the cultural sidelines. The period following World War

Il in particular witnessed a resurgence in world missions along with a new cultural visibility and
prominence for American Evangelicals eagerdtain the theological underpinnings of The
Fundamentals while distancing themselves from the isolationism of -Pospes
fundamentalism. Evangelical leaders such as Carl Henry, J.I. Packer, Bernard Ramm, and Francis
Schaeffer, and institutions suchas ®h G 2y [/ 2t € S3S3T LINRPY2(GSR LRt A
AYGSANIGA2Y 2F FlLAGK FYR €SIENYyAYyIbdE l f K2 dAaAK
Darwinian evolution, nedcvangelical intellectuals mostly accepted Lyellian geology and the
mainstream & A SY GAFAO O2yaSyadza | o62dzi GKS @Fada | 3S
| KNAAGALY +*ASg 2F {OASYyOS YR {ONARLINIdz2NE=Z¢ @KA
F3S¢ AYUSNILINBOFIGA2ya 2F DSySaAira w3cAfilaton, & A IKE &
conservative Evangelical organization devoted to finding harmony between their theology and

the natural science®

37 SeeMarsden,Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicali$tar a fascinating original source on

dispensational theology, see Clarence Larkih, & LISy & G A2y | f ¢ NHzG KX 2NJ(D®20RQa tfly
38 Berrard Ramm(The Christian View of Science and ScriptuBeNJ Y R wl LA R& Y 9SNRYIYyQa wmdp
the American Scientific Affiliation and the disputes between progressive creationists and young earth creationists,

see NumbersThe Creationistd 59-181.
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Not all who wished to identify as culturally engaged Evangelicals, however, were willing to accept

even Lyellian geologyin 1961, largely in response to Ramm, Henry Morris and John Whitcomb
publishedThe Genesis Flobd | LJ2 ¢ SNF dzf | LJ2f 2 3& 3°F\Mohid andi OA Sy
2 KAGO02Y0 0StASOSR GKFG F af AGSNIfé NBFRAYy3A 27
Biblical chronology that the Earth is less than 10,000 years old, could be supported through the
LINR LISNI | LI AOFGA2y 2F &AaOASYGAFTFAO YSGK2Ra®
Gdzy ATF2NNAGEINRIFIYE GASg 2F 3IS2f 238 SamdpmoRdisted 6 KA O
attribute to long, gradual processes could instead be explained with reference to a-wioldd

deluge at the time of NoahThe Genesis Floedhs an immediate sensation and remains a basic

GSEG F2N e@2dzy3 S| NI K i6logisdlyiitd®iged, and dontinues t@divide) § 2 R
' YSNAOlIY 9@Fy3aStAaAolfa Fy2y3a (K2&aS gK2 Ayarad
and those who do not. More importantly for Christian theology broadly considered, the YEC
model promoted inTheGenesis Floodupplied, and still supplies, much of the fuel for culture

g NI RSolG4Sa 20SNJ aaOASyYyOS | yR Nirbughateprgsént, I NP dzy
American courts, including the Supreme Court, have heard challenges to public sceooé sc
OdzNNA Odzf ' Y2dzy i SR o6& , 9/ 2NJ LyGSttAIsmiflion 5SaA3
R2ffFNJ a/ NBFGA2Yy adzaSdzYé Ay YSyiddzOieé R2Sa oNA
YySUg2N] LIRLJzZ I NAT SR o0& GKS®S* a!yagSNE Ay DSySaax

I a2YSoKFIG Y2NB a2LKA&AGAO0OFIGSR OSNEAZ2Y 2F (KA:
movement, which attempts to disprove the theory of evolutitmough scientific evidences for

GRS&AIYE AY ONBI GA2Y (KN ded ikkfordalion ihaosgliMthough 3 | LJIA
YIye L5 LINRPLRYSyGa R2 y20 ARSYGATe 6A0GK aO0OASY

of Genesis literally, they likewise presume that the Biblical revelation must somehow conform to

3% John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morrihe Genesis Flood: The Biblical Record and its Scientific Implications
(Phillipsburg: P&R Publishing 1961).

40 For significant case law, sE@person v. Arkansas, 393 U.S. 97 (1968); Edwards vaihui28 U.S. 578 (1987);

Kitzmiller v. Dover Area School District, 400 F. Supp.2d 707 (2005). For the Creation Museum, see the Creation

Museum website, available &ttp://creationmuseum.org/ For Answers in Gesis, see the Answers in Genesis

website, https://answersingenesis.org/.

41 Seelbid.; William A. Dembskintelligent Design: The Bridge Between Science & The@ogyners GroveiVP

' OF RSYAO HAAHOT da! yO2YY2y 5Sa@éntaminondeSaerit.domS> | g At ot S |
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http://creationmuseum.org/

FYR 0S8 02y fyAFussRkbedadse df thi©preSumption, ID advocates generally argue
that the findings of evolutionary biology fundamentally conflict with Christian theotégy.

¢KS SEGNI 2NRAYLFNEB Odzf GdzNF £ Ay Tt dzSyO0S 2F ay$Ss
another extreme node of this warfare thesi$. Darwinism is here elevated to an -all
encompassing worldview. For example, David Sloan Wilson, Distinguished Professor of Biological
Sciences and Anthropology at Binghamton University, argues that Darwinian emofutiy

explains everything, including every aspect of human nattirdnyone who thinks otherwise,

SOSY aAyGSttSOGdzZ taégd oK2 FFNB y2i NBtAIA2dza>
ONXB I (i X2 Relgiol, dof) these ultr®arwinists, is like a peicious virus that must be

eradicated by scienc¥.

2. Independence and NOMA

A A

In contrastc or apparent contrast 1 2 (G KS&S O2y Ff A0G Y2RSftaszx Ylye
Y2RSt Ay 6KAOK daaOASyOS¢ I yR -owiph@dorgag® 2 OO0dzL
¢KS t1F30S oA2t23Aal {0GSLKSYy WIe& D2dz Ra GASNRNEER dz

(NOMA) that purported to separate scientific claims from moral tdithThis perspective is

42SeeConor Cunninghang | NB A y Q& ,27880dza L RS

B SyO0S (GKS R2dz0tS YSIyAy3a Ay GKS § AtefESd o2CHristayitg 2 F 2 At f Al

Finding a Good God in an Evil WdfBtand Rapids: Baker Acade 2009), in which Dembski argues that

I KNARAGAFYyAGe FlrLAfa oAlGK2dzi | AO0OASYOGATFTAOIfte@ RSY2yaidNI of

provide such a chronology is certainly far more sophisticated than that of creation science. Hs #oeep

geological age of the Earth and even the broad outlines of biological evolution (albeit punctuated in some way by

AYTFdzaAz2ya 2F S5AGAYS GRSaAIYyE FLI NG FNBY (GKS 2NRAYINEB LJ

retroactive effects becauséme can run forwards and backwards. Absent this sort of mathematical construction

of the retroactive effects of time, however, it seems that Dembski would agree with theDétravinists that

Christianity has beescientificallyfalsified.

44 See, e.g., iBhard DawkinsThe God DelusigiBoston: Mariner Books 2008). See also CunninggdmNB A y Q a
0

Pious ldeg272H T p 0 ahdzNJ ! dzy GAS WSIYy | yR WAOKINR 51 g1Ayaéoo

45 David Sloan Wilso®, @2 t dzi A2y FT2NJ 9OSNE2YSY | 26 51 WN&bduy Q& ¢ KS2NE
OurselvegNew York: Delacorte Press 2007).

“lbid G o 6ljd2GAy3a ¢KS bliA2ys a¢KS bSég / NBIFGAZYAAYY . A3
47 Dawkins;The God Delusion

48 McGrath,46-47.

49 Stephen Jay GouldNonoverlapping Magesteri@Natural Hstory 106:1622 (March 1997). See the discussion
2F bha! Ay [ dzyyAYIKRMI?T25F NBAYQa t A2dza LRSI X
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reflected, to a certain extent, in the U.S. National Academy afnSes statement on the

compatibility of science and religion:

Science and religion are based on different aspects of human
experience. In science, explanations must be based on evidence
drawn from examining the natural world. Scientifically based
observatons or experiments that conflict with an explanation
eventually must lead to modification or even abandonment of that
explanation. Religious faith, in contrast, does not depend only on
empirical evidence, is not necessarily modified in the face of
conflicting evidence, and typically involves supernatural forces or
entities. Because they are not a part of nature, supernatural
entities cannot be investigated by science. In this sense, science
and religion are separate and address aspects of human
understandirg in different ways. Attempts to pit science and
religion against each other create controversy where none needs
to exist>°

GLYRSLISYRSY OS¢ Y2RSftaz K26SOSNE aSSY AySoOAll o
SOARSY OS¢ | yR a&yNIGtdeNIHNE ylBdz{a deLdS N/RRiadZ & G KS b
3. Strong Integration : Process Theology

In contrast to these conflict models, the mainstream science and religion literature emphasizes
GRAIf23dz28S¢ 06S06SSY | YRk 2 NJ ligiduy peSNived Arghg 2 F

Integrationist models tend towards a willingness to reconfigure religious categories in ways that

QX

seem required by the natural sciences. Process theology, which tends to identify Godself as part

of the developing and emergincosmos, is a prime example of this sort of mev&or process

theology, reality is fundamentally a dynamic procgssRather than envisioning God as the

GNI YyaOSYRSYy(d &2dz2NOS 2F GKS dzyAGSNARSS F2N LINER

dynamicnature of the universe, but rather the dynamic Gadrld relationship is the primary

OplGA2yltf ! OFRSYe 2F {OASyOSa 6S0aAiSs a9@g2ftdziazy wSaz
at http://www.nationalacademiesorg/evolution/Compatibility.html.

51 SeeMcGrath,47-49.

52SeeJohn Cobb and David Ray Griffimpcess Theology: An Introductory Expositimuisville: Westminster John

Knox 1996).

53SeeBruce G. Epperlferocess Theology: A Guide for the Rawgdi(London: T&T Clark 20120.
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SEFYLX S 2F ONBI(GdNBfte SEMENASESKOSE BYSHELAAWAEY
everchanging world, God is the most dynamic and eskmnging reality; R Q& 06 S02 YA Y
embraces the eternal, temporal, and everlasting in an @reative, seHsurpassing dialogue with

0KS dzyR OSNR S ¢

Because God is a dynamic and evolving reality, process theology eschews the classical notion of

D2 RQ& LISNBFoSedditHeldgfadsdiew the claim that God is omniscient and omnipotent

as remnants of Greek thought best left behiti{dThey argue that a God who is omniscient and
omnipotent must be responsible for evil and that both scripture and Christian experience disclose
Godin relational terms® ¢ KS@& FdzNIKSNJ F NHdzS GKFG D2RQa Of I a.
possibility of human creativity and creaturely freedéfnMany process theologians argue, in

particular, that evolutionary theory elides the classical understgridi 2 F D2 RQ&a LISNF SO

While some Christians believe that God has directed the course of

the universe from the very beginning, determining every detall

without creaturely input, and is guiding the universe toward a-pre

determined goal, process theologynagines an opeended

dzy A 3SNESZ Ay GKAOK-emDaiRMZubjgthta A 2y A a | f &2
change in relationship to creaturely decisioraking and accidental

occurrences$?

A thread that ties these claims together within process theology is the integratidimeofogy
and sciencé! LY RSSRYX dwLBNROSaa GKS2f23& A& FTANXYEE& N
0 KS dzy®R TheNEo&edsitheology also eschews the concept of creatiamihilg arguing
OKFGX AyaiduSIRI awSe6 @Sy eadiivithBhe prii@diabeledents 6fy 33 D

this universe or another universe from which this universe may have emerged, as some

54 Ibid.at 21.

%5 |bid.

%6 Ibid. at 3344.
57 Ibid. at 34.

%8 Ibid. at 3844.
%9 |bid. at 8391.
80 bid, 97.

61 |bid.at 92-102.
52 |bid.at 97.
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cosmologists suggest. God has never been without a world, which provides opportunities for,

and limitations of, the embodimentd2 RQ&a ONBPRGA TS GArarzy dé

CKAAd @GAaA2Y 2F SYSNHAYy3I NBlIftAOGe +faz2 +FFFSOGa

y20 YSOGFLKeaAOFfte ALISOAFT odzi NI G KSMumahNB & F dz
beings are notimpacted by any sortco2 NA Ay f ¢ aAy o6dzi NI G§KSNJ KI @S
relationship of calandresponsewith Go& Ly Tl OG0 X Gwi 82 GKS &dzNLINR & ¢
GKS2ft23Alyax LINPOS&aa (KS2ft23Alya NBO23IyAl S (K
ia y204 lftgle&a ol RY Al Yl & AyeS &MorgoSas, pradess a4 A 0 A f
GKS2ft 238 (GSyR&a (G2 ARSYyi(lATe (GKS KdzYly da?z2dzé

human society extended over tinf8.¢ KS & & 2 dzf ¢ % a patt &f flatu@ GGt tod Sy &

GKS alyYS O2yRAUAZ2Yya BEIdNIKSREKSBNKSlI 0dzREE By RA
Aa GKS AYYSRALI GS 39Bgcaud@ofihe sybikdaess ofittfe Bumardpdzod ¢

and specifically the human brain the flux of evolutionary history, the human soul is intimately

connected with the entire universe:

The soul is, then, in immediate contact with some occasions of
experience in the brain and with the mental poles of experiences
2T 2 0KSNI écydbutinknsately, thg” Wl &o prehends
the whole society that constitutes its body and still more indirectly,
but still very importantly, the wider environment that is the whole
world. Atthe same time, the soul contributes itself as an object for
feeling by other souls, the contiguous occasions in the brain, and
indirectly by the whole future world?

4. Presuppositionalism and Reformed Epistemology
Process theology entails a methodology that seems to privilege modern science as a broad

epistemology. Other methods that involve some degree of conflict and some degree of

53 bid. 98.

54 1bid. at 99.

55 |bid. at 100-101.

56 |bid. at 101.

67 SeeJohn B. Cobb, JA, Christian Natural Theology Based on the Thought of Alfred North Whit¢beaidville:

Westminster John Knox 2d ed. 2007).

58 1bid., 19.

bid., 21. See alsdbid.at43n 0 F2NJ / 200Qa NBFAYSYSyd 2F 2KAGSKSIRQa @
0 1bid.,, 23.
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consilience between theology and science challenge the epistemological grounds for what is
a2YSGiAYSa OFffSR GaOASylGAaYDE la S KI @S ass
by the young earth creationists. But it is also employed in a more sophisticated way by some

theologians and philosophers in the Reformed tradition.

C2NJ SEIFYLIX ST /2NYyStAdza Iy ¢Af Q&8 aLINBadzZIIRZ aAdl
0SUBSFIWMiUKE | yR & NBdivmigt yhéologyh ViaK Rilyargyed tat all human
knowledge claims are based on falthsed presuppositions. Because human beings are
fundamentally sinful, their presuppositions are often wrong. A key function of sceipituiVan

¢CAfQa aeadasSysx gla G2 LINRBOGARS | YSlIya 2F 02NN
revelation. Scripture supplied propositional content that must inform proper human reasoning.
Among the basic propositional truths of scripture was thak S dzy A 3SNARS A& D2RQ

merely a chance product of evolution.

+y ¢AfQa SLMAaaSyz2tz23e Ory fSFR G2 @&2dzy3 S| N
Indeed, one of the leading Reformed presuppositionalist thinkers today, whoadsast faculty

member at Westminster Seminary in Philadelphia, is Vern Poythress, who argues in his book
GwSRSSYAy3d {OASyOSe¢ GKIFIG &a2yYS @GSNERA2Yy 2F SOz
scripture, though he is also partial to certain kinds of ingelit design theorie® One of the

subtleties here is that, while presuppositionalists such as Poythress insist on the propositional
inerrancy of scripture, their epistemology precludes any claim that the propositional truth of
scripture is selevidenttodzy F ARSR NXIF a2y ® ¢ K dzai3S adiK Sigh 2NIEF 2ND (
GKAOK Aa NBfFGSR (G2 0KS aAff™zyYAylGA2yé 2F &aON

These notions of selittestation and illumination secure the inerrancy of scripture prior to any
effort at interpretation and allow interpreters to find alternative inerrant meanings when the

literal sense of scripture seems to contradict other vestablished facts, such as the facts of the

"t SeeCornelius Van TiThe Defense of the FaitRhillipsburg: P&R™ed. 2008).

2Vern S. PoythresRedeeming Science: a Godntered ApproacfWheaton: Crosswa3006).

3 See, e.gRoger R. Nicole and J. Ramsey Michaels, ledsrancy and Common Ser(§&rand Rapids: Baker

Books 1980); Moises Sih®Id Princeton, Westminster, and Inerrancin Harvey M. Conn, ednerrancy and

Hermeneutic: A Tradition, &@llenge, a DebatéGrand Rapids: Baker Books 19890 & G G Ay 3 G KF G aL Kl
believe that the essential historicity of Genesis1 A & I Fdzy RI YSy Gl f FNIAOES 2F / KNR.

17



modern natural sciences. Because they are propositionalists, rewinese Reformed thinkers

do not advocate a return to the traditional fodiold sense of scripture, by which the literal sense

might be superseded by an allegoricaltmpological sensé* An apparent conflict between

scripture and science, for themequires a more careful examination of both scripture and

science until a set of neoontradictory propositions about the nature of the universe that

F O02dzyila 020K FT2NJ GKS LINRPLRAaAAGAZ2YyAa adl SR AY
by observatyY 2F (G(KS &ao0221 2F Yy dieBSame reywithin$heir & OS NI
theological system, some propositions that seem evident in scripture are of such importance that
F2NJ Y2NB GO2yaSNBIFGAGBSE Ay i SNLINBnotsSoyEe dpécidleé | NB
ONBIlIGA2Y 27F | A IPSSHIU ifv recent Relary; sSome gbsencativédefdrmed
presuppositional theologians attempting to reconcile faith and science have suggested that

G! REYE YR a9@S¢ YI & Klcidlgcreat8dSn/apiitialSense andEnay K dzY |

even have cexisted with other humans not biologically descended from thém.

I Y2NB &a2LKAAGAOFIGSR YR F2NXYARF0fS {AYyR 27
9LIAAaGSY2t238¢ 2F | f O Atefstorff, f ahdy Gtthey” HdtaBle Amerioda2 t | &
LIKAf 232LKAOFE (GKS2t23AlFyaos tfFryadAy3alr O2ydSy
Gl NN yGSRe o0StASTFZ yR GKFG FY2z2y3a (GKS LINE LIS
regularity and continuity of the univee along with the assumption that God exi§tsin in his

book Warranted Christian BeliePlantinga emphasizes the internal witness of the Holy Spirit,

which provides a form of epistemic certainty about the existence of @d&tlantinga argues that

74 SeeHenri de Lubadyledieval Exegesis: The Foursnof Scripturevol. 1 Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 1998).

> Seelbid.

¢ See, e.g.John Jefferson Davi@zenesis, Inerrancy, and the Antiquity of Maim Inerrancy and Common Sense
137-159.

"7 SeeC. John Collingid Adam and Eve Really Exis¥ho They Were and Why You Should Qafieeaton:
Crossway 2011).

"8 See Alvin Planting&yarrant: The Current Deba(®xford: OUP 1993)yarrant and Proper Functigi®xford

Univ. Press 1993Warranted Christian Beli¢Oxford: OUP 2000yhere the Cotitt Really Lies: Science Religion,
and Naturalism(Oxford: OUP 2011).

®Warranted Christian Belie€hapters 8 and 9.
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it isd w0 8 &c thelwhdleKprocess, involving the internal instigation of the Holy Spirit

something becomesvidentd A ®S > | OljdZANB & 4 NNF y iz 8Kl & gKI

But Plantinga does not merely argue for a form of fideism. Rather, hesisghat the warrants

of faith are shown to be sensible and reasonable in light of the entire context of the beliefs those
warrants produce, and, indeed, that those beliefs make more sense than the possibility of
atheism. This sounds like a form of coBef i A &YX o6dzi tfFyaGAy3al SELX
dzy I £ f 228 SR¢ 02 K Bay&sianicohergntidfalnstéasl fPlantihga is partial to what

KS OFrffta a.2yW2dz2NRFY [/ 2 KSNByY (R BEanthgasugFestStivd (G KS
L2y W2dANRAa LIMBASYGAa T aOKFadSySR O2KSNBydGAavYe
F2dzy RFGGA2yFfA&ad LINBYA&aSa 2F alLJz2NB |yR dzyltf2e

(with their own epistemic limits) of Bayesian coherenti&m.

From this basis, Plantinga si¢ aida GKI G F o6SGGSNI adrNIAy3 LR
Fdzy OFARKSPEY 20GA2Y 2F AGLINRPLISNI Fdzy QUAz2yse tflyihr
another: that of thedesign planof the organ or organism in questianthe way the thing in

guestian is supposed to work, the way it works when it works properly, when it is subject to no

R & & T dzysOrherezase thén, according to Plantinga, four conditions for a belief having proper

warrant:

a beliefB has warrant for you if and only if (1) the cogve faculties
involved in the production oB are functioning properly (and this is to
include the relevant defeater systems as well as those systems, if any, that
provide propositionalinputs to the system in question); (2) your cognitive
environment & sufficiently similar to the one for which your cognitive
faculties are designed; (3) the triple of the design plan governing the
production of the belief in question involves, as purpose or function, the
production of true beliefs (and the same goes é&ements of the design
plan governing the production of input beliefs into the system in question);

80bid., 265.

8lWarrant: The Current Debat€hapters 4,4 T T2 NJ 4 KS & LJzZNB I y R dBbtafgéngrnd S R
discussion of coherentist models, s8t@nford Encyclopedia of Philosophy & / 2 KSNBy GAad ¢KS2
Wdza G A F A Ol { Ardtp///plato.stagidrdietiu/edtfie§justeicoherence!

821bid., Chapter 5.

83 1bid., Chapter 4.

84 1bid., 213.

85 |bid.
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and (4) the design plan is a good one: that is, there is a high statistical or
objective probability that a belief produced in accordance with the
relevantsegment of the design plan in that sort of environment is tfe.

In Warranted Christian Belieind in his more popularly accessible work on faith and science,
Plantinga attempts to show how these conditions are met concerning what he considers the core
bStASTa 2F /KNRAGAlIY FIAGKZ YR FRRNBaasSa oKI
the warrants for Christian beli€f. Ly t £ | yGAy 3+ Q&  SEA Qdsyaothar ol 8 R
belief B such that once you come to acceptyou can ndonger continue to accepA without

FIL €AYy Ay &EAnparteNdr, Plardinga thkesiod arguments by prominent atheists

such as Richard Dawkins and Daniel Dennett, who argue that evolution and theism are
incompatible because there is a lackeofdence for design in the univer8& Plantinga suggests

GKIG aOflaaArolf GKSAaGae 3ISySNIrtte oStASOS al

those found in the Heidleberg Catechism:

Providence is the almighty and ever present power of Goavbigch he

upholds, as with his hand, heaven and earth and all creatures, and so rules

them leave and blade, rain and drought, fruitful years and lean years, food

and drink, health and sickness, prosperity and pover things, in fact,

come to us not fg chance but from his fatherly harfl.
This picture of Divine action and providence, Plantinga suggests, is disrupted bynkewdad
Laplacian science, but is no longer problematic in light of quantum mecHaniGven his
presuppositional approach antiis theological views about Divine action, Plantinga also
expresses support for fine tuning arguments and, at least to some extent, for Intelligent Design
theory®?> He suggests that the evidence of fine tuning in the universe and the discourse of

InteligSy & 5SaAay NS O2yaAraidSyd ¢A0K (GKS aRSaAdy

86 Warrant and Proper Functiot94.

87 SeeWarranted Christian BeligParts Il and I\WWhere the Conflict Really Lies; Science and Religion: Are they
Compatible?.

88 \Warranted Christian BeligPreface xiii.

89 SeeWhere the Conflict ReglLies Chapters 1 and 2; Daniel C. Dennett and Alvin PlantBgence and Religion:
Are TheyCompatible?(Oxford: OUP 2011).

%0 Heidelberg Catechism, Question 27; Where the Conflict Really6bies,

%1 Where the Conflict Really Li&hapters Zand 4.

92Where the Conflict Really Li&shapters 7 and 8
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atheistic belief that all of this apparent design arose through chance is highly implaiisiblee

best Dawkins and Dennett can do, Plantinga suggests, is showhthdevelopment of life by

chance is not entirely impossible, while theism can do far better by showing a more complete

and plausible picture of how theistic beliefs are warranted. But, as Plantinga acknowledges, his
arguments do not represent an effaid prove the truth of Christian belief on Christian grounds.

'S FTAINBSa (KId a0SBOSNEIKAY I ththg F KA ENK MANA By @
0dzi  K2L)Sa dKIdG KS Oly a4 €SFHad NBFdziS adKS 02
2N y20X A& AYyGaSt% SOGdzr t te& dzyl OOSLIil 6t Sdé

5. Dialogue and Critical Realism

alye LINRBLRyYySyiGta 2F aRAFf23dz2S¢ Y2RSta o0SisSSy
GONRGAOIE NBIFftAadazé IyR (GKAA YI@&@ 0S G4KS R2Y,
dO0ASYy 0S¢ fAGSNY GdzNBx |G £ 8I A driticdl Yealigt Jpproadt? y & S NI
recognizes that all human knowing is mediated through human thought and language forms,
including both scientific and theological knowiny y R (i K dza R iNevarthelegsCOohitieah A O £ @
realists assert that there is a reality extrinsic to human thought and language that is capable of
sustained investigation, and that human beings are capable of making progress towards fuller
understanding of that extrinsic reafi®” The theological realities that theologians attempt to
investigate and the natural realities that scientists attempt to investigate must each be
approached with tools appropriate to their respective domdihsAs Alister McGrath argues,

& wo 8 2 lidatifid #dreligidhs communities can be thought of as attempting to wrestle with

%3 bid.

% Warranted Christian BeligPreface, xiii.

% See, e.gMcGrath,Science & Religioia8-79, 8283. McGrath identifies Thomas Torrance, lan Barbour, Arthur
Peacocke, and John Rimighorne, as well as himself, as critical realisiéd., 82-83. Portions of this section

appearinmy papets SO2y a i NHzOGAy3 WSTFFSNE2YyQa /I yRfSY ¢c26F NRA |
Environmentalism and Information Poli€#9 Junnetrics 203 (2009).

9% SeeMcGrath,Science & Religipii8-89, 8283.

9 bid.

98 See2 Alister McGrathA Scientific Theology: Realitiy226.
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McGrath develops his model of critical realisms@ience and theology in significant part from

the philosophical contributions of Roy Bhaskar and Michael Potéhffor critical realistin the

tradition of Bhaskar society isboth a preexisting giverand a product of human activity*

Individuals do notreate society, but they do continually reproduce and transform soéf@ty.

Society is neither a reified structure that exists apart from human activity nor an entirely
voluntary creation of individuaf®3. Kl &1 F NJ f A1 Sya (KA&a atiN}I gax gNIe
to a sculptor who creates something out of the materials and tools available t&HEne result

is that society emerges from, but is not reducible to, the choices of individ®dls2 OA Si & A &
complex totality subject to change both initsaJ2 y Sy a | yR (G KBANI Ay (i SNNE

9 Alister McGrathThe Foundations of Dialogue in Science & Rel{timmdon: Wiley Blackwell 1988).

1002 Alister McGrathA Scientific Theology: Reality226.

101 See generalljRoy BhaskaiThe Possibility of Naturalism: A Philosophical Critique of the Contemporary Human
SciencegLondon: Routledge 3d ed. 1998) (1979).

102|pid. at 36.

103pid.at39(str GAYy3d GKIFIG daz20AaSdeé YdaAadG 65 NBIFINRSR Fa +y Syas
AYRAODGARdzZE £ & NBLINBRdzOS 2NJ 4N} yaF2N¥I o0dzi 6KAOK g2dzZ R y 2
1041bid. at 37.

105 bid. at 37¢44.

106 |pid. at 41. In many respéca = ONR GAOFf NBFfAAYQAa GNIyaF2NNIGA2Y T Y32
{OK22tQa Y2RSt 2F ¢ YR y2N¥V¥ad ¢KS RAFFSNBYyOS Aa GKI
0§KS | NOKAGSOGdzNI £ & O2 R Séntirélyksocially ddhsirusted wigther BodeinfkagtidctuieLJr OSa A
Ad a2LISy¢ 2N a0t 2aSRé¢ Aa SyYyUuANBte O2yliAy3ISweePagl, GKS Ay
supra.lLy O2y(iN} adGz Ay GKS ONRGAOI f d2QBIdANSE G | BBS 2 G a Sdzti th deiss
ONBlI GA2ya 2F +dzizay2Y2dza AYRAQGARdZ fad® . KFajilkNRaE GNBIFGYS
grammar, Bhaskar observes, are not infinitely malleatiteey impose real, given limits on our speechaBkar, The

Possibility of Naturalism36. The rules of grammar, however, do not determine what we say; meaning is not
reducible to the rules of grammalbid.
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Critical realists recognize that knowledge has both social and physical dimet$idhsre is a

reality external to human perception, language, and cognittSiduman perception, language,

and cognition, however, limit wr direct epistemic access to reali§®. Human perception of
NEFfAGE Aa | GUNIYyaAlGABSeE RAYSyarazy oSOl dzasS
history, and culturé®®wS | f A& A0aSt FI K2aASMASINE Roj Bhaskak, y i NI y
reality is stratified and can be conceived as three layered: empirical (observable by human),

I Olidzl £ 6SEA&GAY3I Ay GAYS IyR &L} OS0= FYyR NBIf
2T Wiéovo

Bhaskar thus emphasized the social aspectsuofian knowledgevithout reducing all of reality

G2 T KdzYty 02y aidaNHzOGA2y® !y AYLRNIFydG FaLSoid
NE2SOUA2y 27F aYSiK2 ke hdichAt@at $ocietley Rré @ellRidiE foA & Y ¢
individuals!®3! &2 OA Ll £ | G2 Y analysis of soietigs KKan& reduded to the

preferences of individuals will never adequately explain social aétfdBut neither is society
merely the result of collective pressures on individuals, or a simple dialectic between these two

poles!!® Rather, sciety has a dual character: social groups provide the ground through which

107 Roy Bhaskar states that

Any adequate philosophy of science must find a way of grapplitty this central paradox of
science: that men in their social activity produce knowledge which is a social product much like
any other, which is no more independent of its production and the men who produce it than motor
cars, armchairs or books, whichshigs own craftsmen, technicians, publicists, standards and skills

YR 6KAOK A& y2 fS&aad adznaSoOid (2 OKIFIy3aS GKIy Fyeée 20K
CKS 20KSNJ A& GKIG 1y26fSR3IS Aa W2FTQ ickawhda o KAOK | N
2F YSNOdzNBEZ (GKS LINPOSaa 2F St SOGNRftearasr GKS YSOKIyY
2F 1y26t SRAISQ RSLISYR 2y KdzYly FOGA@AGEd LF YSy OSI

and heavy bodies fall to the earth in exactly ttre way, though ex hypothesi there would be
no-one to know it.

BhaskarThe Possibility of Naturalisral.

108 SeeCritical Realism: Essential Readingge A A A 6al NHIF NBi ! NOKSNE Si | fo SRaos
claims to be able to comibé and reconcileontological realism epistemological relativismmand judgmental
rationalityPé 0 OSYLIKIFaAa Ay 2NAIAYIf0OO

109 Bhaskar, The Possibility of Naturaljstt.

110 1bid.

111 1bid.

112bid. at 21¢62.

113 | pid.

114 | bid.

115 | bid.

23



individuals reproduce and sometimes transform sociéfA level of reality can emerge from a

more basic level without being reducible to the more basic I&Vel.

Like Bhaskar, Mich&Polanyi sought to mitigate the destructive tendencies of positivism without
RSaiNReAy3d GKS y2NXIGAQOAGE 2F d40ASyOSo® hyS 2
authoritarian control over science extant in the then communist E&%Polanyi was kee to

demonstrate that science is an inherently social enterprise just like any other human project, and

that as a social enterprise science must be subject to democratic cdhtmlso like Bhaskar,

Polanyi recognized that reality is stratifig®t.Eachleve 2 F NBFf AG& 2LISNF 1Sa «
O 2 y U NupfieQlevasFbut the higher levels are not reducible to the loifer

Polanyi recognized that positivism fails because it relies on some unverifiable foundations. As
t 2t ye&A y20§SRZI lylinpbssileifor thg Ruen&Rminél & IiveStlitself of all
uncritically acquired foundations. For our minds cannot unfold at all except by embracing a
definite idiom of beliefs, which will determine the scope of our entire subsequent fiducial
RS @St 2 E2ATReyhdtidnéof positivism itself, then, depends on an idiomatic structure that is

neither verifiable nor selévident.

116 | pid.

Wbidl § mmo o6aidl GdAy3d GKIFIG adKS 2LISNIGA2ya 27
the lowerorder level in which we might say the hig@mNR SNJ f SPSf A a WNR2
YWSYSNEBSY(G®Qé v @

118 polanyi explains this concern at the beginning of one of his key wiiksTacit Dimensioescribing the denial

2F AYRSLISYRSYyild aO0OASyOS dzyRSNJ O2YYdzyAaYI t2flyeAa aleéa al
of independent scientic thought came from a socialist theory which derived its tremendous persuasive power from

its claim to scientific certainty. The scientific outlook appeared to have produced a mechanical conception of man

and history in which there was no place for s€e® A hal.$iiFodd t 2f yeAiQa @GASsgas 2F O:
unique; they fit nicely into a constellation of contemporary philosophers of science who deconstructed the
positivism that emerged following the collapse of Baconian science, ingldidjares such as Thomas Kuhn, Imre

Lakatos, and to some extent Paul Feyerabend. Michael Pol8oigntific Thought and Social Rea(iadison:

International University Press 19745, e, e.g.Jmre LakatosThe Methodology of Scientific Resch Programmes

(Cambridge: CUP 1978); Paul FeyerabAgdjnst MethodNew York: Verso 3d ed. 1993) (1975).

119 polanyi,Scientific Thought and Social Reality

1201bid.

2lpid.C2NJ I RA&aOdzaaizy 2F K2g t 21{NABIA Ry sééRkBAdER MOBraMAIDK i NS f
Scientific Theology: Reali#26 (2002). Interestingly, the stratification of reality can also be observed in Thomas

LljdZA Yl aQ | LISéNWilia®FS. Biefbaket @bmas Aquinas and the Metapdigs of Lavé 58 Ala. L.
Rev.575,6000H O6HnnTO® LG Aa y20SR GKIG a¢K2YlFa |aadzySa (KL G
AYy@Saidaaridazy 2F it GeLlSa 2F NBIf hid&B0r yR GKA& I aadzyLd
122 polanyj Scientific Thought and Social Realitg.

l.-’]
us
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t2fyeA Ffaz2 SYLKFIaAl SR GKS 02YYdzylt yI Gdz2NB 2

involved in such communal informationtraGsNE @ ! & KS y20SRX Gwi8KS

[a=tN

society is mostly not by precept, but by example . . . [tlhe whole practice of research and
verification is transmitted by example and its standards are upheld by a continuous interplay with
criticism wiK Ay G KS & OA Sy Rhiis) Seienddig Knvvdedde (iseadsét of socially

constructed analogical models that are developed through practices acquired and implemented

in unique social networks.

Finally, Polanyi realized that the social networks tlglouwhich scientific practices are
transferred, like all social networks, incorporate elements of social control. One of the principal
means of control over scientific information networks is peer review. Polanyi observed that
A0ASYUGATAO arg teNghieffinflusidiars StheBuBofficiatidovernors of the scientific
community. By their advice they can either delay or accelerate the growth of a new line of
NE & S F2NRNd¢eptheless, within this social matrix, science can make genuine progress in

understanding.

Similarly, theology, critical realists argue, seeks to interpret experienced reality within the
context of a traditioned communit}2® In this respect, many critical realists are sympathetic to
lfaRFANI al OLyGdéeNBQa | OQzadgytinditienTin tieKsBapifgPof S 2 F
philosophical inquiry?® For Christians, of course, the central experienced reality that requires

theological interpretation is the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Christ, and the

123|pid. at 61.
1241bid. at 20. Polanyi stated that:

The referees advising scientific journals may also encourage those lines of research which they
consider to be particularly promising, while discouragother lines of which they have a low
opinion. The dominant powers in this respect are, however, exercised by referees advising on
scientific appointments, on the allocation of special subsidies, and on the award of distinctions.
Advice on these pointsyhich often involve major issues of the policy of science, is usually asked
from and tendered by a small number of senior scientists who are universally recognized as being
the most eminent in a particular branch. They are the chief Influentials, thefisi@fgovernors of
the scientific community. By their advice they can either delay or accelerate the growth of a new
line of research.

Ibid.Cf.Lee SmolinThe Trouble with Physics: The Rise of String Theory, the Fall of a Science, and What leappens N

(Houghton Mifflin Company 2006).

125 McGrath,The Foundations of Science & Religid9-64.

126 Seelbid,, citing Alasdair Macintyr&Vhose Justice? Which Rationalitip2ickworth 1988).
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interpretive community is the Chah 12’ Christian theology and doctrine develop as the Christian
community reflects on this central experience. Just as in the natural sciences, massive paradigm
shifts in the understanding of theology and doctrine should be rare, but some degree ofmevisio
must always remain a possibility because the reality that lies behind the experience is only ever

partially understood.

This emphasis on the event of revelation in Christ among many Christian critical realists is not
surprising, as many of them (includinnotably, Alister McGrath), are connected to Karl Barth
through the work of Thomas Torrané®. Barth, consistent with his understanding of revelation

and philosophy, resisted any systematic definition of God:

¢KS Sljdz2r A2y 2F D2RQasik@adidRly I yYR D2RQa {
impossible to say anything doctrinaire in understanding the Word

of God. In this equation, and in it alone, a real and effective barrier

is set up against what is made of proclamation according to the

Roman Catholic view and of Holy Scriptaccording to the later

form of older Protestantism, namely, a fixed sum of revealed

propositions which can be systematized like the sections of a

corpus of law. The only system in Holy Scripture and proclamation

is revelation, i.e., Jesus Christ.

But Barth ¢ who, after all, over the course of thidiyve years wrote a Church Dogmatics
comprised of about six million words of dense texdid not mean we can say nothing truthful
about God. After resisting what he understood as the Catholic and SchblasiiS F 2 NXY F 0 A 2 Yy Q¢

neat methods of systematization, Barth emphasized the importance of words and speech:

b2g GKS O2y@SNBS Aa Ffaz2z GNHSS 2F 02 dzNE
D2RQa 2 2NRO® ¢Kdza D2R R2S&a NB@SIt 1AyvYas
the medium of speeh, and indeed of human speech. His word is

always this or that word spoken by the prophets and apostles and

LINE Of F AYSR Ay (KS / KdzZNOK ® ¢KS LISNE2YI f
not, then, to be played off against its verbal or spiritual character.

It is ot at all true that this second aspect under which we must

127 SeeT .F. TorranceReality & Evangelical Theology: Realism of Christian Revelatifidowners Grove:

InterVarsity Press 19994-120.

128 seeMcGrath, The Foundations of Science & ReligB#h(citing Thomas F. Torrance, Theological Science (Oxford:
OUP 1969)).

29CD1.1.85.2.
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understand it implies its irrationality and thus cancels out the first
aspect under which we must understandt.

FNOKQa O2yOSNY GKNRdAzZAK2dzi KA& RAa&aOuaiciiag8y 27F
to preserve the freedom and integrity of theology against Enlightenment rationafisrBarth
was particularly concerned with the way rationalism gave rise to nineteenth century liberal
demythologizing Protestant thought. Barth also resisted hawonalism underwrote both
Protestant fundamentalism and the Scholastic Thomism of much Catholic nineteenth century
I TGK2t A0 GK2dZAKG® ¢C2NNI yOS 42N]J SR FTNRY GKSAS
neie G2 yIFddzNF§ G(K&2S2DE gAGK || ljdzZ f AFTASR

The critical realist approach to theology and science results in a paradigm in which the disciplines
of theology and natural science remain distinct but can contribute to each other at higher levels.

McGrath summarizes his version of this prograsrfollows:

1. The natural sciences and the religions are quite distinct in terms
of their methodologies and subject matters. It is quite
improper to attempt to limit them, for example by suggesting
that the sciences have to do with the physical world and th
religions with a distinct spiritual world. The distinction
0SUsSSY WaOASyOSQ IyR WNBf{AIA2YyQ 02y O
matter.

2. At points, despite their clear differences, those working in the
fields of science and religion find themselves facing simila
issues, especially in relation to issues of representation and
conceptualization. At point after point, those interested in
science and religion find themselves facing very similar
guestions, and even adopting similar approaches in the
answers which the offer.

3. At points of major importance, the methods and theories of the
natural sciences are genuinely illuminating to those concerned
with religious matters. Equally, there are points where religious

130 | pid.

BiFgrRA & 0dzaaA 2y 2F GKS Ay T dzSy<es agWyKRy a223aNI0ISSIND2 Fa Ly (INNPKRXEO
The Cambridge Companion to Karl Bg@lambridge: CUP 2000); Bruce L. McCorn@tkpdox and Modern:

Studies in the Theology of Karl Baj@and Rapids: Baker Academic 2008); George HunsiBgangelical,

Catholic and Reformed: Doctrinal Essays on Barth and Related T{t&naes Rapids: Eerdmans 2015); George
HunsingerReading Barth With Charity: a Hermeutical Appro@etand Rapids: aker Academic 2015).
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beliefs and approaches cast considerable light onessof
scientific method. The investigation of these convergences is
mutually enlightening and significaht?

6. Fides et Ratio?

Ld A& dzaS¥dzZ G2 O2YLINBE aODNI §KQa ONRUGAOFTE NJ
science. The comparison demonsasitsome residue of the old Protesta@atholic debates

about the effectiveness of human reason after the Fall. But the comparison also highlights ways

in which both branches of the Western Church converge on the centrality of the doctrine of
creationask S 3INRdzyR 2F (KS LlaairoAfAade 2F aaoOASyOS

The Roman Catholic approach to faith and science, exemplified in the Pontifical Academy of the
{OASYyOSaz A& az2YSGAYSa al ARS There idBeonEadehy || R
2yS aw2Yly 2FO0OK2f A@ WIKININBt I GA2y 0SG6SSy GKS
Catholics working in this field would identify themselves as critical realists or assume the posture

of critical realism without identifying #* Indeed, Pope John Paul Il famously stated that
ds]cience can purify religion from error and superstition; religion can purify science from idolatry

and false absolutes. Each can draw the other into a wider world, a world in which both can
Fi2d8FR aKDE

132 McGrath,The Foundations of Science & Religgsh

138 SeeMcGrath,47-48; Pontifical Academy of the Sciences website, available at
http://www.casinapioiv.va/content/accademia/en.html.

134 See, e.g.John F. Haughijaking Sense of Evolution: Darwin, God, and the Drama oflLofgsville:
Westminster John Knox 2010); Michael Hellgneative Tension: Essays on Science and Réligest
Conshohocken: Templeton Foundation Press 2003). Haught argues as follows:

Christan theology, | firmly believe, cannot responsibly take refuge inRQmevinian

understandings of these concepts [of design, descent, and diversity]. Instead, it must look for
theological reflection broad enough to assimilate all that is new in sciergiearch without in

any way abandoning the substance of Christian teaching. This theological task requires a deep
respect for traditional creeds and biblical texts, but it also assumes that in the light of new
experience and scientific research, consteginterpretation of fundamental beliefs is essential

to keep any religion alive and honest. This is especially the case with Christianity after Darwin.

Haught,Making Sense of Evolutipxwvii.

135 etter of His Holiness John Paul Il to Rev. Geor@®yhe, S.J. Director of the Vatican Observatory, June 1,
1988, available at http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/letters/1988/documents/hf jp
ii_let_19880601_padreoyne_en.html
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This oftquoted statement of John Paul Il was paf a longer letter to Jerry Coyne, Director of
the Vatican Observatory, in preparation for a study week celebrating the three hundredth
'Yy ASSNA I NPhilgaphide SlaturalisyPeintipia Mathematiéd. The Pope stressed in

that letter that the modé he envisioned was one of dialogue rather than integration:

By encouraging openness between the Church and the scientific
communities, we are not envisioning a disciplinary unity between
theology and science like that which exists within a given scientifi
field or within theology proper. As dialogue and common searching
continue, there will be grow towards mutual understanding and a
gradual uncovering of common concerns which will provide the
basis for further research and discussion. Exactly what forh th
will take must be left to the future. What is important, as we have
already stressed, is that the dialogue should continue and grow in
depth and scope. In the process we must overcome every
regressive tendency to a unilateral reductionism, to fear, &md
seltimposed isolation. What is critically important is that each
discipline should continue to enrich, nourish and challenge the
other to be more fully what it can be and to contribute to our vision
of who we are and who we are becomitj.

Theologiansthe Pope noted, can utilize the best science of their times to help them understand

and articulate theological truths, but science cannot simply dictate terms to theology:

Now this is a point of delicate importance, and it has to be carefully
gualified. Tkology is not to incorporate indifferently each new
philosophical or scientific theory. As these findings become part of
the intellectual culture of the time, however, theologians must
understand them and test their value in bringing out from Christian
belief some of the possibilities which have not yet been realized.
The hylomorphism of Aristotelian natural philosophy, for example,
was adopted by the medieval theologians to help them explore the
nature of the sacraments and the hypostatic union. This daitl n
mean that the Church adjudicated the truth or falsity of the
Aristotelian insight, since that is not her concern. It did mean that
this was one of the rich insights offered by Greek culture, that it
needed to be understood and taken seriously and tediadits

136 bid.

137 Letter of His Holiness John Paul Il to Rev. Geor@®yhe, S.J. Director of the Vatican Observatory, June 1,
1988, available at http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/letters/1988/documents/hf jp
ii_let_19880601_padreoyne_en.html
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value in illuminating various areas of theology. Theologians might
well ask, with respect to contemporary science, philosophy and the
other areas of human knowing, if they have accomplished this
extraordinarily difficult process as well as did skemedieval
masters!s8

Likewise, the Pope stated, the practice of natural science is neither to be equated with theology

nor isolated from it:

For science develops best when its concepts and conclusions are

integrated into the broader human culture and ik®ncerns for

ultimate meaning and value. Scientists cannot, therefore, hold

themselves entirely aloof from the sorts of issues dealt with by

philosophers and theologians. By devoting to these issues

something of the energy and care they give to their reskan

science, they can help others realize more fully the human

potentialities of their discoveries. They can also come to appreciate

for themselves that these discoveries cannot be a genuine

substitute for knowledge of the truly ultimate?
The Catholic@ RA I f 2 3dzS¢ F LIINRF OKE 4G tSFHad 2y az2vys |
AYy@SaGAIrGA2Y 2F ONMzZOK A& GKS2f23A01f @ ¢ KS L
of prior theological claims about the gift of created human nature andatscity to participate
in the truth of God. In his introductory discussion of the relation between theology and
philosophy,Fides etRatig for example, PopdohnPaul Il states that all knowledge, whether
derived from philosophy or faith, depends fimt God, who makes knowledge possible by grace.
G! yYRSNIeAy3a it GKS / KdzZNOKUa GKAY1AYy3IAZIE W2KY
of a message which has its origin in God himsel2(€ur4:1-1 0% €The Church did not receive
this message through its own power or abilities, nor was the message communicated through
abstract intellectual means. Rather, John Paul Il said, it stems from a personal encounter with

God in Christ:

At the origin of our life of faith there is an encounter, que in
kind, which discloses a mystery hidden for long aged (Cbr2:7;
Rom16:25Hc 0 o0dzi 6KAOK Aa y2¢g NBOSFfSRY G

138 1hid.
1391pid.
140Fides et Ratiof7.
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wisdom, God chose to reveal himself and to make known to us the

hidden purpose of his will (cEph.1:9), by whichthrough Christ,

the Word made flesh, man has access to the Father in the Holy

{LANRG YR O2YSa G2 MaKINB Ay UKS RAQGAYS
CdzNIi KSNENBERQIEG ASY FAY / KNAad ¢la SyaaANste | F
gratuitous, movingrom God to men and women in order to bring them to salvation. As the
source of love, God desires to make himself known; and the knowledge which the human being

KFra 2F D2R LISNFSOGa Fftf GKFEG GKS™KdzYFy YAYR O

Therefore thee is no question of philosophy superseding faith. There is no sharp division, in
Fides eRaticc 6 S0 6SSy ayl Gdz2NBé FyR a3INF OSeéY Fff GK
RSaA3ayzT Aa |faz2 G§KS 3IA Fgvingldve. iNaiele3S réJohg FaulD2 RQ &
LLY aylddz2NB¢ Ay @2f 3S&a SYLANROFIE NBIFfAGASA GKI
2T NBlFaAa2yAy3 FLLINBLINAFGS G2 GKS 202S0009 dt KA
A0NHzOG dzNB X Yy R 3NG YAV NBD 0 84 CLEKSA fi2Na20lBK & | y R (G KS
tdf LL aFARY aFNB YySAGKSNI ARSYGAOIf y2NI Ydzidz

There exists a twofold order of knowledge, distinct not only as

NEIFNR& GKSANI &2dzNDOSs odzi a2 Fa NBEIF N

God's testimony and enjoying the supernatural assistance of grace,

faith is of an order other than philosophical knowledge which

depends upon sense perception and experience and which

advances by the light of the intellect alone. Philosophy and the

sciences function within the order of natural reason; while faith,

enlightened and guided by the Spirit, recognizes in the message of

alt griAz2y GKS a7Fdz f yn$:243whRiFGodd N> OS | y R (N

has willed to reveal in history and definitively through®&am, Jesus

Christ (cf1 Jn5:9;Jn5:31-32) 143
W2Ky tldzZf LL GKSNBFT2NBE asSSa I LRairAdAgS NeftS 7
F2N) W2KY tlhdzf LLZ ayl GdzNIf NBFazysz¢ | LI NG TN
who creatd the universe. Nevertheless, it is finally dath Ay D2 RQa ONBIF A @S 3
SaidloftAaKSa O2yFARSYOS Ay GKS OFLIOAGASAE 2F a\

141 hid.
1421hid.
143 Fides et Ratiof9.

31



FFEAGOK Ay D2RQa GNIyaOSyRSyOS dsdal (TheSdhérhes 6fA &8 KS &
transcendence and participation as applied to the relation between theology and science are
perhaps reflected more clearly in an introduction John Paul 1l wrote for a 2004 Pontifical Academy
2F { OASy O0Sa NI LI Ndundledth aini&sary, Where Bevstal@di T 2 dzNJ
| am more and more convinced that scientific truth, which is itself
a participation in divine Truth, can help philosophy and theology to
dzy RSNR GOl YR S@OSN) Y2NB Fdzfe GKS KdzYlhy
Revelation about man, a Relation that is completed and
perfected in Jesus Christ. For this important mutual enrichment in

the search for the truth and the benefit of mankind, | am, with the
whole Church, profoundly gratefit:

7. Postliberalis m and Other Narrative Theologies

Gt 283NF A& GKS2f23& NBLNBaSyda Iy STFF2NI G2 Yz
GKNRBdAK dalF NBdOGdzNYy G2 | LINBY2RSNY FFAGK NR20SR
AYLIR2aaArAoAtAGe 27F | F dZ5fAthouBhipdsMiberaltiedlogyisBdiverseS Ny R
Y20SYSyidsz aAd ltgrea aiNBaasSa GKS yI NN GAGS 2
'y R Ala “LIRastlibéral GhSdogychas been described as -fmmdationalist, intra

textual, socially centered, respectful of pllita and diversity, and inclined towards an
SOdzySy A Ol t &3S YWSINR disiK RNINRRIBE@IDE LI2adt A0SNF £
GdzNy¢ YR (GKS AyFfdzZSyOS 27F LIKAf2a2LKSNER adzOK

Thomas Kuhn, along witheologians such as Augustine, Aquinas, and Béfth.

144 address of John Paul 1l to the Members of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, The Pontifical Academy of

Sciences, ACTA 17, The Four Hundredth Anniversary of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences (Vatican City 2004),

15.

¥5Raald T. MichenerPostliberal Theology: A Guide for the Perpldgkeddon: Bloomsbury T&T Clark 2Q23)

DS2NHS [AYR0SO] ¢K2 Ff2y3 gA0GK I Fya CNBA Aa 2yS 2F GKS
summarized this ethosinthe Forvir 12 (G KS 2NAIAYIlIE SRAGAZ2Y 2F KAA& Of I 4aA(
[with modern theology] cannot be solved by, for example, abandoning modern developments and returning to

some form of preliberal orthodoxy. A third, a postliberal, wapaf y OSA @Ay 3 NBf AIA2dza R2OGNAY
George LindbecKkhe Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a PostliberglLAgisville: Westminster John

Knox 2009, 25 Anniversary Ed, xxxiii.

18 Michener,Postliberal Theology: A Guide fbetPerplexe.

147 | bid.

148 Seelbid., Chapter 2.
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Because postliberal and related narrative theologies focus on the constitutive character of
theological language that is, because they reflect the linguistic turn in philosoghyey can
seemdisintea 0 SR Ay Fyeé a2Nl 2F Y2RSNY aFlFAGK | yR
figures in these movements have made contributions to conversations about natural theology,

including David Kelsey, Stanley Hauerwas, and Szwakley

David Kelsepas written extensively on method in theology and science, in connection with his

two volume theological anthropology¥eccentric Existendé® Y St 4 S@ dzy RSNAR Gl yRa «a
F {AYR 2F SO0t SaAlt LINY OGAOSI a2 yiBof8omesels S NI
ARSYUGAFTFASR O2YYdzyAlASa 27F [ RONASH GAS8YQ aF [ dRaISK 22 F
GLINI OGAOSe Aa YSIHyld Aer\G@WE { By Rf AY Rt 4zRBEal OLy&e
established human interactivity that is corptaally formed, is complex and internally coherent,

is subject to standards of excellence that partly define it, and is done to some end but does not
ySOSaal NAf & ¥AltE8gh buch gh@ices ztelinteénally defined, however, they are
necessafi @ G LJzof A OX ¢ 0 S @QleszblBhedi’?K &ri#l, béchlBe the 2sarilly
established communities in which such practices arise are historically embedded, the shape of
those practices may change over tiffé.L y LJ- NIi A Odzt || NE & dzQikofodwl y IS &
historical knowledge of the cultural contexts in which authoritative Scriptures and theological
formulations should be interpreted, and thereby change their bearing on the theological claims
GKSe8 6SNB 2y 0SS ( R2MeBsvér, bdcase thelzd fractddsiar® dubject to
historically embedded standards of excellence, they will have some reference beyond the
internal community towards other communities of practice with which they intetéttFor

example, Kelsey suggests, when theologiddllpO i A OSa aAy O2NLIZ2 NI S | NAd:

very different argumentmaking practices (e.g., history, literary criticism, philology, and

19 David H. Kelse¥ccentric Existence: A Theological Anthropology, Volumé&@agville: WJIK 2009) and
Volume Two (Knoxville: WJK 2010).

1501pid., Volume, Onel3.

151 bid. at 14.

152|pid., 17.

153|pid., 20-21.

154pid,, 21.

158 pid.,, 23.

33



YSiFLKearOavée (G(KSy GKS GKS2t23A0Ff LN OGAOSa
excellence of those othepractices!®® { 2 = YSf 4S& I NBdz2S4ax dawFfFe2N SE
d4SO2yRINE GKS2f238 Aa RSTFSYRSR Fa F KA&G2NROI
GKS w2YFIyaQox GKS I NBdzYSyda | RAFIYyOSR Ayts & dzLJLJ2 |
in the practice of history (e.g., arguments based on what counts as good evidence in the practice

2T KA®G2NERBOU ¢

Given his ecclesicentric view of the practice of theology and his affinity for Macintyre, Kelsey
recognizes that part of the practice digology entails understanding the historical theological
tradition. However, as theology continues to be enacted in time and as it continues to interact
GAGK 20KSNJ RS@St2LIAYy3a GNIRAGAZ2YyAE 2F LINI OGAOS:
contents of the theological tradition, part of thathich-isshandedover, are to be taken very

seriously by enactments of secondary theology as formulations from which important insights

may be learned, but not taken uncritically or as unreformable, rfuhd a AT £ f Aot Sdé

2 KSy vYSfasSeée LW ASa GKA&a YSGK2R2t238 G2 GKS |
LINBRAOGFOof & adl NJ @ YSt aSe8 RS&AONAOGSE lockfS & LINE
creation and salvation, and describesiffa8 f £ 2 6 &4 Y G! RFY YR 9@S 4SNB
ex nihiloas fully actualized adult human beings, perfects specimens in every way, and . . . the fall

was a disaster in their personal lives whose consequences include the necessity of hard labor for
physical survival, social injustice and oppression, disease, pain in childbirth, and the death of the
02R®0yg O2y (N} aldzr YStasSe aleéeasrs aowliB8KS y2iAiAz2y 2
the speciesHomo sapienas fully actualized human beisigx nihilg without living antecedents,

is unintelligible in the context of an evolutionary view of the origin of every living species. ltis

no longer believable that a unique fall ever happened or that it happened to anyone like Adam

YR 9F&&eE aSesr GKS (GKS2t23A0Ft LINR2SOG 2F aFl A

an effort not to produce proofs of now implausible historic Christian beliefs such as belief in Adam

158 | bid.
157 | bid.
158 bid., 26.
1591bid,, 34.
160 |pid,, 35.
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YR GKS FlLtfxX o6dzi (2 GSEKAOAIG eéhe dofirfon IKey/ofl St £ A 3
communities of Christian faith by identifying the ways in which they are conceptually formed, the
WSYRQ (2 gKAOK GKS& IINB SylFrOiSR:Z GKSANIWalul yR
that is, the patterns of their relationshipsith one anotherg all in order to assess critically
GKSOGKSNI 0KS O2YYdzyAteQa Syl OoOd¥Syida 2F GKS LINI

Stanley Hauerwas is another postliberal theologian who has written about natural theology, with
results that seem different than Kel€@ya ® |  dZSNBIl & Aa Fy dzyftAlSte S
conversation, but he gave the Gifford Lectures in 2001, which were publish&fitiashe Grain

2F GKS | yYADBSNESY ¢CKS / KdZ¥DKIQ@EZS RBKNYFS 2SS Y yRF fb |
thoseledl dzNBa 61 a GKIG ayl ddzNF f GKS2f 238 RAG2NOSR
RA&ZG2NIG GKS OKFNYOGSNI 2F D2R FyRZ | OBImMSRAYy It &
claim resonates with much of what the Radical Orthdoxy thinkers profilétié next section
KFEgS (2 aleée Fo62dzi yladaNIt GKS2f2380 LYRSSRZX
GQiIKS LI dK2a 2F Y2RSNYy GkKS2f23& Aa Ala ¥FI¢
about false humility explains why | cannot hélpt appear impolite, since | must maintain that

the God who moves the sun and the stars is the same God who was incarnate of Jesus of

b I T I N Hadebias argues, with John Howard Yoder, that the cross is the center of reality
FYR GKFG aiKAASAoE2NDSHNID KQNB KB THNtogsyHaeasi KS  d;
areaz Aa OSYyidaNrt G2 D2RQa o0SAy3aX YR [/ KNARaGA
FLI2E23SGA0ao a2NB20SNE aAyoOoS GKS ONRDg, Aa OS
G2NJ 0KS LREAGAE OFftft SR OKdZNOK® & & ¢

Hauwerwas then moves on to tackle the modern presumption that philosophy and other sciences

stand alongside or above theology, rather thamlerthe claims ofacra doctrinaand theology.
He argues that Aquinadlzy RSNE 122 R ayl Gdz2NF £ NBFaz2yé |yR aNB!

161|bid. at 41.
82 gtanley Hauerwad, A G K G KS DN}IAYy 2F GKS | yA @S NiedogyAdatBtalos/ K dzNOK Q &
Press 2001).
163bid. at 15.
164 1bid. at 16.
165 |pid. at 9.
166 | bid. at 16.
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y20 Fa GSLAaAGSY2ft23A0FE FEOSNYFGAGSazZ¢é adzOK
RSOSt 2L I WyckiKdzNg fA AaEK $2 fLIKRE 2 82 LIKA OF f cRBFSyas
Fye TFTdzZNOKSNI WO2y TSaaAz2yl ¢ &e cddaged v an edtgfpise WMAtA K (1 ¢
lljdZA Yyl a ¢2dz ROVYRAGzZSNBOE IPATS®E & &dzLILI2 NI F2NJ
SLIAAaGSY2ft 23A &0 agrevidus sedfiGhyNichofWdidRstokfy Aquinas, Hauerwas

alreéaz glra Sy3ar3asSR Ay | ¢NAYAGINRFY LINRP2SOGSI

Aristotelian idea that we can only make sense of effects by trying to understand their ¢atises.

While Hauerwas seeks to retrieve thense of holism and transcendence in predern thought,

he does not seek a naive return to the Middle Ages. According to Hauerwas,

The assumption that the Middle Ages represents a time when Christians

w3240 A0 NRIKGQ y2i 2y &iyoffe@nedayfid Ayadza A OS

places so named, but also betrays the gospel requirement that even in a

world that understands itself to be Christian, faithful witness is no less

required for the truth that is Christ to be known. . . . The very attempt to

tell the story of modernity as one of decline from a genuinely Christian

world ironically underwrites the assumption that the story that Christianity

iSAd AYyaSLINIYofS FNRY #KS ad2NeB 2F 2SaidSNy
Hauerwas is also reluctant to offer a precise genealogy®dfR S NI/ A (1 & @ 'S adzZaA3sSad
we live in an age in which the church is but another voluntary agency and theology, at best one
subject among others in the curriculum of universities is the result not just of mistakes in the
thirteenth century butof the effect of innovations such as the clock that intellectuals (exactly
0SOlIdzaS 6S FNB AyidStt S0OHedrsths i a drifiyite oLiNR e faked 2 R A ¢
as the Constantinian notion that Christibeliefcan be imposed as an intelleet system rather

than received only through lived practices.

After this prolegomenon, Hauerwas profiles three previous Gifford lecturers, William James,

Reinhold Niebuhr, and Karl Barth. For the purpose of this Dissertation, the most interesting of

167 bid.at 17. Hauerwas here is offering a critique of another of his favorite conversation partners, Alasdair
Maclintyre.

168 |bid. at 28.

169|bid. at 24.

1701bid. at 27.
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natural theology, provides the resources necessary for developingdaguate theological
YSUlILKeaAO0adr 2NE AY 20KSNJ g2NRAX | yIF GdzNF € G

| KNRAAGALFY O2y@A0GA2ya ¢2N] (027TRSAONAROGS |ff GK

hyS 2F (GKS {(Se&a G2 | I dzSNB I A Qartiblilly RehfrBanigF . | NI K
Christ as it relates to our humanity. Humans are distinct from the rest of creation because we

can express our gratitude to God through knowledge and service, and we are capable of taking

Fy FOGAGS LI NI A ton tBréughQhe buddntydf cuku®@’? NS RS Y LJ

A final thinker in this group of postliberal theologians, though that label may not fit her precisely,

is SaratCoakleyp LY KSNJ HamMH DAFF2NR [SO0GdzNBaAZ a{ | ONJ
D 2 RCoakleylaid out a methodological and practical program for a revitalized natural
theology!”® In those lecturesCoakleysometimes sounds like a critical realist and sometimes

like a postliberal, so she serves as a useful bridge between thespgyro

Coakleytries to show that current arguments in the philosophy of science, in particular the
philosophy of biology, about altruism and cooperation, are consonant with certain kinds of
teleological perspectives on creation drawn from the Glamstheological tradition. At the same

time, she wishes to resist any suggestion that teleology is something superadded to nature by
D2R 2NJ 0KIG S@2tdziAzy A& ¥4WithiMicNdel Polany atad Sinyoh ( dzNB
Conway MorrisCakleyda dzZ33SaGa GKIFIG GKSNB YAIKG 0SS az2ys
SP2tdziA2y I NB fAFS AGa&StTIe 6 KAOKY SedshieSta LIKA f

avoid the Kantian option in which God is a not a subject of reason but meraylad A F¢ (K

1711hid.at 134

172hid. at 134

3Coaklepa DAFTF2NR [ SOGdzNBa INB | @ Aflof Qiffft & KGGLIYKkKS GG DI O
174ged SOGdZNB pzZ ¢St S2f 228t BEIRAMDS RY 19N EDCSRY/ (OPIBIEHEA D2 RQ 4
175 | bid.
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guarantees the moral laW® { KS | f 423 K2 ¢ S @&hiface ofihé é&iBirsic Gofd | @2 A

A

O2YLISGAY3I FT2NJ 4LJI OS 4AGK (KRS LINRPOSaasSa 2F | Aa

The path forwardCoakleypo St A S @ S a-Aristatelian Rofourits/ofiih biological processes

FYR Y2N}f O@GANIdzSazé KAOK &1 Fo2dzi GKS LlzNL
altruism178 Such neeAristotelian accountsCoakleya dz33SaGa>x aO2KSNB Y2NB A
the phenomena of evolution than the kindsf consequentialism or emotivism that many
evolutionary psychologists preféf? Yet Coakleydoes not suggest that theology is only
something that might provide some perhaps pleasant addendum to the magisterium of science.

{ KS vy 2 Shé erabKalconfidéntdaniBouncement of the existence of God based solely on
de-contextualized rational argumentation . . . iSs one we now recognize as a mistaken
philosophical 'blip-- it was a rearguard modernist attempt to beat Kant at his own game, to
reassertthe truth of 'theism' according to supposedly universalistic arusdorical canons of

truth."8 1§ GKS alyYS GAYSEI K26SOSNE &aKS | NHdzSa
philosophicallyand-scientificallyNB f I § SRXZ | 002 dzy i 2 & publi€ pacwik & LIS § K
Christiandutyz 'y R Ad YIF @& GF 1S3 INBFrG SFrNASGe 2F T2

Coaklepda YSiK2R2t23A0Ft LINRBLRA&FE SydlAta &aAE NB
LI I ySQ F2dzy RI (A 2y f xoandrérdalisnd and thel @K 8 OINBSdd a @ILy @ 8
GNBONRSGAYI ONBIFIGAZ2Y SE yAKAf 2RSYBARRBRI #¥RSSAYE
WGiKSAAYQET dopv G(KS FEAIyYSyild 2F Attt FyR NBI
6c0 AiKS ALANRGEAD® GISHIAEBR(G & yiR2 BREBDEKEEROHHEE Ay K
GKIFG ao2iK S@g2tdziaz2yl NBE GKS2NE | yRarfatkdddf a G A |y

176 |pid., 14.

171bid., 18 (emphasis in original).

178 pid.,, 20.

179 | bid.

B SOGdz2NE czX awSO2yOSAGAY 3T Wbl ddzNF £ ¢KS2f238QY aSlyAiy3
http://www.abdn.ac.uk/qifford/documents/Gifford Lecture 6 lecture text.pdf5-6.

181hid, 0 ® {KS adl G§Sa ¥FdzNIi KSNJ (oK HiZ 6oldkin Be faliitsatgdbia F/2ND O o 2 dzi
defensive either. It has to be as philosophically and scientifically sophisticated as it is spiritually and theologically
0238y idT Ay aK2NII Al YdaAad y20 i8NSt e RIETTEST AG Ydzad 4
182|pid., 5-15.
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http://www.abdn.ac.uk/gifford/documents/Gifford_Lecture_6_-_lecture_text.pdf

dzy ¥F2f RAy3 OKIFy3S IyR Y2@08SYSyi(izé¢ adzOK GKF G ySA
NeverthelessCoakleyeschews the claim that recognizing our dependence on context renders us
incapable of reasoned claims about scientific and philosophical re#ilfsiBuch realismCoakley

suggests, requires a return to the theolodination of God as Being, which involves more careful
attention to the question of Divine actiol¥®> Coakleycites Aquinas as a key example of how to
GKAY1l 062dzi D2RQ&a aNBf | (A 2y éhealoBy oficknStraigi@glGbdR & A 0 |
within time as in open theism or process theold§y.To avoid these mistake€oakleynotes, it

is essential to make specifaoctrinal claims and not merely to argue for a generic kind of

G 0 K S®7alvpadicular, the doctrine of the Trinity and caméfattention to Christology are

essential to Christian claims about Divine action and the purposes of cré&tigimally,Coakley
ddza33sSada GKIG GKSNB Aa I ySOSaalNE FFFSOGAOBS

world and that spirituband ascetic practices can progressively enable us to see Him B&tter.

Throughout her Gifford Lecture§oakleyfocuses on the question of extraordinary altruism as

an application of her method. She suggests that great moral figures such as Mb#resa and
SASGUNRAOK . 2yK2STFTFSNI SELX 2RS G(GKS dzadzr £ 3IFYS (K¢
in ways that suggest something beyond those categotf@sSuch examples, she suggest, have
GaSSYAy3If e mkrecdt@devalulian and Beome a manifestation of response to a

OGNy yaOSyRSy(d NBIFIfY 2F 3INIOS YR WadzLISNYy 2NXNI £ A
reference to Christology and the hope of the resurrectidhn.

N s oA o~ o~
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Like postliberal thelogy, Radical Orthodoxy seems to bring resources to the faith and science
O2y @SNEI GA2y GKI GO KI@S 2yfteé NBOSyidte SyiSNBR

183 |pid., 5.

1841bid., 6.

185|pid., 8.

186 |hid., 8-9.

187 pid., 10.

188 hid., 10-11.

1891hid,, 11-13.

190 Seel ecture 5,18-20.
191 pid., 18; Lecture 613.
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51 NBAYQa >t a2 &@X | ENoSbd NoBe&endce: Theology, Cosmology, Biaady

5+ @A R . SyTht Bxperidnde MiiGaBeing, Consciousness, Bi¥s.One of Radical
hNIK2R2E&2Qa O2NB | &4aSNIA 2y agtHatnariatkes finally fodted i NHzi K
in the being of the Triune God will ring true and narratileesated elsewhere will ring hollow or

worse will prove nihilistié?® In relation to the natural sciences, some thinkers influenced by
Radical Orthodoxy (such as Cunningham, Hanby, and Hart) accept the basic empirical conclusions

of the modern natural scieses but argue that the natural sciences themselves make no sense
except in relation to sound theologies of God, creation and the human person. In contrast with
many postliberal theologians, Radical Orthodoxy emphasizes a recovery and revitalization not
only to the languageof premodern faith but also of thenetaphysicsf the Patristic Christian

Platonic synthesis.

wlkE RAOIf hNIK2R2E&Q& AYyGSNBSYyildAz2y Ayid2 (GKS NKS
epistemology and politics seems to offer a promgsway beyond this looming collapse back into
fundamentalism. At first blush, Radical Orthodoxy itself seems like a more sophisticated form of
fundamentalism (and this is precisely what it is, some of its critics would argue). Radical
Orthodoxy insistsl K & G KSNB Aa y2 ySdziNIf aasSodz I NE 1Yz
the metaphysics of being, and that the metaphysics of being are always theological. The question

of God cannot be bracketed, set aside, or otherwise avoided. But the question d D2 RX ¢ T ;

wtRAOFIf hNIK2R2EeéxX Aa y244 I oNBFR OfFAY | 02dz

192Conor CunningiaX 5+ NBAY Qa t A 2 dzDankiris$ and Creaidaists Botk Set it Wrdahiind

wlk LA RayY 2@&;MRNakl AddByNo God, No Science: Theology, Cosmology, Bigloggon: Wiley

Blackwell 2013); David Bentley Harhe Experience @od: Being, Consciousness, BN Haven: Yale Univ.

Press 2013).

1935ee, e.g.John Milbank, Catherine Pickstock, and Graham Waimttoduction, Suspending the Material: the

Turn of Radical Orthodoxyin Milbank, Pickstock and Ward, edRadical @hodoxy: A New Theologiondon:

Routledge 1999)p o6 &Gl GAy3a GKI G a0iB8KS OSYdNrt GKS2t23A0Ff FTNIY
developed by Plato and reworked by Christianity, because any alternative configuration perforaeseser

GSNNRAG2NE AYRSLISYRSylG 2F D2RX00 'YRSNLIAYYAY3I GKS LINBaA:
be framed by a theological perspective; otherwise these disciplines will define a zone apart from God, grounded

f AGSNI f f & CaoyCusnihgh&niGgngatmgy of Nihilisfondon: Routledge 2002); Simon Olivvhat is

Radical Orthodoxyg,n John Milbank and Simon Oliver, edhe Radical Orthodoxy Readeondon: Routledge

2009),c oy 20GAy3 GKI i dinthat thelsgtilaRia noGipiCihelrolling gk of ditheological

consensus to reveal a neutral territory where we all become equal players, but the replacement of a certain view

of God and creation with a different view which still makes theologicahslahat is, claims about origins, purpose

FyR GNI yAOSYRSYOSdE O o
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or heretical coin. It is not that subjects such as mind, will, consciousness and neuroscience can

best be explained by the assumption of at least some god. Itis that these phenomenafhally

can be undrstood in connection with reference to the ecstatic relationality and unity of the

Triune God who gives creation as a gift of love, who creates the human person in His own image,

and who in Christ redeems and fulfills the true nature of humanity.

It is nd always clear, however, when these theological and philosophical claims might dictate or

at least favor an empirical, propositional assertion at odds with the consensus of the modern
natural sciences. As with the other varieties of Christian epistemahdgpduced above, one of

GKS O2NB G(GSyaAizya Aa oKSGKSNI GKS . A0t AOFT yI N
aSyasS ®icaniRadichl Orthédoxy here offer only yet another kind of admixture of fideism

and rationalism?

The founding chartdd F2 NJ wl RA OF £ h NIiKeoRdgy Bl Socidl THaghyK ¢ { & 4 6 B |
which is a sustained critique of the presumed neutrality of the modern social sciéticasa
OKIFLIJGSN) 2y a{ OASYyOS> t2¢6SNE | YR wSienceAwh&z ¢ a A f
describes human behavior, from natural sciedt®Social science, Milbank argues, differs from

Yyl Gdz2NF £ a0ASYyOS Ay GKFdG daKdzYly AYGdSNI OldAzy A
explained / understood after the manner of natural sce8'®a At o y1 Qa ONX (A lj dz
science sounds like the longstanding argument in the broader academy about whether disciplines

such as sociology, political science, economics and psychology can truly be considered

G a OA SiBHa adap® @ phenomendical / narratival perspective on persons and cultures:

945eePaul Tysond 'y a2RSNYy {OASyOS .S ¢KS2f23A0Fftfte {If@3ISRK
Theological and Metaphysical Evaluation of Modern Evolutionary Bigladyadical Orthdoxy: Theology,

Philosophy, Politics 1:118 (2014), available at

http://journal.radicalorthodoxy.org/index.php/ROTPP/article/view/&7I NB dzA y3 G KI G / dzyF4A IKIF Y Q&
of Adam and the fall separates theology and science in a way that causes insuperable dissonance).

195 John MilbankTheology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular R@aswton: Blackwell 2d ed. 2006).

196 pid.,, 259-277.

1971 bid.,, 259.

BgpeYSPHAY '@ /NS YR 5F@PAR ad® t NAY2X ah@SNDO2YAYy3d t K&z
available atttp://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/01/opinion/sunday/thesociatsciencesphysicsenvy.html?_r=0
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understanding: unlike either of these it does not assume particular facts or discrete meanings.
Neitherish G O2y OSNY SR 6AUGK dzy A @SNAE I f 9°%bl NaNI (GyA2NS  dayAra
FAYILIE Y2RS 2F O2YLINBKSyaAiAzy 2F Kdzylry &a20ASGe
LIKSYy2YSy2y Aa air®Lix e G2 yIFINNIGIS AdXopé

But this does not only apply to tremcialsciences. Even for the natural sciences, Milbank argues,
dGolB8a GKS LIKNIAS Wyl ddzNFf KAAG2NRQ &adzaaSadasz
indeed, it is just as possible to tell a story in which the characters are atoms, plams|sror

jdzZ aF NBE>X & 2y S ¢ KS REThémo8ein natuidbsciéhdey haye laig&yllogta & ® €
this sense of narrative because of the influence of reductive positi#idmCiting Paul

C S & S NJ Ag&instRviethogd Milbank notes that the observatioda ¥ G Rl G ¢ Aa yS@S
neutral activity because the act of constructing the context of an observation already requires a

theoretical structure?®® All data is interpreted and there is no method without theory.

Therefore, for Milbank, scientific inviégation always involves narrative. Milbank can then set
FaARS Fa LINBGSyiGAz2dza GKS OfFAY 2F (KS Y2RSNY
account of society that atomizes social relations into discrete quantities, which always in the end
implies relationships of competition and violer®. ! y R F2ff2gAy3a | {l aRI
account of traditioned inquiry, Milbank can offer an alternative narrative, that of Christian
charity, in which human society is encompassed in an ontology ofoe#dtpeace that begins

gAGK GKS SOaidl GAO0 LI SgvingidaRedtio®®F GKS ¢NAdzyS D2R

DFNE DdzidAy3as al 26 wSEALF6tS FNB GKS {20AFlt {OASyOSaxzé |
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/05/17/howeliable-are-the-sociatsciences/ In general, the analytic

a20ALf aOASyOSa F20dza 2y GKS adrdiAradAolrt Fylseaia 2F |
Chiistian SmithWhat is a Perso(Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press 2010), Chapter SémmlsoGary King, Robert O.

Keohan, and Sidney VerHdaesigning Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative RegPairateton:

Princeton Univ. Press 1994).

19TST, 267.

2001hid.

2011bid.,, 269.

2021pid.,, 270.

2031bid.,, 270-271, and Note 13.

2041bid.

205Seelbid., Chapters 11, 12, 13.
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extremely limitedg in addition to Feyerabend, he refers only to Descartes, Kant, Whewell, Mill,
Popper and Lakatos (and that all in one sentent®)Much of what Milbank says in TST about

the social and prempirical theoretichbasis for the conduct and interpretation of experiments

Ad SYUOANBfte O2yaraidSyd sA0K t2flyeAriqQa ONRGAO!
YdzOK 3INBFUGSNI RSGFAE® tSNKFLA GKSNB FNB (62 0o
does not accord the sciences a methodologically separate space from theology even at a pre
AYGSaINI GAGS € S@SET | YR 06 H (althoudh&dmy §paré doesisielNE I O K
to be givencg for the alteration of the Christian theological narratied a higher level of

integration with discrete truths gleaned from the sciences. At a basic level, it is a difference

between an analytic (critical realism) and phenomenological (narrative) frame of reference.

A more sustained effort to address the nalisciences from a theologian associated with Radical
hNIK2R2E& A& / By KA Y G\ Kb ORMNNgh&M does not offer an

SELX AOAG YSGiK2R2t23e& F2NJaFlIAGK FyR a0ASy0S¢ .
the extreme naturalism of contemporary ultf@arwinists, blended with a critique of scientific
creationism and Intelligent Design thect8?. Cunningham seeks to demonstrate that each of

these positiong materialism, extreme naturalism, scientific creationism andHeory¢ encode

common philosophical presumptions that undermine belief not only in the God of traditional
Christian theology, but also in the ability of human beings to conduct an enterprise such as

G & OA Y nSfact, Cunningham argues, materialismdaextreme naturalism make it
AYLIR2&aaAotS (02 0StASOS Ay aKdAHnEontaStACYrmiagham2 NJ S O ¢
I NBdzSas G2NIK2R2E [/ KNAAGALFIyAdGe Oy 2FFSNI |y
contemporary nihilism, and in so doimgstore our commonsense world, and thus with it the

LI2adAoAftAle 2F oSldziex GNUziKS 2HeRBESAdFYyRYRKE

206 |bid.,, 270-271.

207 dzy Y AYAKEFYX 5FNBAYyQa tA2dza LRSH @
208 Seglbid., Xix.

209 e |bid.

210|hid.

211 pid.
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reductivenatural science is descendant of twisted theologies, particularly nominalism, and he
adopts a metaphysical and phenomenological stance that seeks to demonstrate how Christianity
y2id 2yte a2dzi yrFrNNIGSae¢ odzi |faz2 kaismR&Y2yadN

naturalism even with respect to the nature and meaning of biological evolétfon.

[ dzy Y AYAKI YQ& | NBdzYSyd Ay 5tL Aa aGKS2f23A0If ¢
makes a sustained move towards what the mainstream theology and sdiggrature might call

G Ay (i S PNIInithak ofiaptér, he tackles what many consider to be the central challenge
LINPLI2ZASR o0& o0A2f23A0Ft S@2tdziAazy (G2 [ KNRAGAL
mainstream Christian scholars interested in telg some account of Adam and the Fall to
evolutionary biology, the most common approach is towards a-oxtloodox reading of the

Biblical text: the Biblical story of Adam has no referent in natural history and is rather a story of
GSOSNEBYI yde

Cunningh ¥ aSSya (2 YIFI{S I AAYAt{FNI Y20S |G (KS 2dz
L1IS2LX S 60StASPS GKSNB KlFa o6SSy I O02aYAO0 CrHtft |
gla | 02y aSldzsSyO0S 29 Euniirfgiad referdziallBastic &xegesis!of thed ¢

DSySaia ONBFGA2Y | 002dzyias 6KAOK gl a TN Y2NE
readings, and which emphasized the typological and allegorical senses of théStartthis
reading, the Biblical story of Adam and the Falhifact the story not of a discrete moment in

time that concerned a historical ancient human being who sinned, but rather it is the story of

22/ dzy Yy AYAKE YQa NBETSNBPY OHE a2 SYKY ANy IAOF &IYi SNBER YR AYRANSBOC
they so against group selection? One can speculate that it was probably because it went against nominalist

ontol2 3 élldik,, 40. It might be difficult for a reader not familiar with theological debates over nominalism to

OFiOK a2YS 2F (KSaS NBFSNBSyOSao ¢ KGeRealdgWdd NifflisniSéeY 2 NS R A NJ
Conor CunninghanGeneabgy of Nihilism: Philosophies of Nothing and the Difference of The@ogyledge

2002), Chapters 1 and 2.

2135eeDP| Chapter Seven.

214 see, e.gDaniel MiglioreFaith Seeking Understanding: An Introduction to Christian The(Bygyd Rapids:

Eerdmars 2004),149-1544; Peter Enng, KS 9 @2t dziA2y 2F ! RIFYY 2 KIG GKS . Aot S
Human OrigingAda: Brazos Press 2012).

215pp), 377.

2181bid.,, 377-400.
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is a formof eschatology as protology: human beings are made for union with God, yet we each

experience disunion in our concrete circumstances. As Cunningham argues,

The Fall, the,

Aa Ada

/ KN &

Salvation is therefore true hominization, and thus real humanism:
man becomes man only in Christ.

A logical but sometimes overlooked consequence of this is that
there is, in truth, only one Adam. By contrast, the entire idea of
the Fall (original sin, etc.) is premised by the assumption that there
could be more than one Adam. Yet Christ himisdlie two trees

in the Garden of Eden, while our sin and fallenness consist in every
attempt, even as a possibility, to be human outside Christ. Genesis,
we contend, is nothing less than a prophecy of the incarnation and
passion of the Chrig®

isfelix culpa’ GweeSazs ONBIGAZ2Y 61 & AYyiSyRSR
ERS

0NXzS yI G§dzZNBT o6dzi D2RQa F2NBly26ftS
YR (R8z2a (2 LISNFSOGAZ2Yy PE

Although this reading sounds newthodox on the surface, Cunningham resists the kind of

RdzZ t AaY GKIFG ¢2df R NBYRSNI 6! RFYéE FYR aiKS CI ¢

passing emotion that might be overcome through education or effort. The problem with such

nominalistorPe I 3A LYy NBYRSNAYy3Ia& A& GKIFIG GKSe& LIRaAd

that cannot be maintained?° Following Henri de Lubac, Cunningham argues that there is no

pure nature faturapurad = Yy 2 aLJ OS Ay gKAOK ayl @daNBS ok a
¢CKdza SF OK ayl GdzNI fé KdzYty o68Ay3 Ftaz2 +fNBFRS

thus the participation of the entire human family in the sin of Adam, as well as the universal

efficacy of the salvation made possible in Christ,rayemerely individual instances of isolated

experience, but involve the transcendence of human nature, which is given in cré#tidime

217 |bid.
218|bid.,, 392.
2191bid.,, 399.
220|pid.,,

221 | bid.

222 5eelbid.
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apex of creation, the concrete realization of nattaed-grace and naturahnd-supernatural is

Christ?2 Itisonly, ttSy 2 Ay [/ KNAad GKIFG ¢S TRB SGSy OF LI o
9. Towards An Integrated Methodological Perspective

L Y dzyO2y @AYy OSR o6& I LIINRI OKSa (2 aquKS2tz23e |
RSOt FNAYy3 | &Gk NE 0SG6SSy terialiktis athetsd,&oungyeRth 38 OA Sy
creationism, and some forms of Reformed presuppositionalism) or in merging theology and
A0ASYOS a Ay LINROSadaa (GKS2fz23e&o L Y fA1SGBA:
GUKS2t 23A0LF ¢ I YR adiséeteS gatedorfed, Qusually(l résilting Rniithe A y G 2
YENBAYFEATFGAZ2Y 2F (KS2f23e80 LYGSaNI: dAgS | LI
NBIfAAYE 2Nidw2tkafic t F 8k YRPOB O2YLIStEAy3IS | yR LIS
kind of analytic mthod. But such analytic methods, reflecting their debt to Arfghoerican

analytic philosophy, can leave us intellectually and spiritually deracinated. The truth, we suspect,
cannot so easily be broken into discrete analytic units, even if that sortaf/tc process often

yields important insights into our mental biases and limitations.

The strong integrationist program represented by process theology is in some ways appealing. It
does take seriously the claims of the natural sciences. However, &yeinvwhich process

GKS2t 238 (GSyRa (2 Sy@Arairzy GKS aGqaz2dz ¢ a O2Ay
perhaps asthe conscious entity, finally strays far afield from the claims and methods of
contemporary natural science. Although everm& materialists explain will and consciousness

as emergent properties of the lower order realities of physical laws, they would not ascribe some
superadded metaphysical status to those emergent properff@s.It is unclear, then, whether

process theologyeally integratestheology and science or whether process theology is at best

compatiblewith some emergentist perspectives within the natural sciences.

Process theology also takes very seriously the problem of evil and the problem of creaturely
freedom. t SNKI LJA ¢KIF i (GKS ¢2NIR NBfAIA2YyaE KI @S GN

223 Seelbid.
224Seelbid.
225See, e.gDaniel DennettConsciousness Explain@tew York: Back Bay Books 1992).
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growing consciousness in which we each, in our own small way, are a ghwhich as a whole

is expanding towards its own universal omega point. Perhaps the suffering of the world, our
suffering, is neither meaningless nor tied up with an inscrutable and arbitrary Providence, but
rather is the birth pang of a universal mindgaD2 R¢ AT 6S A &K G2 dzaS GK
of its own delivery, a new, whole, fresh, unblemished ckidlhere are obvious similarities here

to some articulations of Christian eschatology, particularly among the Greek Fathers, but there

are also eboes of other religious and theological traditiog&nosticism, Hinduism, Buddhism,

YR a2YS A0GN}Aya 2F WSGgAaAaK |yR LatlyYAO (GK2dAK
Christian theological orthodoxy? Would some kind of universal process theddoilt on
SYSNBSY G ylGdz2NFfAAY LISNYAG GKS 62NI RQa NBfAIA
like a promising new line of questioning rooted in innovative concepts of emergence, it is rooted

in pre-Christian Platonism, and it suffers frorhet same defects as pt@hristian Platonism.
lY2y3d GKS Y2ad oFaraodo 2F (K2asS RS¥SOua Aa GKS
GfFogé YR ALISNER2Y & PE

There is something compelling, of course, in the notion that human suffering is not without
purpose, that our suffering is contributing to the birth of something better. But that might be
little relief to the person who pauses to reflect on the fact that he or she will know nothing of
this, will receive n@ersonajustice or benefit aside frorperhaps some present psychic comfort.

The countless masses whose heads were blown apart by Nazi pistols or who choked on Zyklon B,
who were forced to kneel before Cambodian machine guns or were sliced by Rwandan hatchets,
who were seared by American Napebr vaporized by silent killer drones, along with every other
person whose sufferings might have been greater or smaligere they just the compost that

feeds the sprouting Great Emergent Mind, a sciefickon answer to the questions of

52 a0 2 & &dnil \nguititor?

226 See, e.gThomas NageMind and Cosmos: Why the Materialist Nearwinian Concept of Nature i$ndost
Certainly Fals@Oxford: OUP 2012).
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Even the small present consolation of knowing that onat ikastserving as compost requires

a2YS &aSyasS 2F OSNIlIAyGe Fo2dzi GKS FdzidzZNBEQa 2 d:;
hope, and really no hope at all. An ememngprocess by definition is uncertain. Emergence can

only happen out of chaos. It is precisely the stochastic nature of the most basic level of physical
reality ¢ that of quantum physicg that might allow undetermined, supervenient realities to

emerge. This is the difference between the Newtonian universe and the Einsteinian: Einstein
OBAL 1 SAASYoSNHO YIFI1Sa8 NR2Y FT2N) dzyOSNIFAyiéo
LRAYG YAIKEG y20 6S yeuKAYy3 6S digedzhl Rinddighta A RS NJ
be a fiery consuming monster. In fact, uncertainty means there cano@mega point. An

omega point, dinal end, would entail aertainend. The Canaanite Leviathan, the beast that
emerges from of the primordial waters of chaosdwallow the world, cannot be tamed with

hooks. (Cf. Job 41.) The Leviathan is without justice and without law.

CdzNII KSNE LINRPOSaa GKS2f232Qa NBLNBaSyidliAazy 27
to creationex nihiloand creaturely freedontends towards parody and straw man claims. It is

dzy Ot SI NE F2NJ SEIF YL ST 6K2 O2YLINAR&Sa GKS / KNA &
has directed the course of the universe from the very beginning, determining every detail without
creaturely inJdz&®la his Guide for the Perplexesh process theology, Epperly uses popular
SOFIy3aSt A0t LINBEFOKSNI waiOl 2FNNByQada NBTANBYyOS
Purpose Driven Lifes representative of the classical vié¥To suggest that Warrelacks the
sophistication ofGregory ofNyssa, Augustine, Aquinas or Barth on these problems is more than

an understatement, and Warren himself would not argue otherwise.

Among more significant representatives of the Christian tradition, perhaps somstons of

Calvinism or Jansenism would frame this sort of statement, but orthodox Christian theology has
always recognized creaturely freedom, and particularly human moral freedom, within the ambit

2T D2RQ& LINPJARSYOS I YR A ital ClEslidnibyhaddxy is 2ot D2 R Q2

deterministic fatalism. Indeed the Second Council of Orange, though it condemned semi

2271bid.,, 97.
228 Epperly, 41-44 (citing Rick Warrem, Purpose Driven Lif&rand Rapids: Zondervan 2002)).
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even state with utter abhorrence that if there are those who want to believe so evil a thing, they

I NB |y I2%8 K& Yekadygle, the Catechism of the Catholic Church today states that

a aekdiom is the pwer, rooted in reason and will, to act or not to act, to do this or that, and so

to perform deliberate actions on one's own responsibility. By free will one shapes one's own life.
Human freedom is a force for growth and maturity in truth and goodnes#gits its perfection

A v s oA

gKSY RANBOGSR (2 ¢ RheCa&dRiEsm Rudhed statéslthatA 0 dzR S d ¢

The grace of Christ is not in the slightest way a rival of our freedom

when this freedom accords with the sense of the true and the good

that God has puti the human heart. On the contrary, as Christian

experience attests especially in prayer, the more docile we are to

the promptings of grace, the more we grow in inner freedom and

confidence during trials, such as those we face in the pressures and

constrants of the outer world. By the working of grace the Holy

Spirit educates us in spiritual freedom in order to make us free

O2ft 1 02NIi2NAR Ay KA&a 2N}y Ay GKS / KdzNDOK
The Catechism therefore concludes tiato i 8 KS NA I K  (etlomii dsgecialyBrS ND A & &
NBfAIA2dza YR Y2NIf YIGGSNBEZ A& | 2 Atgelehsh Sy | o f
then, that process theology is overstating a case against a mythical opponent. In the end, the
GD2Ré¢ 2F LINRPOSaa KN&B2y2AEIGIKSE g&VEYylIdaadt>9 O
of pantheistic spiritualism that ultimately vindicates neither contemporary science nor natural

theology.

Critical realism as a model for interaction between theology and science seems far more
promising than process theology. Unlike NOMA approaches, critical realism does not
KSNXYSGAOrftte &asSlrt GKS 02dzyRINE 0SG6SSy aaoOrs
NEBLINSASYG | YFEYOUAlLY Y20S Ay 6KAOK NBBARNS2dRYyST

228 Canons of the Second Council of Orange, available at http://www.fordham.edu/halsallivasige.txt.
230 Catechism of the Catholic Church, § 1731, available at
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3slcla3.htm.

231bid., § 1742.

2%2|bid,, § 1747.
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and this is a genuine advance over the Kantian bent of much of the modern scientific
establishmentg as evidenced, for example, in the National Academies of Science statement on
NOMA quoted previously. Moreover, critical realism creates gengpace for theological
reform and development when certain theological claims plainly clash with reality. Without
some space in which the observations of the natural sciences can influence theology, it is
impossible to avoid the intellectual and morasalster of fundamentalist systems such as young
earth creationism. Certainly, if we seek to be faithful to the spirit of the Church Fathers, we will

want to do theology with a keen eye towards the creation as it is given #*us.

However, within critical @alism, the interaction between the two disciplines of science and
theology tends to be pictured as happening only at a higher level of integration. In this way, a

kind of modest foundationalism underpins the entire project, even though many criticateal

including McGrath, strongly eschew foundationalism. This hidden modest foundationalism
establishes the boundaries in which the theological and scientific disciplines do their own original

work and in which any integrative work happens. ButiftkeNtA A G Ay O2y FSaaArzy
GKSYy GKSNB OFly o6S y2 |dzi2zy2Y2dza aLl OS F2NJ I &
it presumes about the nature of the universe, and there can be no neutral rule of correspondence
GKF(G ¢2dA ROSIRECIFRYALOIWKSS 26f 238 YR a0ASYyOSo

LYRSSRX aODNI 0KQa 2y STF2NI | i OdyhdatioNdizOd A y 3
YR LINBadzySa | a | Togodlthraugh LANBhyth@ Awbdid Svas ccrigdted is G K S
embedded in the structures of the aed order, above all the human person, and incarnated in

/| KNR%bildigdzNI f GKS2f 2383 F2NJ aODNYGKI Aa y2a |y
D2RQ& SEA&AGSYOSs o6dzi NI} GKSNI 2 RSY2yaidN)»GS ai
which, though not constituting logical proof (how could experiemm®ve anything in such a
greKox A& 4 GKS OSNE € SIad O2$PANewidhdlgssitwdg A G K

basic questions linger: (1) from the perspective of Christian theotsely,idoes critical realism

233For a discussion of how some of the Fathers interpreted Biblical texteoting creation, see Peter Bouteneff
Beginnings: Ancient Christian Readings of the Biblical Creation Nar(&neewl Rapids: Baker Academic 2008).
234 Alister McGrathThe Open Secret: A New Vision for Natural Thedlamdon: Blackwell 2008).

235 bid.
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envision a sufficientlyheologicall OO2dzy i 2F aNBIlF az2yé¢ GKIFG Syl of S,
AyaialryOSKT YR O0H0O R2S& ONRGAOIT NBFfAAY LINZL

kind ofnatura purag a realm ofpure nature that is not also already a realm of grace?

¢tKAa NBFSNBYyOS (2 ayliGdz2NBé YR a3INF OS¢ KAIKE A
critical realism and some Roman Catholic perspectives: in particular, what should we make of
the analogiaentis? Thesubtle difference between this Roman Catholic vision as expressed by
W2Ky tldzZ LL FyR adiénkd ditca@alisthanidrs, in Bit€rashidy Bays,

the dialogue between the two great Swiss theologians who continue to infoamynof the
differences between broadly Catholic and broadly Protestant approaches to natural theology:
Barth and Balthasa®® The modified, qualified critically realist natural theology of Protestant
thinkers such as T.F. Torrance and McGrath, who ta&e thitial cues from Barth, is perhaps
more cautious about th@nalogia entis and therefore ends up with an integration of faith and
reason only after a somewhat prolonged process of methodological sepafitiod Catholic
thinker such as John Paul light more readily see analogical correspondences between God and

nature.

bSOSNIKStSaaz F2NI I /FTGK2ftAO0 GKAY]1SNI adzOK | a
OlFlyy2i AyOfdzRS INIOS G 2yS Y2YSylay¥B®SGEREWRS
RSNAGSRE FTNRBY Yyl dda2NBX yR GKS dzaS 2F ! NAadG2GS
ONBIl GdzNB G2¢FNRa GKS 321Kt 2F GKS o0SFHGAFTAO O]
analogicaf® . I f G KI &l NJ gSy (i &2 Tejetior ofinatiirdl theoNdy énd thel K I {
analogia entis if properly understood, was consistent with the decrees of the First Vatican

Council on natural knowledge of God, again if properly understébdAnd, similarly, the

26 SeeHans Urs von Balthasarhe Theology of Karl BartBan Francisco: Communio Books 1992).

237 Seekrich Pryzwara, John R. Betz, and David Bentley Awlogia Entis: MetaphysigdUniversal Structure and

Universal RhythniGrand Rapids: Eerdms2014). For an excellent discussion of how Barth developed his own
GKAY1Ay3 2y GKS lylrt238 2F 60SAy3Iz asSS . NUzOS [ ® aO/ 2N¥NI
5AFt SOGAOIET b2 FYR ,Sa G2 w2Yl y ThdAndogylohBOinga IvErtionofy ¢ K2 Y I
the Antichrist or the Wisdom of GofGrand Rapids: Eerdmans 2011).

2% BalthasaarThe Theology of Karl Barf267-275.

2pid,ondg oaldliAyd GKIG awABld A& NBYUNBRYPOGARFaaLaBSSy2. ¢
statements in his anthropology about the capacity of human nature to know God within the concrete order of

revelation (inallA 1 & O2yRAGA2yas yR (GKS adlFadSySyita 2F zFGA0LYy L«
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Protestant critical realist McGrath LILINE @Ay 3t &8 NBFSNAE (2 a0dbkiOK t NI
entisas a model for the construction of natural theolodfy. If there are differences between
critical realist and specifically Roman Catholic models for the interaction between theology and

science, in many cases those differences may be passingly small.

These considerations suggest that a critical realist stance with an appropriately modulated
understanding of thenalogiaentiscould represent a robust, ecumenical way forward. Indeed,

| think that is correct. Neverthelesshiled KS t NP G SadF yi ONRGA Gdes NBI
etratioé Y2 RSt a LINBaSyid OFNBTdzZ YSGK2R2ft23ASa>x (K¢
application, not least in connection with areas of sigaific potential tension, such as the

doctrines of Divine sovereignty, human uniqueness and the Fall. | seek a method that does not
adzZ33Sad adzOK o0FaArl0 GNHziKa O2dA R 0SS 20SNBNARGGS

In response to these problems, in the vein of Reformedspppositionalism and Reformed
epistemology, it is tempting seek to assert the epistemological primabglaf, and specifically

of belief in a God possessing the attributes of classical theism. From this primary belief, other
primary beliefs may followincluding belief in the reliability of special revelation in the Bible as

gStt Fa o0StAST Ay (GKS Y2NB 3ISYSNIf NBIdzf | NAGE
0StEAST Ay aAyTFdzZd K decépyoh. (Ifssh theOlbgichl i ard BiaryF 2 NJ & S
GKSY LI NByid O2yFtAOia o0S0is6SSy aaOASyOSé¢ | yR
a degree of conflict at these difficult tension points, even as it still tries to retain some confidence

Ay G3ISYSNIt NBGStFIA2Yy dé

The signitant critique of this approach is that, while it might deliver an internally coherent world
view, it cannot guarantee that any such world view actually corresponds to reality. It produces,
at best, a chain of circular reasoning in which an antecedestipposedly proven merely by
showing its consistency with consequent propositions that assume the antecedenbther

words, it commits the fallacy of affirming the consequent. Sophisticated Reformed

between Barth and Balthasar, see D. Stephen Lprig @Ay 3 YI NI . I NI KY lFya | Na @2y
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2014).
240 McGrath,The Open Secrefl89.
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epistemologists such as Alvin Plantinga respond they tare not committing this fallacy because

basic belief in God is known through revelation and faith, not through argument. The purpose of
GKS T NBdzYSyid Aa (2 akKz2g (GKIFIG GKSNB FFNB y2 aRS
in holding the basibelief in God. But Plantinga also notes that in the Christian theology tradition
FIAGK A& aa20AF0SR 6AGK | F2NX 2F GOSNIF Ay
dzy RSNE GOl yRa GKFG GOSNIFAyGee (2 tNBRIAdRSBheAy GKS
kinds of proofs. Given the certain witness of the Holy Spirit, it is unclear why a Christian should

0S O2yOSNYySR Fo2dzi OKIFIAya 2F NBlFazyiAy3d GKIFQ
testimony of the Holy Spirit should be indefed 6 f ST AF AG A& RSFSIFaArof S:
response is that the apologetic exercise of removing potential defeaters is helpful to us in the
Kdzyty ¢Sk {l{ySaa FyR aiAy GKFdG OFry 2F0Sy 20a0dzNS

An additional and perhapmore significant problem with Plantinga's approach is that, like naive
F2dzy RFGA2yFfAaYZ AG OFy GSYR G246l NRa 2yiG20K!
Heidegger, is the notion that God is like any other being in the univ&seélhe problem of

ontothe2 f 238 A& LI NIAOdzZ NI & FO0dziS Ay aiKS2t238
addressed most directly by Plantinga: that of Divine action and providence. Consider, for
SEFYLX S | GeLAaort &dl GSYS yHe makds cig ie@ftom th© (i A 2 v
ends of the earth; he sends lightning with the rain and brings out the wind from his
storehouses?2 L i A& |y 20@0A2dza YAaul 1S G2 02y O0f dzRS
GKS SIFNIKé LizaKAyYy3 | NP dzy RBodiinges. ThadifacNivat vizfcandzRa &
understand the natural processes that give rise to thunderstograad that even Google Earth

fails to reveal God pushing them arougdoes not falsify Psalm 135. When Psalm 135 says God
causes the thunderstorms, we kwahis entails a kind of causation that differs from the natural

causes of thunderstorms, and that these different levels of causality are not incompatible.

241 Regarding ontotheologyesHans Urs von Balthasdrheologic, Vol. 2: riith of God(San Francisco: Ignatius
Press 2004), n. 10, 1385;Merold WestphalOvercoming Ontotheology: Toward a Postmodern Christian Faith
(New York: Fordham Univ. Press 2001); D.C. Shiddiens Urs von Balthasar, Metaphysics, and the Problem of
Ontotheologyé 1 Analecta Hermeneutica 9 (2009).

242 psalm 135:7 (NIV).
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ljdzAiylla aLkRi1S 2F (KS&aS RATFTFSNByG tS@oSta 2F C
Ga YR2 MBtaGé yiAy I aLSEHl1a 2F gKIG KS Ortfta Ly &
warrant, but he does not seem to appreciate how Aquinas speaks of Divine action or of the ways

in which Aquinas and Calvin might relate or differ on this pgthAnd wren Plantinga offers the

| SARSEt6SNEB /FGSOKAAY a | adraSySyd 2F Kl G
ONBIFGA2y> KS R2Sa y24 aSSY G2 FLLINBOAFGS GK:
providence in relation to creaturely freedom that woed through both the Magesterial
Reformation and the Catholic divisions over Jansenism and the very different perspectives of the

91 a0 SNY / KdzZNOK® tfFyiAy3arQa f101 2F RSLIIK 2y
him without resources for timking about Divine action much beyond the flat perspectives of a

kind of modern ontotheology. The same problem affects other points at which Plantinga, in some

2F KAada 20KSNJ g2N] 2 aA3IYyAFAOlLyGfte Y2ZRATwWaSa (GKS

(I would argue) shared by Aquinas and Calvin: thatiGedséds simple and impassibfé®

2 KAETS tflyaAy3dIlrQa O2yiNROdziAzya G2 SLIAadSy2ft
demonstrating the priority of faith, then, they ironically fail to falldhrough with the Christian

theological claim that God is theanscendentcreator and cause of all that is, notpart of

ONBIlI A2y ® | 26 SOSNI 6S (GNEB (2 O2y0OSA@S 2F | yR
the creation, or the possibility of A NI Of Sa> 2NJ D2RQa aSY2GA2y Il & (
must maintain the absolutalistinction between God and creation, or else our project will
O2ffl LJASD C2NJ 0KAa NBFazys tfllAyGAy3Il Qa T2 0dz

OntheljdzSadAz2y 2F (StS2ft23& FyR GRSaAadysz¢ [ 21 1t
because it explicitly refuses ontbeology and asserts the irreducible importance of the

doctrines of Trinity, creation, incarnation and resurrection. Indeed, | agreewgi\egk a K| £ £ Y I N.
2T /21 1fSeQa YSiK2RO® Ldz /2K 1ftSe@Qa | LLX AO G

24335ee generallfhomas AquinaSumma Contra Gentiles, Book Il 6 a SRAS @I f ¢KS2NASa 2F / | dz
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, availabléntip://plato.stanford.edu/entries/causatioamedieval/ David Burrell,

Freedom and Creation in Three Traditi@suth Bend: Univ. Notre Dame Press 1993).

244 SeaWarranted Christian Belig€hapter 8.

2535een { $ N2 FikAlvid Rlantingaed. James E. Tomberlin and Peter van Ingawen, (Dordrecht: D. Reidel

1985), p. 36; Alvin Planting@od, Freedom and E{&rand Rapids: Eerdmans 1977).
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http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/causation-medieval/

LINROESYFUGAO® ¢KS Y2al aA3ayAFTAOFIYy(d LINRoO6fSY Aa
mean in the context of evolution. As | will explor@ NB Fdzf t & Ay [/ KIF LJG SNJ
evolutionary terms is only a statistical description, which changes not only over time but across
fitness landscapes. The fact that there are some outligrglividuals who are extraordinarily

altruistic in compariso to the mean (Mother Theresa), or extraordinarily selfish (Adolf Hitler)

Ad Ay AGaStF YySAGKSNI NBYIFNJFo6ofS y2NJ LI NIOAOdzE |
size, which must include every human who ever has lived.CBakleyhints at what | believe is

Y2NB aA3IyATFTAOFIYyOY GKS Y2NB ay2NXIfé¢ LIKSYy2YSy:
dzy AljdzS O2YLR Yy Syl 2Coakkypwes, heraiy d giodigSepse evert among
non-religious analytic philosopheis K & & o € STdzf t @8 NBRdAzOGA2YyAAaUGAO
LJdzo t AO LIR2fAOe YR GKS flgé¢ FT2NBOf2aS NBlFaz2ys
GKS2NBGAO YR SOUKAOFf NBIFfAAY NBIj2zAdgiBe witl2 YS Y S
Coakle that Aristotle and Aquinas, among others, are fruitful sources for bringing realism about
natural law into conversation with evolutionary science, particularlyCasakleysuggests, in

connection with neeAristotelian philosophy of scien@é’ ButYeé F2 Odza 2y af | 3¢
2y QadzLISNY 2NNt €& FfONHAAYZ O2YLR2NIa o60SGGSNI gA
preference for avoiding the use of theology as an outlier or afterthought. Theology best explains
GKIG A& Gy2N)I BHAISWNE RRBRt 6§20 Kl i G HZAB d¢

Ly GKA& NBIAFNRI aAtoly]lQa FLLINRFOK Ay ¢{¢ AA
GKS LINBAaAdzYSR KAAG2NRAO o NFINBE 0SG6SSy aFl AGKE
GNBFaz2y¢e OGKFG A&l KSE NBKINRE G5\ oyS RIRNG R AAGYA 2 Y @ ¢ KSN
0SG6SSY aFIFAGKE YR aaOASYyOSé KSNBE 0SOldzaS @K
CKSNBE Aa3x NI OGKSNE | -giviid ofedtiveyldvéydvbich AlIGWS foREmab 2 R Q &
beings as creatures to observe and study and delight in the creation. Second, it exposes the
LINBGSyiAzya 2F NBRdAzOGA DS LI -#haolodydithipiiekniiricala OA Sy O
theoretical commitments not derived from its own supposedly ohjectmethods. Finally, it

points toward a different form of apologetic in which the Christian narrative is offered in the

246 | _ecture 6,7.
247 Sedlbid, 8.
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robust sense of a truapologiaNJ 6§ KSNJ GKIFy & Fy alLlRf23e¢ o685

modernity 248

A potential problem with Milbah Qa | LILINBI OK A& SOARSYyl Ay KAaA
other constructivist philosophers of science, Feyerabend was arrealtst and a nominalist!®
aAfolylQa GKS2t23A0Ff LINR2SOG YR GKS o6NRF RSN
course involves a sustained historical critique of the univocity of being, nominalism, and
voluntarism?°° While postmodern philosophers of science such as Feyerabend and Thomas Kuhn

offer helpful resources concerning the social context of the natural sciettoeis,conclusions

are finally incompatible with a realist participatory ontology grounded in the Christian doctrine

2F ONBIF A2y ® LG NBYIFAya dzyOf SFNJ K2g aAfol yl Q:
can cohere with his and Radical OrthodoR & 2 G KSNJ 6 NEE R O2YYAlYSyilao

In this regard, while outside the peculiar milieu of conservative Evangelical Protestantism and

the American legal system it might be easy to dismiss YECism as a distracting sideshow,
contemporary YECism presents a more sulafestemological challenge for any Christian
GKS2t23AlYy ¢gK2 aSS1a (2 dzyRSNARGFYR (GKS O K2
Christian tradition in relation to the modern natural sciences. Christian thinkers who reject
YECism and accept theolad scientific consensus about the age of the universe and biological
evolutionusuallyA Yy A A 4G GKI 0 aS@2f dziA2ye¢ ishd 3/IGSmEBSS Vol Y
that is, that the empirical truths of the natural sciences do not entail commitmeatw@rldview

in which these empirical facts preclude the possibility of God and of some more or less traditional

Christian theological claims about providence, the possibility of miracles, original sin, the

248 Thijs apologetic theme isdeveldRe Ay aAf ol y{1 Q& C2 NBinaghRiveidpolodefcR NS 6 51 A R.
Theology, Philosophy, and the Catholic Tradifdrand Rapids: Baker 2012). Interestingly, the chapter on faith

and science in that volume was written by Alister McGrdtid., Chapter 10.

29 5eeEric OberheimC S @ S NI 6 Sy R @Berlint Walter 2leiGuydér 2006Y4-76 (noting that
GCS@SNIFOoSYRQa y2YANBEARAYY AlA0 2 dzF 2WIVG &NY & yURAY RAE 0 D

505ee, €.gTST, 13-18;see alsd | i KSNA y S unsASEotus (HB BidtcEicaliabd Contemporary
{AIYAFAOIYyOSzIé¢ Ay W2 Ky The Rddioal GfthoddxyReadondyn2 Routtedgk ZDONE S RE d X
116-148.

BLA similar criticisn2 T a A f 0 | Y | iQdadeSbly Nibtér MaG2atiJA Scierific TheologyVol. 2 Reality

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 200)-118.
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inspiration of scripture, and son.?>> This argumst is not often well examined by its
proponents, but when it is carefully examined, it focuses on epistemology. Often the question is
framed in terms of whether some form of positivism is true or whether, instead, some framework
of belief must be prior teempiricism. The difficult problem is that savvy YEC advocates make
precisely the same move. They further argue, however, that the literal inerrancy of the Bible is

a valid and indeed essential aspect of this prior framework of epistemic belief.

Thus he immensely popular YEC apologists and Creation Museum founder Ken Hamm always
begins his debates (which are often offered as spectacles for consumption by church and school
ANRdzLJAO 6AGK SLIAAGSY2({ kdwlilabse thivEindalypioceses a1 2 &
oAffA2ya 2F @SIFINBR |32KZ¢ 1YY Fala KAa AydSNI
coup de ggO S Y GL 1y 2 wastheteYe®@hg¢ Broteé d&baut it in his book, and he says

itRA RYTQGLIS y (PR Wiiile thid i€ptirased ith the flair of a practiced showman, it does

imply an epistemology that is not too far removed seemingly more sophisticated postmodern

FYR LI2adf AoSNIf SLAAGSY2f23ASao LYRSSRX I }YY
pre-il KS2 NB G AYOR 0 KFIH-{OGalét tfF FI OGa FNBE AYGSNLINBGSR®DE
God and revelation can and should come before, supply the parameters of, and establish the
interpretive matrix for empirical observations. For Hamm, this means that the gapebge

Gdzy AF2NXYAGEFNALFYE AO0OASYyOS FyR [ 9/Aay |4 FANRGDG
NE2SOuA2y 2F Y2RSNY aOASyOSo GWdzad | aadzyS T2
that He revealed Himself to us in the Bible and that the Bimdly is true. Could what we observe

AY YIF{ddz2NBE YIF1S aSyasS 3IAQSYy (K2aS FaadzYLIiA2yaKs
in fact our observations would make everoresense! Which seems more likely: that the Grand

Canyon began as a tiny stradrickling over solid rock over millions and millions of years, or that

®2G5ee, e CK2YlL A . dNYySGGEZ a2KIFIG Aa {OASyiGAayzIé ¢KS . A2[ 232
http://biologos.org/blog/whatis-scientism.

235eeY SY | I YZI a2 SNB | 2 bipst/&nSweiSidoénedis @rig/thdvdrdéfgSd/weré-you-there/;
for a somewhat chilling video of Mr. Ham teaching children this mantra, see
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OFmiLsm3a¥M a NX» | | YQ&d NBOSyid RSolFdS 6A0GK a

which Mr. Ham focuses on his epistemological arguments, is available online at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_04SO0fYU7FI.
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https://answersingenesis.org/the-word-of-god/were-you-there/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OFmiLsm3aYM

it was produced by the worldwide flood in the days of Noah, which the Bible says cracked open

0KS @SNE F2dzyRFGA2ya 2F GKS 91 NIKKE

2SS YAIKG y22i LkaasSaa | | ¢mpe witikoné didednibkt heard I £ Sy
ourselves making the same kind of argument: which seems more likely, that what we have
GK2dAKG 2F F2N) YATESYYyAl |a GKS KdzYly AdYAYRE

epiphenomena of a finally deterministic patteth¥ FANA Y 3 Yy SdzNRPyaz 2N (KI
floge NBFHffte NBLNBaSyid G§KS OdAz2ya 2F FNBS Y2
I OO02dzyill 0ot S (2 D2RK L-émpikical franfe ¥fkdfer@ncé. If We-adsin®NJ 2 F
naturalism, tren we will interpret the findings of the neurosciences as empirical confirmation of

GKS AylGdAaidAzy OGKIFIG YFGGSNIAa ff GKSNB Aaod L -
2F GKS ySdzZNRPaOASYyOSa 2N FAYR GEaNLIYSHORRYY 2|
 aaddzyYS / KNRAGALY 2NIK2R2Eéx G(KSYy 6S YlI& &AYLIX

This line of thought inevitably comes back around to the questidides et ratio is the role of

reason at most supportive of the inner witnesstbé faith prompted by the Holy Spirit, or can

reason aloneg d Y I G dz2NJF £ NBIF a2y é Ay (KS ¢Edeychsteatedti®ee 2 F O K
SEAAGSYOS 2F GKS ONBIFG2N) D2RK G/ 2y GAYySyiGl
phenomenologicaperspective2 Yy aFl AUK YR &a0ASyO0S¢é¢ I NB KSfLJ
LISNELISOUAQ®SE al dza ¢oKIG ¢S YSIYy o0& GNBlFazyo
structure of experience and consciousness, and cannot be reduced to the logic of propositional
claims,then the supposed gap between the inner testimony of the Holy Spirit and other kinds of
arguments mayclos€®* ¢ CF AGKE | yR GNBl a2y¢ GKSYy FNB y2i0
Ffglea SyialAta aNBlaz2yé¢ |yR aNBlazye |tftglea S

S4pdvocatesofl KS G/ 2y GAYySy Gl té LIKAf2a2LIKAO0FET GNFRAGAZ2Y &adza3asS:
0K2dAKG 2FFSNER Ay NBAmerican philosapBySelohyi MECainibsTnie afd RhilbsypAyt 2

A History of Continental ThougfMontreal & Kngston: McGilv dzSSy Qa ! yABSNEAGE t NB&da HAaMmI
Continental Philosophy: A Very Short Introduc{orford: OUP 2011). Itis no coincidence that the Radical
hNIK2R2E& GKAY1SNE L RA&AOdza& Ay SYHAE ¢RBEANBNIVE RAF2 YLIKNME LZNU
GKS2t238> 2NJ GKFd GKS aLIadGftAoSNrfté¢ G(KS2f23Alya | NB LI |
between the Analytic and Continental traditions.
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Intermsofda ¥ AGK yR aOASYyOSz¢é¢ | LIKSy2YSy2ft23A0Ft |
RAAONBGS dzyaGa &dzOK a aS@2ftdziazyeé |yR aiuKS
contradictions between those concepts through ever finer Scholastic distinctionsh &u

approach would take reality as a whole, as it presents itself to us, including the reality presented

to us through revelation and the Holy Spirit, and recognize that it is both multifaceted and
ultimately coherent. Indeed, the claim that creatio®i® 6 K a¢ 322 Ré OAYLIX @Ay 3
beautiful, meaningful, and sy 0 | yR aFl ffSyé¢ OAYLXE@Ay3d GKIG
dissolution not inherent to its created goodness) reflects our common human experience of a

world that is so often hedbreaking because its loveliness is glimpsed only through great pain.

[ 2Yy2NJ [ dzy yAY3IKIYQa LIKSy2YSy2t23A0If NBI RAyY3
powerful, and his use of Patristic sources to narrate the Christian vision as it is both pratogi

and eschatologically centered in Christ is compelling. There is some ambiguity, however, in the
shape Cunningham provides that narrative at one of its most sensitive points: the question of

G! R YDE [ dzy YAYAKIY R2S&a yARdam. Ngverdgldls, modt ofR Sy &

[ dzy yAYAKEFYQa tFOGNRAGAO az2dz2NOSa 2F . Aof AOLf
contemporary interpreters of those sources upon whom he draws are Eastern Orthdox.

Indeed, he quotes Orthodox scholar Peter Bouteneffhowargues (along with many
contemporary historicaONA G A OF f SES3ISiSa 2F |ttt GKS2f23A0!I
the rest of the Bible is there a doctrine of original guilt, wherein all are proleptically guilty in

I RI & this seems a bitSy RSy A 2dzax a GKS dzy RanEhe! Yy RA Y =
NEOSLIiA2Y 27F ! dzZ3dza d Ay ST ¢yemdink ané a thehkgy stiing poiNtR G 2 «
between the Christian East and Wést.

255|n particular, Peter BoutenefBeginnings: Ancient Chiish Readings of the Biblical Creation Narrati¢@sand

Rapids: Baker Academic 2008); John BEfe, Mystery of Christ: Life in Dedéth 2 y { SNA Y {Gd x| RAYA
Press 2006); David Bentley Harhe Beauty of the Infinite: The Aesthetics of Gandruth(Grand Rapids:

9SNRYIFIYQ&d HAnnAnou®

256 bid.,, 383, quoting BoutenefBeginnings 41.

257 SeePeter BouteneffChrist and Salvatigrin Mary B. Cunningham and Elizabeth Theokritoff, ddwe,

Cambridge Companion to Orthodox Christiasdlbgy(Cambridge: CUP2008pn oy 2 G Ay 3 GKI G G i KS i
and the expulsion from Paradise narrated in Genesis 3 never engendered in the Christian East a doctrine of
W2NRIAYIE JdAf GQ 2N WIdzA £ G A yes!dig hotpio@ucedn the OthodoEa$a A a S (i K
doctrine of total depravity, which would run counter to the conviction that human nature is at root good, even
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Cunningham makes an oblique reference to this diff@éh Ay | F220y20SY a

A

CFrGKSNAER &dzOK |a ! dz3dzadAyS &aSSY (2 Baelea Al S (F
aléa /dzyyAyakKlIYZ aAd A& AYLRNIIFIYyG G2 NBFEAT S
original sin in a verparticular context, namely, the Donatist controversy, and the Pelagian one.

{2 A0 ¢l a G2 0 KRaButRtIs3uddesr whethér $his cddiextudlization of

Augustine can do all the work Cunningham assigns to it, at least not for the Westetagiual

7 A

GNF RAGAZ2Y @ la fLGS 1a mhpns F2N SEFYLX ST t 2L
the developing science of human evolution with an insistence on a literal individual Adam, tied

to an Augustinian doctrine of original sin:

For the fathful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains that
either after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not
take their origin through natural generation from him as from the
first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain numberrst fi
parents. Now it is in no way apparent how such an opinion can be
reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the
documents of the Teaching Authority of the Church propose with
regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually
committed by an individual Adam and which, through generation,
is passed on to all and is in everyone as his $#n.

0K2dZAK RA&aG2NISRO® ¢CKS tIFNFYRAAS | 002 dzy (i =-11{teati@ySolitie SNI ¢ A (i K
state of exile in which we currently find ourselves: at odds with God, with each other and with the created
SYGANRBYYSY({is> YR GKSNBT2NE TheYOrth6®BSWag 2 ZY A SRBRYI O G ¥k RA
Seminary Press Rev. d®95),c H o aidl GAy3 GKI G Gw28NAIAYIE aiy Aa y20 03
0A2t23A0Ft GSN¥Xax Fad AF AlG 6SNB a2YS LKeaAOlt WilAydQ
which normally passes for the Augustiniew, is unacceptable to Orthodoxy. The doctrine of original sin means

rather that we are born into an environment where it is easy to do evil and hard to do good; easy to hurt others,

FYR KFENR (2 KSIf GKSANI g2dzyRANRSKZ2e oY KHKBAANS I NBHODE & Oz
atrdSa KAa dzyRSNRGEFYRAY3I 2F a2NAIAYLE aAyé Ay 2yaz2ft23A
D2RX INB AYUSNRSLISYRSYyG FyYyR O2AYKSNBY(i® Q bo29 LYKAY nAYaH ploy>
so any action, performed by any member of the human race, inevitably affects all the other members. Even

though we are not, in the strict sense, guilty of the sins of others, yet we are somehow atwalyedp ¢ 1bidd

2581bid.,, 513, Note 38.

259bid.

260 Encyclical Humani Generis of the Holy Father Pius XII, August 12, 1950, 137, available at
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/pius_xii/encyclicals/documents/hf-pi_enc 12081950 humani

generis_en.html.
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Pope Pius seemed to tie this conclusion to what sounds like a fundamewtalgdtonist reading

of scripture:

To return, however, to the ng opinions mentioned above, a

number of things are proposed or suggested by some even against

the divine authorship of Sacred Scripture. For some go so far as to

pervert the sense of the Vatican Council's definition that God is

the author of Holy Scriptureand they put forward again the

opinion, already often condemned, which asserts that immunity

from error extends only to those parts of the Bible that treat of

God or of moral and religious matters. They even wrongly speak

of a human sense of the Scripas;, beneath which a divine sense,

GKAOK (GKSe areée Aa (GKS 2yfeée AyFlLifAoftS Y

Further, according to their fictitious opinions, the literal sense of
Holy Scripture and its explanation, carefully worked out under the
Church's vigilance 3o many great exegetes, should yield now to
a new exegesis, which they are pleased to call symbolic or
spiritual. By means of this new exegesis of the Old Testament,
which today in the Church is a sealed book, would finally be
thrown open to all the faitful. By this method, they say, all
difficulties vanish, difficulties which hinder only those who adhere
to the literal meaning of the Scripturés!

To be sure, the Catholic Catechism after the Second Vatican Council seems to sound a more
cautious note conaming the different senses of scripture and its interpretati§h. Pope

Benedict XVI, in a set of homilies on the Biblical creation texts, agreed with the Patristic sources
OAGSR o0& /dzyyAy3IAKFIY GKIFIG GOUKS o0A0f A cpeakingONS | (i A
Fo2dzi NBFfAGE GKIY GKFG gA0K ¢ KXOhesedekts, PO§ES T I Y A
. SYSRAOU alARX GR2 y2i0 RSLAOG (GKS LINROSaa 27

instead, they say in different ways that there is onlye God and that the universe is not the

261hid., 1Y22-23.

262 5eeCatechism of the Catholic Churgi§101-141.

263pgpe Benedict X\WLY (GKS . SIAYYyAy3aYQ I/ FiK2TAO | yeRr@mMalsi | Yy RA Yy 3
1990), 25.
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[tjo be truly a human being means twe related in love, to be of
and be for. But sin means the damaging or destruction of
relationality. Sin is a rejection of relationality because it wants to
make the human being a god. Sin is loss of relationship,
disturbance of relationship, and thewat it is not restricted to the
individual. When | destroy a relationship then this evergin ¢
touches the other person involved in the relationship.
Consequently sin is always an offense that touches others, that
alters the world and damages it. Tle extent that is true, when
the network of human relationships is damaged from the very
beginning, then every human being enters into a world that is
marked by relational damagf&®

This approach to original sin seems a far cry from the seeming Bihliedrhentalism and
Augustinian realism dlumani GenerisNevertheless, the Catechism continues to affirm that the

Crff YR 2NAIAAYIE &aAiAy KlhasScount okitie fall iGdndsi@ludes NS F SN
figurative language, but affirms a prawal event, a deed that took plaeé the beginning of the

history of man Revelation gives us the certainty of faith that the whole of human history is
YN]SR o6& (KS 2NRIAYLFE  FI dzf (27 TNRCEtechismOuthely A G G S F

refers tothe transmission of original sin by propagation:

the transmission of original sin is a mystery that we cannot fully
understand. But we do know by Revelation that Adam had received
original holiness and justice not for himself alone, but for all human
nature. By yielding to the tempter, Adam and Eve committed a
personal sin but this sin affected thdhuman naturethat they
would then transmitin a fallen state It is a sin which will be
transmitted by propagation to all mankind, that is, by the
transmissbn of a human nature deprived of original holiness and
justice. And that is why original sin is called "sin" only in an
analogical sense: it is a sin "contracted" and not "committed"
state and not an actt®

264 pid.

265|hid., 73.

266 |hid.,, 73.

267 Catechism of tb Catholic Churg390.
268 pid., 1404.
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This trepidation about the role of Adam isalevident in conservative evangelical and Reformed
protestant thought, even outside the confines of literalistic fundamentalism. For example, in a
NBEOSyid 6221 2y G!RIFIYX (GKS CrfftX FYR hNAIAYL §
essays by engelical and Reformed scholars, the author of a chapter on the science of human
evolution felt compelled to publish pseudonymously, no doubt for fear of his position at an
evangelical or Reformed schaé?. In a thoughtful essay in that same volume Hanglivame

lays out the problem and offers some possible soluti&fid.ike Pope Pius in relation to Catholic
theology, Madueme argues that a literal Adam and a literal fall are essential to Reformed

orthodoxy?’*

¢KdzaZ AG Aa dzyOf St NI g EfplbKSphendnimbdifgics! BétthodQat S F T
exceeds the limits of both the ultfBarwinists and the creationists succeeds. Perhaps it succeeds

if one opts for an Eastern Orthodox account of the Fall and original sin that draws primarily on

some of the Easterifrathers, or for a neorthodox account that views Adam and the Fall as

entirely nonhistorical (as does, for example, David Kelsey). But, it seems, the scientific
understanding of biological stands in considerable tension with the Wegtagustinian

Chrstian tradition, as evidenced in documents such Hismani Generisand the Catholic

Catechism as well as in contemporary conservative Reformed theologians who continue to insist
GKFG | aft AGSNIf€¢ ' RIEY ¥a SaaSyidAalrt G2 / KNRAaGA

Perhaps anotherof dzy Yy A Y 3Kl YQa O02YYSyida G426l NRaA GKS SyR
' az2fdziAzys 2N FG €SFad +ad + gle 2F YFylF3Iay3a :
AdzOK Aa (KR8 E20dFFAYEKIDY y2084as aSAB8Y KRy BSEK

9ge2 At f ALY {(2yS 6F LlASdzZR2Yye@YU0X a! RIFEY YR a2RSNY { OASy(
Adam, the Fall, and Original Sin: Theological, Biblical, and Scientific Persg{€rtwvesRapids: Bakeraemic

2014).

G Q¢KS az2al xdzZ YSNIofS tI NI 2F GKS 2K2tS AdamknedAily ! OO0
Fall, and Original Sin

211 1bid.
2123ee, e.gWilliam VandoodewaardThe Quest for the Historical Adam: Genesis, Hermeneuiicsiaman
Origins6 DN} Y R wl LIARAY WSTF2NX¥SR I SNAGI3IS . 221a HAMpPO® -

equates debates over the historical existence of Adam with debates over the historicity of Jesus.
213DP|, 414.
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are the Lawbut are rather somewhat arbitrarg cultural products, or fruits of evolution, and

0 KSNB T2 NB LNIRISISRE @ S1whfistian kr&lition tatSvaas a time before the Law

2T az2asSaz | GAYS 286 Sret2hhd2 YyUiKASy daSAc f RTANBSYP (0 KS G A
g & LINE KAMOSANIKAI2WaD ¢ G KS [ gé¢ A& (K Gregoly dfyssa,y 3 f A
FYR !daaAdzaGAyYySs GKS YS(iK2R2ft23A0Ft ol aira FT2N y
As Pope Benedict suggied, perhaps the loss of relational friendship occasioned by the Fall is
LINSOA&AStEe (KS f2aa 2F GKS [FéZX YR LISNKI LA [ K
overcome the ban of exclusion from our humanity and recover our participation itatheof

f20S0o Gl Fgé YAIAKG 0SS GKS ( KNBSMMandsd-dguess OK / K
NBRAzZOGA DS Yyl ddzNF fAaY Ay | NAOK Gl LISAGNE 2F Kd

of creation and redemption.

Traditional Christian (angkwish and Islamic) theology asserts that God has revealed Himself to
specific individuals at unique moments in history, and that these moments of revelation can
establish a new elect people and by extension a new relationship between God and humanity:

the covenant with Noah, the call of Abraham, Moses at the burning bush and his receipt of the
Torah, the anointing of David, the baptism of Jesus, the conversion of the Apostle Paul. There
gla ftaz2 &adzOK | Y2YSyd 27F NI JSdhunahitg tfie lawof a! RI Y
GKS (g2 (GNBSa Ay (KS DisciNgars,y ague, i6 Eniiniporfardpart @ F D 2 |
what sets Adam apart from the broader stream of human biological evolution. Based on what

we know about neural plasticity and epigeretnheritance, we might even suggest that this
encounter subtly but profoundly changed bi®logically even if Adam and his heirs undoubtedly

remained embedded in the genetic flow among other contemporhoymo sapiens, homo

neanderthalis and perhaps othespecies.’’

274 1bid.

275 bid.

278 |bid.

277 See, e.gMichael MerzenichSoftWired: How the New Science of Brain Plasticity Can Change Y¢8ahife
Francisco: Parnassus Publishing 2d ed. 2013); Edward Heard and Robert Marti@nassgenerational
Epigenetic Inheritance: Mythsid Mechanismg,Cell 157:951.09 (2014).
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4 W2KyYy aAfoly]l y20Sa Ay KAa Yz2ad NBOSyid ¢2NJ
F2NY 2F NBLINBaaaiazy | 3R yaw dan, didaise) beNdsssivelif if is Y |-
not rooted in justice. But law as law is esserntidteedom. Law sets the conditiofw freedom.
LYRSSRZ GKS dzyAO@SNBS AdGaStF NBIldzANBa atlge | a
might represent the most basic potentials of being and existeft&Ve could even speak of a

a2 NIi  2hFough ivhich the most basic potentials of the being and existendgaafcan be
SELINB&aSRY @TKrBarian frelatigs. 12 ehch bfythyg Bl persons of the Trinity is

dzy AljdzSt & | aGLISNB2YZEé |4 2NIK2RZ2E®échfRtheRaz (K
personhood. Likewise, if each of the three persons of the Trinity interpenetrate each other and

I NB 2F 2yS &dzoaidlyOdSs a 2NIK2R2E@& | faz2 Kz2fRa
2F O2dzNBRSZ Iy |yl f 2ZIANGR 6d3 Sydaati kSl SN 14 £21 T
impositonuponit KS 6SAy3 2F D2RO® wlkEiKSNE (GKS&asS aftl g
proceed fronthe being of God® ! & & dzOKX GKS& | NB Iy -d&atiarSny/ G A | f
creation, andcomprise the most basic potentials of creation itself. At its heart this law is the law

of ecstatic, selfjivingloved ¢KS Y2ail olFraArAo tl1 g 2F ayl GdzNBx¢

is the law of love.

The argument | am foreshadowing here could®®& y a A RSNBER | @I NAIyd 27F
F2NJ D2 RQ&! |Svishta distyc®8y®elf somewhat from such arguments, however, in
GKFG G0KSe& G4SYyR G2 INHdAzSS FTNRY (0KS LKSy2YSy2y 2
existence as the source ofK I & Ay ddzA G A2y ® a & c&nél,  wod siiggesty 2 NB ¢
Y2 NB Fdzf t & thantnfost Yohta@mpdrabyéversions of the moral argument. It is not so
much our knowledge of objective moral truth that points toward God, but our knowledge tha

we areseparatedfrom the final, objective truth towards which our moral inclinations pull us:

278 John MilbankBeyond Secular Order: The Representation of Being and the Representation of thé\WRikmple

Blackwell 2013).

29C2NJ ' RA&AOIEEA 23T 2y kB ¢ 4SS / KIFLIWGSNI ndo

280 For a discasion of the procession of the Trinitarian persons and the being of God, see Baltfeszirpgic,

Vo.Z tFNI LLL®! dH 6aLRSyidGAdGe YR 5AFTFSNBYOS Ay D2Ré0 0Y
I KdzYlFy YAYRZ 0 $ereiothirgSetiddntal inXGoda KhgyOriist therefore be identical with the

NEFtf RAGAYS SaaSyOoSoeoo

BIC2NJ I ISYSNIf RA&OdzaaAzy 2F &adzOK | NBHdzYySwtndorl 4SS da2 NI
Encyclopedia of Philosoptgrailable ahttp://plato.stanford.edu/entries/moralargumentsgod/.
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that is, towards God, who is love. Moreover, it is in understanding this lack that we truly begin

to know ourselveshoth asadamahl y R I & &% {ne linpoktavitdnéay in which we can

1y26 2dz2NJ aSyasS 2F €101 Ay (GKA& NBIFNR A& NBIf
the Divine command and in the uniquely human practice of formulating codes of positive law.

This way of framing the moral claimaitgue, is more consistent with the historic, orthodox
Christian tradition than many modern formulations. Indeed, it is precisely the claim made by St.

Paul in his letter to the Romans:

Therefore, just as through one man sin entered into the world, and
death through sin, and so death spread to all men, because all
sinned for until the Law sin was in the world, but sin is not

imputed when there is no law. Nevertheless death reigned from
Adam until Moses, even over those who had not sinned in the
likeness othe offense of Adam, who is a type of Him who was to
come?83

.dzi AF GKS LKSy2YSy2y 2F atlgé Oy 06S NBRdAzOS|
I NBdzSE GKAa ad2NB t2asSa ff LJH2NOKFaSo LT afl
howhumand NB NBfIFGSR (2 I GNIyaOSyRSyid &a2d2NOSs L
why Christian theology and biological evolution are compatible, and indeed about why evolution
isimpossibleg A G K2 dziiT D2 R® LT aftlgé A& YSNBa&enol y SLIA
I NBdzYSy i o ¢KS NBYFAYAYy3 OKI LI SNE 2cannoiibEA & 5 A 3
reduced to mere neurolaw, why this impossibility shows that human beings must be related to a
transcendent source, and how Christian theology makes gooskesehthese claims. In the next

Chapter, | survey various strands of traditional Christian (and Jewish) theology concerning law.

In Chapter 3, | consider perspectives from paleoanthropology and neurobiology on the
RSOSt2LIYSy G 27 KdzY high coull Gngeindine myttieoldgigal cjaims. | begin

to argue in Chapter 3, however, that efforts by scientists working in these disciplines to eliminate

GKS O2yOSLIia 2F N yaoOSyRSy(dG F3Syodeée GKFG dzyRS

and sel-defeating.

282Cf, Romans 4:12.
28 Romans 5:1244 (NASB).
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Chapter 2: Law and Christian Theology

Christian theology, with its roots in theorahand the Hebrew prophetic and wisdom literature,

has always been interested in the concept of law. This Chapter shows how Christian concepts of

law traditionally have been tied to the doctrines of God and creation and in particular to a
participatory ontology of creation. Because God is a God of order, He orders His creation, and

'S O2YYlIYyR& | Aa ONBIGdZNBa Ay | OOaddiesgi®bot ¢ A (i K
Fy 2NRSNJAYLRAaSR FNRY dal 620S¢ D2R oigHisbeing)2 5 SNJ 6
which is his life of perichoretic Triune love. The fundamental law of creation therefore is one of

LI NI AOALI A2y Ay aRfaR @ thischaplerday the giogndvidrk for ahdg&tiveY
critique of reductive neurolaw (Chapter 3) and for a positive articulation of a theory of natural

law in light of the methodological perspective adopted in Chapter 1.

1. 4EA O, Ax o-TrihitdEian Reldkidhs

LG A& dzydzadz- € G2 &LISI] 2F GKS NBf{lFIGAZ2YAKAL 27
AYyOftAYylLGA2Yy A& G2 GKAY]l 2F aftlgé | a az2yYSUiKAY.
cannot, of course, speak of God as though there is sardeO K | dzi K2 NA G & 2dziaARS
can also comprise an inherent property of a thing. | will argue, for example, that the moral or

Gy I ( dzNand the lavs afnaturé NBE A Y KSNBY (G LINPLISNIASAE 2F ONE
imposed from above bugither simplyare, or emerge as properties from lowdgvel structures

and interactions.

What theology says about inndirinitarian relations is analogous to such an inherent or
emergent property of law. We must be careful here to stress the analogitaienaf this claim.

D2R Aa y2d F GKAYy3 Ay GKS dzyAGSNAERS® D2R Aa VY
y20 S@Sy GKS Y2ad o6AaS FyR LR2gSNFdzf o06SAy3a AYlL
frogs and birds and humans are beifgsNordol 0 G NA 6 dzi Sa 2NJ GLINR LISNI A S A
time, as process theologians sugg&twl § KSNE daD2R A& y20 2yfé GKS

intellect and will seek but is also the primordial reality with which all of us are always engaged in

284 David Bentley HarfThe Experience of God: Being, Consciousness3Bliss
28For a discussion of process theology, see Chapter 1.4.
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every momentof existence and consciousness, apart from which we have no experience of
FyedGKAYd BKLGARSIEEIEKAA GNI yaOSyRSylisthé LINR Y2 N
GGKNBES LISNBR2Yya Ay 2yS SaasSyosS¢ 2F OflFaaaolt [/
The Athanagn Creed is a widely used formulation of that grammar, particularly in the Western

church. Its formulations are given as Hike statements:

But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit is
all one, the glory equal, the majesty cosatal.

Such as the Father is, such is the Son, and such is the Holy Spirit.
X o

The Father is made of none, neither created nor begotten.

The Son is of the Father alone; not made nor created, but begotten.

The Holy Spirit is of the Father and of the Sonthegimade, nor
created, nor begotten, but proceeding.

So there is one Father, not three Fathers; one Son, not three Sons;
one Holy Spirit, not three Holy Spirits.

And in this Trinity none is afore or after another; none is greater or
less than another.

Butthe whole three persons are coeternal, and coequal.

So that in all things, as aforesaid, the Unity in Trinity and the Trinity
in Unity is to be worshippe#f’

All of these statements imply corresponding negatives. The Fafoer andHoly Spirit cannot
differ in Godhead, glory, majesty, greatness, eternality or equality. The Son cannot proceed from

the Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit cannot proceed from the Son alone, and the Father cannot proceed

286 |pid. at 10.
287 The Athanasian Creed, availablehétp://www.ccel.org/creeds/athanasian.creed.html
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from any other?®® To state otherwise is to worship three godgher than one, or a god of one

prosoporrather than the Trinity. If God were otherwise, it would not be God.

hiKSNJ af ga¢e¢ O2yOSNYyAy3a D2R Ffi24 FTNRBY (GKSasS «
enjoy perfect, eternal fellowship with each otfier | Yy R (i K SINRTESES ' 0t D2_ R A 0

(1 John 4:8) (emphasis added). The persons of the Trinity inhere in and are utterly transparent

G2 SIFOK 20KSNE canyoR AUSKES NB6Ts2 NISA GPNIRE £ & (ditey/ t 8 A y 3
1:2) (emphasis added). These are not justidertal, contingent attributes of a more

Fdzy R YSyGlFf &ddzmaidlyOSs &adzOK GKS gl @& GKS OflAY
Y& 3SySa Ay GKS LAIYSyll lishogeyand ffuth il is jast ahdisd ¢ 2
K2feé¢ AaeThAKSt aRYS2GMORREE WKIAIOKI DZR 6Kl 0 D2R
AMWHO AME E@UEa AYEWe B Hea G EEXxESIARE

2. The Laws of Divine Command

¢KFG D2R A&dadzSa O2YYlIYyRa Ay LiyK S KIS NI 02 FS b 460
narrative, God gives the man (tlaelam) four gifts, all of them embdied in trees: beauty, food,

fATSY YR FTNBSR2YO® ¢CKS ait2NeE (GStfta dza GKFG o
GOGNBSa GKFEG 6SNB L SIFHaay3a G2 G4KS SeS FyR 3A22R
knowleds 2 F 32 2 R ThesR latt8rdvioftrées, embodying life and freedom, were

placed in the center of the gardefit

' Yy20KSNJ 3AFG | O002YLI yYyASR GKS GUNBS 2F GKS (1y2.

2F ¢ Aa GKS TFTANRG O2YY reyree tdeatRrondahyti@aiin the2 (1 K S

garden; but you must not eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, for when you eat

B8CKAA Aad 2F O2dzNBS | a2SadGSNYye¢ F2N¥dzZ I GA2y 28 R2dzot S LI
both the Son and the Spirit proceed from the Father alone. Regardless of which formulation is employed, the

NBadzZ G Aa | aftlgé 2F LINRPOSaarAzyo

290 3 . FfGKFAFNI Lzia AdGT adKS CLOGKSNRA tgrea FfoNBFRe& 3IA

SEKI dAGX A& (GKS dzf GAYFIGS 3INRBdzyR F2NJ D2RQ& o0SAy3a AyO02YL]
love, posited in its absoluteness, is absolutely groundless, and it communicates this groundlessness to everything

that, qualifying its plendzRS Y2 NB Of 2aSt &z Ol y ®BhéelLagic, Vdl. 83ec. LA FHLINE LIS NI & Q
20Gen. 2:89 (NIV).

21Gen. 2:9 (NIV).
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fr2Y Al @2dz ¢ A% {The @b SBddlgdve tb the rak ®ad & precious gift because it
would serve all of the other f§s. In his commentary on this passage in Genesis, R.R. Reno notes

that

Human beings are the most trainable of all animals, and therefore
we are the most capable of developing into highly focused,
purposeful creatures. This is why the ideal of-pelés®ssion and
freedom depends upon the capacity for obedience. One must be
able to accept instruction from another in order to begin the
process of training that leads to genuine sgdimmand. A person

in bondage to passing impulses is hardly free in angirdele
sense?®3

¢KS YIyQa SESNOAAS 2F GKS IATE 2F FTNBS sgAatt
God warned, would lead to deaththe ultimate destruction of beauty, food, life, and freedom.

An intimate acquaintance with evil, thekindo a1y 2 ¢f SR3IS¢ GKIF G FNA&aSa T
a man and wife, is a bondage to the dark nothing of death. Law is the boundary God set in the
DFNRSY F3FAyald yYAKAfAAYOD l'a wSy2 y20Sazx awA
untrained soulA & dzy ¥ 2 NY¥ SR 3yDR2 RRA3A a[AlL& S SRESY Ay (GKS

achieve the ends for which we were created.

The same pattern is recapitulated in the Biblical flood narrative. There, God nearly destroys the

entire creation because there is nther way to check human violené® When the floodwaters

292Gen. 2:1617 (NIV).

2%3R.R. Rendrazos Theological Commentary on the Bible: Gefidais Brazos Press 20107)).

2%bid. at 71.

2% Gen. 6:15. The Biblical flood narrative, of course, presents numerous exegetical and hermeneutical challenges,

LI NI AOdzA F NX & F2NJ Fye2yS asSS1{Ay3 G2 dzyRSNERGFIYR GKS . Aodf .
from the various physical sciences for the age of the Earth, the apparent physical impossibility of a literally global

flood, the geographic dispersion of species, the lack of a recent human population bottleneck;amd3ee, e.g.,

Davis A. Young and RalplSkearley,The Bible, Rocks and Time: Geological Evidence for the Age of the Earth

(Downers Grove: VP 2008)s we have noted, emy fundamentalists nevertheless insist on reading this narrative

Gf AGSNItfeéeg yR O2yailNUzOieE Sk S2IN TSSO late 21dsyF 1SS NG Ky SONEA @il
recent global flood plays a foundational rol8eeRonald Numbers, The Creationishesame groughat
O2yaliNHzOGSR GKSAE/ MBB (BN A & 8za Oazy & (i NUzO (i Jscallreplicadf the | KQa | NJ
Ark using the Biblical dimensionSeeli KS a! N] 9y O2dzy i SN 6So6aAiAiasSs I @FAtlroftS
hiKSNB IINB adAtf GASR 2 | yIO@S KSNXYSySdziaAO FdaGSYLIW
covered mosbf the Ancient Near Easta scheme that also simply cannot hold water in light of the natural and

physical sciences and other consideratioBgeHugh Rossh Matter of DaygColorado Springs: NavPress 2004).

In response, some Christian interpreteeké the flood narrative as entirely metaphorical and suggest that it has

no historical referent at all. In my opinion, a better approach is to understand these texts as an effort to make
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recede and creation is restored, God establishes another covenant with humanity through Noah.

It is a gift of recreation, and that gift is accompanied by law. This includes a negative command:

you must not eat meat that has its lifeblood still in And for your
lifeblood | will surely demand an accounting. | will demand an
accounting from every animal. And from each human being, too, |
will demand an accounting for the life of another human lgein

G2 K2S@PSN) aKSRa KdzyYly of22RX
by humans shall their blood be shed;

for in the image of God
has God made mankirrd®

LG Fftaz2 AyOfdzRSa | NBOIFLAGAzE | (A 2y AsXOF you, K& LJ2 & A
fruitful and increase in number;dzf G A LJX @ 2y GKS S| RIiTuslhgr&kwas y ONES |
law when the waters of chaos receded after the Flood and God reaffirmed His commitment to

the creation.

The pattern is again recapitulated in the giving of the Decald8ué&od delivered Israetdm
slavery in Egypt and established His people in unique covenantal relationship by giving them law.
¢CKS FdziK2NAGe 2F GKS 5SOIft23dz28 Aa NR2GSR Ay D

sense of a pervasive cultural memory in the ancient near east.Epleeof Gilgamesh and related texts suggest

that the theme of a Great Flood ran deep through the cultures that produced these Biblical &#®d3ames B.

Pritchard, ed.The Ancient Near East: An Anthology of Texts and Pig¢fnieseton: Princeton Uwn Press 2010).

The Biblical flood narrative then, perhaps, represents a literary representation of a memory grounded in an act of

D2R Ay GAYS:ZI GKS d&inthe Bodermsenseparantetis af Whick are2dsttous. fFér the

purposeof doing theology, we take these historigaitical considerations into account in order to avoid naive

YA&all 1S&a &adzOK & GKS / NBIFIGA2Y adzaSdzy FyR GKS b2FKQa ! NJ
G§aSO02yR YI AGS{Sé A yhaybBRySdfo theeChiecd inldid ghfoligh theDlextRoday in the light

of Christ, particularly in light of the central Christian narrative identified in the Rule of Faith and the early Creeds.

See, e.gAnthony C. Thistletorlew Horizons in Hermeneutic¥he Theory and Practice of Transforming Biblical
Reading(Grand Rapids: Zondervan 1992); Nicholas Wolterstifine Discourse: Philosophical Reflections on the

Claim that God Speak€ambridge: CUP 1995); Ellen F. Davis and Richard BThayd,of Reading Scripter

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2003). This sort of reading, in fact, seems more true to the Fathers than modernist
GaO0OASYiUAFAOE NBIFIRAY3IEAE SOHSYy AT (GKS ClFLUKSNB 3ASYySNItte o;
the literal sense of the flood narrativeSeeBouteneff,Beginnings: Ancient Christian Readings of the of the Biblical

Creation Narratives.

2%6Gen. 9:46.

27Gen. 9:7.

2% SeeExodus 20417.
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am theLorbyour God, who brought you out of Egyptasi 2 ¥ (1 KS (2P 7hRLaz ds af | O

IAFG 61 & I OSyiddghip GKSYS Ay LANI 8t Q&

The law of the Lord is perfect,
refreshing the soul.

The statutes of the Lord are trustworthy,
making wise the simple.

The precepts of the Lord are right,
giving joy b the heart.

The commands of the Lord are radiant,
giving light to the eyes.

The fear of the Lord is pure,

enduring forever.

The decrees of the Lord are firm,

and all of them are righteou¥?

Inthe exilicandposE EAf A O f AU SNI (i dzNBEZdz8 K& yi 2 &SI S 10Ky LINER §.

by Assyria and Babylon, the central reastor this disastemwere idolatry andhe failure to live

bythe Latkda NBIj dzA NBYSy G a F2NJ 2dza i A O Stis isGe ¢riRof thek 2 v &

prophet Micah:

Hear this, you leaders of Jacob,
you rulers of Israel,
who despise justice
and distort all that is right;
who build Zion with bloodshed,
and Jerusalem with wickedness.
Her leaders judge for a bribe,
her priests teach for a price,
and herprophets tell fortunes for money.
Yet they look for théorM & & dzLJLI2 NI Yy R al &z
GLA& ylLarbamang &s?
b2 RAAFAGSNI gAft O2YS dzLlRYy dza o
Therefore because of you,
Zion will be plowed like a field,

29DSYd® HAYHOD ¢CKS . A0f SQa yI NANExGdus@Sa of darse peedeiht myadable & NI S f

historicakcritical problems.Seethe discussion in Note 273 above for some hermeneutical considerations.
300 psalm 19:P.
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Jerusalem will become a heap of rubble,
the temple hill a mound overgrown with thickete!

In particular, the center of thisollapsewas the failure to take the law deeply to heart, as
evidenced by mistreatment of the poor, the widow, and the strang&he prophet Jeremiah

offered thisindictrent: a ! f a2 2y @2dzNJ a{ANI & A& F2dzy3® GKS f
Not merely superficial acknowledgement of the Law, but the internalization of its principles, was

what God desired of the Nation:

This is what thdcorDAImMIghty, the God of tael, says: Reform your

ways and your actions, and | will let you live in this place. Do not

GNXHzad Ay RSOSLIIAGS 62NRA& WbROAR al & dG¢KAaA
the temple of thelLorn the temple of theLormH €f you really

change your ways and your act®and deal with each other justly,

if you do not oppress the foreigner, the fatherless or the widow and

do not shed innocent blood in this place, and if you do not follow

other gods to your own harm, then I will let you live in this place, in

the land | gae your ancestors for ever and ever. But look, you are

trusting in deceptive words that are worthless.

Will you steal and murder, commit adulteryné perjury, burn
incense to Baal and follow other gods you have not known, and

301Micah 3:9M H © CKS KAAG2NRAOIf O2y (iSeDavidHTM a i OSNK Qda ROISKEDK SAY A
Walton, ed.,Zondervan lllustrated Bible Backgrounds Commentary, \(Gréthd Rapids: Zondervan 2009). Micah

MYm adGlisSa (GKIFIG aAOFK NBOSABGSR Kia OFff GaRdzZNAy3a GKS R
(NASB). Some scholars suggest Micah may have lived during the last years of Jeroboam Il in the north and the

SFNXIe& @SINER 2F W20KFY Ay WdzRIK® al a4l SNE -Eprmalmddwarz ¢ | G ™
in 735734 B.C., the destructionf Samaria in 722/21 B.C., or events connected with King Hezekiah in 712 or 701
B.C.lbid.at 12223. In any event, it is clear that Micah was written during a period of significant political and
SO2y2YAO dzLKSI @It @ a I adniSans begrAtAed pushivesiwerd dicrossthe 8 & (1 KS t K2
Mediterranean, they created enormous trading networks enhanced by increasingly efficient transportation

strategies. Throughout the eight century, the Phoenecian desire for agricultural produce for traddatrmrs

G§KNRdzZaK2dzi GKS NBIAZ2Yy G2 | R2LIG WY2NBd&IBATOWK, Sy i Q o0 YR €.
aladSNE aAOlFKQa 2N¥OfSa YlIé& NBLINBaSyid | OFftt F2NJ 2dzaid A
economic changesSee Ibid.

32WSNXP HYon oOb! {.0® la {(0S@Sy 20K KlFa y20SRZ GWSNBYAL

L2 6 SNJ a0 NHzI 3t Sapé {0S@Sy =2 (ZérmenaWiliNdiet Bibl&kBackgrduyds A Yy W2 Ky
Commentary, Vol. 8Grard Rapids: Zondervan 2009). The context of Jeremiah is the fall of Jerusalem to the

Babylonians in 586 B.@id.I & HoH ® CKAd S@Syd LINPRdAzZOSR al LINRPF2dzyR |\
Iy OA Sy llbid.ai280. $$ Richatddays has noted, the trauma of this event, along with the hope expressed

08 WSNBYAIK |G GKS OSNE SYyR 2F KA& LINRLKSGAO GSEG 6 WSNJ
2F WSNBYAIFIK om 2FFSNE O2YT2 NI mtothEHofedffhe dayis tHatak Sudely LIS 2 LI S
coming when God in the person of Jesuswill havemercy, bringing back the exiles, and write the Law on their

KSI NIl a dé wReddlig: BddRwardsh FiguraBChristology and the Fourfold Gospel Witvsess Baylor

Univ. Press 201433.
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then come and stand before mi@ this house, which bears my
bl YSY | yR &l ewsafaitd 8o all iNdSe detestalde
things? Has this house, which bears my Name, become a den of
robbers to you? But | have been watching! declaresltbrn3

The consequence of this departure fromdzmnd His law was a eeation, a return to the primal

chaos, an abolition of humanity:

| looked on the earth, and behold,wasformless and void;
And to the heavens, and they had no light.

I looked on the mountains, and behold, they were quaking,
Andall the hills moved to and fro.

| looked, and behold, there was no man,

And all the birds of the heavens had f&d.

The intertestamental literature, particularly the books of the Macabees, apocalyptic texts such
as 1 and 2 Enoch and the Qumran documelitswise testify to the enduring sense that, even

as the Second Temple is built in Jerusalem, the nation remains in exile because of its failure to
keep Torah3%® This is the background into which Jesus of Nazareth was born and began his

ministry.

Jesus like the prophets before him, defined the true observance of the Law as an inward

GNI YaF2N¥YIGA2Y GKFG A&daadzsSa Ay ¢2NEKAL) 2F D2R
our God is one Lord; and you shall love the Lord your God with all your hedrtyith all your

a2dzZ 2 YR gAGK Fff @2dzNJ YAYRY FYyR gAGK |ff &3
@2 dzNESSIE Foka 2F0GSYy a4dA3ISaliSR GKFG WSadza dzLjaSi
(including the Pharisees) by flaunting rules like restriction on harvesting food or healing

people on the Sabbath. But Jesus stood in the tradition of the Hebrew prophets and of other
Second Temple Jewish reformers in emphasizing that the central focus diota@dwas the

reformation of the heartreflected in the basis for the entire Law, ti&hemah This is evident

303 3er, 7:311 (NIV).

304Jer. 423 p Ob! {. 0 ¢KS NBFSNBYyOS iz Kihdl & K&l tlibtationlfrém & F2 NIV S
Gen. 1:2. For a beautiful musical rendition of this passage, sesctimpagnatdt y t I NI hy S 2F 1| yRSft
305SeeShaye D. Cohefrom the Maccabees to the Mishn@lWestminster John Knox 2d e2D06); George W.E.
NicklesburgJewish Literature Between the Bible and the Mishiraitress Press 2d ed. 2011).

306 Mark 13:2931 (NASB).
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most centrally in The Sermon on the Mount, in which Jesus, as the New Moses, interprets the
Torahthrough the foundational Law of Love. The Sermon on the Mount is not in any way a
rejection of the Divine Command in tieratd ¢tKS {SNXY2y> NI}IIGKSNE A& \

Divine Command.

As Christianity began to separate from Judaism irfiisecentury, and particularly as more nen

Jews became Christians, the early Church coméa the problem of how to interpret and apply

the Torah3%” Factions developed concerning whether Gentile Christians were required to
20aSNIS GKS ¢2NIFKQa NHz Sa O2yOSNYyAy3a OANDdzyOA

Matthew 5:1719 seemdo represent the sentiments of the pfdorah faction:

Do not think that | have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets; |
have not come to abolish them but to fulfill therRor truly | tell

you, until heaven and earth disappear, not the smallest lettet, no
the least stroke of a pen, will by any means disappear from the Law
until everything is accomplishedherefore anyone who sets aside
one of the least of these commands and teaches others accordingly
will be called least in the kingdom of heaven, bubskier practices

and teaches these commands will be called great in the kingdom of
heaven30®

| 26 SOSNE & OKdzZNOK KAAG2NRLIY W2KYy aODdzO{AyYy y?2
f SALETAAY 2F GKS t KFENRA&aSSa 3R\So thecoddublingAne ofthe y S &
LISNR O2 LIS T NFFof | talllyauthéatSudless youd righteousness surpasses that of the

t K NAaSSa FyR GKS GSIFOKSNB 2F GKS fFg¥Im2dz 6A
020K alliiKSg YR al NHIS ADZAZ I8 {0dA B KSORAzR X ¥ va 2 F
® & ® O2yGNYadSR 6AGK  ySg &aLIANRGO 2F asSS{iAy3

307See John A. McGuckifhe Ascent of Christian Law: Patristic and Byzantine Formulations of a New Civilization

G £t RAYANRA {798AYy I NE t NSa& HAMHOZ

308 Matt. 5:17-19 (NIV). See commentary on this texfime Jewish Annotated New Testam@xford: OUP 2011).

309 McGuckin,The Ascent of Christian Lad8.

310 Matt. 5:20. Commenting on this passag&, ENAR 23 02Y &F AR aoy820S K2g WSadza | f:
the old law. He does so by comparing it with the new, a comparison that implies that is is of the same family, so to

speak. More or less, it does share many family resemblances. He ddawdrfault with the old law but in fact

YI1Sa Al Y2NB adNROGO I F R AG o0 SAhglentE@iatianConmeatatydon ¢ 2 dzf Ry
Scripture New Testament Vol. |88 (Downers Grove: VP 2001).
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FYR GKS AYLIX SYSydl GdAazy 2% K@kl @xr 28 &ODWMzOR & yIZO0
the first century became a strong movement to call for a radical reconstitution of the Torah,
giving primacy to thecholiaof Jesus himself as now collected in the Gospel texts, affording him

a far higher status as LalvA @S NJ (i K32y a2aSadé

Still, McGuckin notegshe early Church understood that the Law is not abrogated in Jesus, but

NI} G§KSNJ A& &N RAB$tESHIIaNBENE WNAIALIRYE | AaASNISR ¢
FYR OSYGSNI 2F |ttt fF¢g X GKS [/ KdzZNOK a2taS%loE SwR 6
CKAAa yS6 LKAf22az2LKe 2F fl g aODdzOlAYy o0StASQ
GOSNBY2yAlf¢ YR aY2NIfté 16 ONBFESOGSRT F2NJ
prioritization of the sayings of Jesus as the hermeneuticalfeAsNJ NB | RAy 3 k& NI St Q:
GbSg [/ 2yaidAldzBatzhig New/Cynstitukohwas of Hiwing/ KNA a0 al A QD
2y3A2Ay 3 LINAYOALX Sz y2i YSNBf & 3P MeG8dkiRdisbeBiF S NS y C
KSNE aF ALISOAFHYOLNAFOANR SGIAYSNBEFIGAzy (2 GKS
2F GKS [ 63IABSND Ydzad oS O2yadz 6SR Ay &t YU G
LINA y OV LI Sa d¢

311 McGuckin,The Ascent of Christidraw, 18-19.

3121bid. at 19. See als®Robert Louis WilkerT;he Spirit of Early Christian Thou@iew Haven: Yale Univ. Press

HNnnoo o l'a 2Af1Sy y20Sax awS8FNIe /KNARaAGAIY (K2dzZ3KG o
mystery d Christ, to know and understand what was believed and handed on in the churches, as it was to answer

iKS OKIFINBHSa 2F ONARGAOA IBANGKSELX AYy (GKS FIAGK (2 2dziaARS|
313 McGuckin,The Ascent of Christidmw, 19. One way in which this occumewhich is not emphasized by

aODdz01 AYyZXZ 6l a Ay WdzaAGAyQa &adzZll}2&EdSR &aSLINrdA2y 2F (KS
Testament law in relation to the witness of the Old Testament prophg8teJaroslav Pelikaifhe Christian

Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine, Vol.he Emergence of the Catholic Tradit{n@0-600)

(Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press 1971), pp. i6® t StAllY ada3Sada GKFEdG awl6f iK2dz
belonged together in the language @wish theology, Christian theology identified its cause with that of the

LINPLIKS(Ga | JHbdydiid mydS BHISHENII KSt Saazx tStA{ly 20aSNBSaz &
not Jewish, butartivS g A &8 K Ay ( KISdhaNd1dh y a0 BANT SIFANTy&P eOK dzZNOK G KSNBEF2 NE |
to deny that the Old Testament law was part of scriptuieid. at 71-y m ® al NDA2yQa F2ft26SNE K
G2 FYSYR alGidod pymt G2 NBFR 6QL KimiSagp2id O2YS (2 Fdzf FA
314McGuckin,The Ascent of Christian Lal®.

3151bid.,, 19-20. See also Pelikafhe Emergence of the Catholic Traditiph81.

(@

318 |pid, H N P l1'a 2AE1Sy y20Sasx F2N UK Sotérideh ut a/céttadzNIDKTE & i 6 K S
AG2NBS F yINNF}GAGS Fo2dzi + LISNE2Y FyR (KA yhaspiritiok I 4 KF R |
Early Christian Thought5.

317 | bid.
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In its first centuries the Church did not produce any extensive writtav codes. This is not
AdzZNLINR AAYy IS FAPGSY (GKS [/ KdzZNOKQA AYyAGAFE Lk2aAd
persecution by the Roman authoritié® | & a ODdzO1 Ay y203Sas awie2 KI ¢
New Testament that the icon of the Lord wollé set up in the imperial palace would have

RN gy 2dzi YSNBf & 3R NevartbetedsSahie ¢fthe éatlyogdstoiarg INSdature

in the New Testament, particularly the deuteRauline epistles, as well as some of the very early

Patristic liteature, begin to establish rules for conduct in the Church that represent a sort of

internal law32°

ly AYGSNBadAy3a SEIFIYLES 2F GKAa LINROSaa Aa GKS
name within a Pauline Christian community sometime afterfP&ua 3% She inffoduction to

M ¢CAY2GKe ONRGAOAT Sa I+ 3INRdzL) 2F GNRBdzof SYI { SNA
GKFG O02YSa FTNRBY | LJzNB KSI NI # The fake tedeher® Bayea OA Sy
GGdz2NYy SR G2 YS kiggropatéaSh@ra of e ldw] witholR Gnderstanding what they

FNE aleAy3da 2N 6KS (KAy3a Begx&Eé arOOMILBKEKSYEF
YedKa FyR SyRftSaa 3ISySrt23AS8Sa GKIFIG LINRY2GS 4
trainingtht & Aa (y2%y o0& FlAGK®DE

3181bid,, 21.

3191bid,, 21.

3201hid., 21-25.

321See, e.g.Richard Haydhe Moral Vision of the New Testament: A Contemporary Introduction to New

Testament EthicéHarperOne 1996); Introduction to 1 Timothyhe Jewish Annotated New Testam@dxford

Univ. Press 2011); Luke Timothy Johngdre Witings of the New Testament, Third. Edinneapolis: Fortress

Press 2010875375383, 389395. Douglas A. Campbé&leframing Paul: An Epistolary BiograpByand Rapids:

Eerdmans 2014B67-368.

3221 Tim. 1:5 (NRSV). Luke Timothy Johnsogesig that the opponents of Pauline teaching addressed in 1

CAY2GKe tA1Ste& LINPolofeé NBLINBaSyid aGKS a2NIl 2F StAdrad
| St fSyAadrO 62NIRZ¢ F2NJ SEIl YLIX S eBafmeni 300 RistdSaarehKy a2y s ¢ K
AAYAEFNI @ y2GSa dKFG GKS aveildkKaégd 2F (GKS FrtasS (S OKSNa
pagan gods, stories of the origin of the world, esoteric and gnostic teachings in both Judaism (#)tasd dther

OANDt Sad¢ BrazhsaTbedlogicdl Cominegntary ah the Bible, The Pastoral Epistles with Philemon & Jude

(Grand Rapids: Brazos Press 2(88)

3231 Tim. 1:67 (NRSV).

4 ¢CAYD MYnNnod Obw{ 0 { I waiding Sg¢iinstngzBsshSdiyénaalodies Is direatedd i 8 KS |
against the intellectual and imaginative stimulation they provide: one should not believe in imagined stories, but

KIR 0SGGSNI GNHzAG GKS az2dzyR R2OGNRAYS KhegleydRComdedtady (1 & NS
33.
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The problem, the author says, is not the law, but manner in which the false teachers use the law:

Now we know that the law is good, if one uses it legitimately. This
means understanding that the law is laid down not for the innacen
but for the lawless and disobedient, for the godless and sinful, for
the unholy and profane, for those who kill their father or mother,
for murderers, fornicators, sodomites, slave traders, liars,
perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to the soundcteéag that
conforms to the glorious gospel of the blessed God, which he
entrusted to me32°

| SNBE KS GNARAGSN) da2dzyRa tA1S ht AGSNI 2 SyRStf |2
although the reference here seems to be to the Torah and not to theaRanivil law in generadf®

But the author then recites principles of right order that mirror Roman household codes,

including prayer for the civil authorities:

First of all, then, | urge that supplications, prayers, intercessions

and thanksgivings be mader everyone, for kings and all who are

in high positions, so that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in

all godliness and dignity. This is right and is acceptable in the sight
of God our Savior, who desires everyone to be saved and to come
to the knavledge of the truth3?’

The civil authorities, it seems, are thought to have some positive role in facilitating good order,
although this also might consist primarily in restraining evil people. Civil order will facilitate
churchly order, including modesty dress, the subordination of women to male authority, the
NRPfSa 2F . AakK2LlJa FyR 5SI02yax NBaL SOl F2N StR
ALISOATAO O2yRAGAZ2ya0> y2R atl 8SaQ NBaLISOG F2N

3251 Tim. 1:811 (NRSV).

326 SeeThe Jewish Annotated New Testameakt note to 1 Tim. 1:B. Richard Hays sounds a similar note about

GKS dziK2NJ 2F (GKA& GSEGY GAd A& Kbtbdifein2 Timohgia R G KS A YLJ
characterized by conformity to fixed convention of respectable;ddiding behavior. The characteristic Pauline

themes of freedom, suffering with Christ, costly love for the sake of the community, and living in the creative

tension between the ages have been drastically deemphasized, if not entirely abandoned. In their place we find

GKS Y2RS&aidx YdzyRIyS @A NI dz§ @he ®dral Viskos of the\Fe\B Tebtamer.2 dza SK2f Rd £
8271 Tim. 2:34.

381 Tim. 2,3,4, % @ ' 8& &adza3Sada GKFG GOLBSNKELE GKS Y2NI f GA:
necessary) for the church at the end of the first century to achieve social cohesion and to survive external
LINS & 4 dzZNB & d¢ | F2aX ¢KS maMI HRIMEZY 42F I YKB SH $6 | NRazblay &
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New Testament scholars note that tldeutero-Pauline 1 Timothy contrasts in some ways with
the theology of law in the clearly authentic Pauline letters of Romans and Galatians. Both in
Romans and Galatians, Paul pictures the Torah as a negative propaedeutic that leads to a new

kind of freecbm 32°

C2NJ SEFYLX ST Ay w2Yly&d oYmdE tldzxZ al&as adoys?2.
those who are under the law, so that every mouth may be silenced, and the whole world may be

KSt R | 002 dzy3® Simifarfy, iniGalatiBnd B&bFal poses an exasperated question to

GKS DFEFdALFY / KNAAGALIYyaAY G¢KS 2yfe GKAy3a L gl
by doing the works of the law or by believing what you heard? Are you so foolish? Having started

with the Spirit, N @ 2dz y2¢ SYRRBYAYy sXI@G 0 KSI dzf SGa&KEa K.

emphasis on law and household order represents a response, in part, to Marcionism. CaRwgfioathing Paul
368.
329 See HaysThe Moral Vision of the New Testamgr.
30Romans 3:19 (NRSWO.NJ y{1 ¢ KA St YIy y2iGSa ldwklthé argumentif Romangis S 2 F (K S
LISNKI LA GKS Y2aid LISNLI SEAy3 St SYSyild Ral&Theya@vii® NA 2dzaf & O
Contextual ApproactDowners Grove: VP 1994p5.
B¥lGal.3:220 o0bw{ +t0® al NIAY [dzi KSNJ O2YYSYGdSR 2y (GKA& LI &aal 3s
have one more difference between the Law and the Gospel. The Law does not bring on the Holy .Giibst.
Law and the Gospel are contrary ideas. They ltawverary functions and purposes. To endow the Law with any
capacity to produce righteousness is to plagiarize the Gospel. The Gospel brings donations. It pleads for open
hands to take what is being offered. The Law has nothing to give. It demands, Bn sl Yy Ra | NB A Y L2 8 & A C
Martin Luther,Commentary on Galatian€hristian Classics Ethereal Library, available at
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/luther/galatians.vi.html Augustine, in contréscommenting on this passage,
RAaGAY3IdzZA AKSR GKS aY2NIfé& YR GOSNBY2YyAlLfé tlLgY Gaz Ol
be deceived by ambiguities, we must first understand that the works of the law are twofold: for they resiye part
AY OSNBY2yAlLt 2NRAYlIyOSa FyR LI NILfte& Ay Y2NI {Ancent I dz3 dza
Christian Commentary on Scripture \88. Augustine argued that the Jewish ceremonial law had become
incomprehensible and thereforerought confusion.lbid. . dziT G KS / KNRA&aGAlyYy &l ONI YSyidasz !
it is understood . .. produces spiritual joy and is celebrated gladly and in due season [and] is applied either to the
O2y GdSYLX FGA2y 2F (NHzER N2 NJdZB2z3HAYBIYBMIGBEKSESE O2y G SYLX | (A2
love of God alone, good morals in the love of God and the neighbor, and on these two precepts depend the whole
[ 6 | yR (K bidt INBdrI& @ifiamlgpcorrect over Augustimerecognizing thaTorahcannot
FNDAGNI NARt& 0S RAGARSR Ayid2 aOSNBY2yAlLfé FyR aY2Nrfe O
aF ONI YSyGa IINB a2YSK2g Y2NB | 00SaaioftsS GKIFy G(4KS WSgAak
NeWSNI KSt Saas ! dz3 dmieinaliyf st t6 thedxtetnalrdle/of Torkh&nd Sacrament is on point,
and permits also a more favorable reading of Luther: no one is justified by external adherence to the Law, but
rather, as a person by faite drawn into right worship of God, he or she experiences transformative grace that
provides the freedom to live an authentically human life. N.T. Wright aptly frames this in a narrative key:
t I dzf Qa4 2@SNI € LI2AYGI nariNg.dz3 O8cdziou ihdetstarid hdwy & o | YR n 3
the story works, the great covenant story from Abraham to the messiah, you can see (a) that the
Torah was a necessary, Ggiven thing, with it is own proper role within that story, and (b) that
the Godgiven role of Tmh has now come to a proper and honourable entbt that there was
FYy@UdKAY3I WgNRYy3IAQ gAGK AGX odzi GKIFG AdG o1& ySOSNI RSa
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http://www.ccel.org/ccel/luther/galatians.vi.html

NEBfte 2y GKS g2NJ a 2 P2¢ikkSS tflos aoNB deyRRRSSNR 10 SOOzNIBAS
dzy GAf GKS 2FFALINAY3I g2dZ R 02YSB(i2 gK2Y (GKS LIN

But, Paub2 y i Ay dzSa Ay w2Ylyas GKS fl ¢ Aa y2% lo2ftA
652 6S GKSYy 2@0SNIKNR¢ (GKS fl ¢ o0& (GKAa TFrFrAGKKZ
EXKAKIWFE WAhY GKS 02y NI RE[ZA 165 AdiLSK2 fAR/ (DK S | flFAd dy€a
law then opposed to the promises of God? Certainly oK K2 WF 3 WHenlamwas a

specially needs to stress, but the former point is vital (despite the long and loudscbér
dualistic readers) to avoid any slide towards Marcionism. . . . Galatians 3 is not, then, an
FNBdzYSyd KAy3aiay3d 2y (G(KS (KS2t23A0Ft O2yGN}rad 06SGsSS
psychological contrast between the struggle to please a legalistic Gbthardelight of basking
in the undeserved pleasure of a gracious one. Those contrasts are indeed present as resonances,
and later theologians were not wrong to draw out such implications. But the point at which
those extra meanings took over and becacaatral, displacing the actual argument Paul was
mounting, was the point at which the exegetes ceased to listen to him and began to listen
instead to the echo of their own voices bouncing off the text.
N.T. WrightPaul and the Faithfulness of God, BodMihneapolis: Fortress Press 2018j3.
32D fd® oYMnN® CKASEYFY aiGridSa ddKFG aoKSy tlhdzZ area GKIFG
y2G aleéAiAy3a FyedKAyYy3 LI NI A Odz PalN& Ehe (@ g7iNBa@tSmd A | £ F2NJ | W
contemporary Jewish interpreters disagree. The Jewish Annotated New Testament, for example, states that
Gt I dzf Qa yS3IFGAGS FaaSaavySyid 2F (GKS ¢2NIK yR (Kz2a$S g6K?2
come from God (3:1:20); no longer has a salvific role, and perhaps never did {32;land its observance is akin
to the worship of the Greek gods (48851 0Jéwdsh Annotated New TestameB82. Johnson, however, consistent
with many contemporary interpreters of Paul,indc @ G Kl G t | dzf Qa F20dza A& yz2d4d 2y ¥l .
observance of Torah, but on the adequacy of Christ as the faithful one who fulfilled Torah. Jdhresdviitings
of the New Testamen296. Johnson says that, for Paul in Galatians, T@rah& adngliédéndfulfilled by the
aSaarl Ko L

G A& lyydZ tSR a |y lFoaz2ftdziS y2N¥Y FT2N D2RQa
NAIKGS2dzaySaa Aa ¢2NI KX G(KSy wSadz OF yyz2iteoasS (GKS a2 dzND!
FOO2NRAY3 G2 GKFG y2NXYY IS A& I WAAYYSNEQ 2yS gK2 Aa
lbid. 4 H e @ L dzilz W2Kyazy O2yidAyd éq:;o}é)\qf 0 O RIQdza NBB € & & 21y
CTorahisalsodzt FAf £t SR Ay (KS aSaail Ko tldzf OlFlyy2i S@Sy &aLSI ]
YR LINRPLKSOASaD & o o D2R RAR ZYSuK Ay3a ySé Ay WS&adzaQ
This calls for a new response of faithK A OK aK2g¢ga GKIG ¢2NFK & (8 o6SFNBN 2F
33 Gal. 3:19.

BMWw2Ylya oOYHTO LY KA& /2YYSYGFINE 2y w2YlFyaz YINI .| NIK

dialectic that drives us away from any sort of gelfance. Karl BarthThe Epistle to the Romafisondon: OUP,

Trans. from B ed., 1968)110. As Barth notes, "The man who boasts that he possesses something which justifies

him before God and man, even if that something be his own insecurity and brogerstél retains confidence in

human sekjustification.” Ibid. b ®¢ ® 2 NAIKGZ LISNKI LA Ay FtdzSyOSR o0& . I NIKQ
ddzZ23Sada GKIFG tldz Qa GKS2t 238X LI NI A Odzt  NingionlingandS E LINB & &
around Jesus the Messiah, of the Jewish doctrine of election, rooted in the covenant theology of Genesis and

5Sdzi SNRy2Yeé YR 62N] SR 2dzi (KNPRdJzZIK \WAlbkadzbtl® Faithfubhdasg & RS G K
God Vol. 1) 846.

3Bw2YlLyd oYomd bd¢cd 2 NAIKG adzaasSada GKEFG tFdAf Qa a
wSadza (GKS aSaaAal K LINRPGARSa GKS fFNHSN) OFGS3I2NE ¢
together in propett | dzf A y'S NI { Paill ar@l he@FaithfulheNshoaGod, ¥oB46.
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G RA a OA Luf YARYs( YNNGl Choist came, so that we may be justifiecl®  FBOATHeK £
DNBS{ G SNJY) référsto dpedagogue, autor hired by the head of a household to

instruct young boys in life and moraf¥. But now, Paul tells the Galatians, we are no longer
€2dzy3 028a& Ay (KS K2dASKAIKRSHODEK2Y WS DY 28 DG
oFLIWAT SR Ayid2 /KNARAGZIE KS aleasx aKlF@gS Of 2GKS]
longer Jew or Greek, there is no longer slave or free, there is no longer male or female; for you
FNB ff 2yS3¥Xy [/ KNAald WSadzaodé

SO tlhdagd R2Sa y20 R@20FGS FyadAy2YAlLY FNBSR2Y
KS |d1a8 NKSGU2NROlIftfezr (2 6KAOK 4BKSKIUTF 5 Gh » Kiua
law demonstrated to Paul the depth of his sin, but his sin was his own, within himself, and not

inherent in the law?*° In response to this dilemma, Paul offers his g@atio coer:

So | find it to be a law that when | want to do wiggood, evil lies
close at hand. For I delight in the law of God in my inmost self, but
| see in my members another law at war with the law of my mind,
making me captive to the law of sin that dwells in my members.
Wretched man that | am! Who will rege me to from this body of
death? Thanks be to God through Jesus Christ our Lord! So then,
with my mind | am a slave to the law of God, but with my flesh | am
a slave to the law of sift!

Ly FlLFOG>X (KSy> GKSNB Aa y25S92ywxEilAGh I MAyRhadlToBBE

pedagogue of the law moves him to understand his own sin, his own inner rejection of the

336 Gal. 3:24.

Bseef GNRPYIQa /380y.02 NRI yOS

338 Gal. 4:1.

39D f® nYHy ® bod¢d 2 NAIKG y26Sa GKIG tldzx Qa GKS2t238 O2
TomhAd& NR2GSR Ay Y2y20KSAayYo Gt dzZf NBOGdzNYy&azé¢ 2 NARIKG al @
faith, the Shema since God is one, he is God of Gentiles as well as Jews. Monotheism undergirds not only

election, but also the christologicalfgdefined election: this God will justify circumcision on the basjsstis

[faith], and uncircumcision througpistisé 2 RAuBRKd(He Faithfulness of God, VoB48.

340 Romans 7:1:25.

341Rom. 7:2125.

1 3 GKS y2iSa | csooflorani{ dzEHB8z8 03 RAEBYAzZANRLF Rf & a&yYLIl 6KSGAO
NEFRAY3I 2F tldzZ GKIFIG OSYiSNER 2y D2RQ& St SOthedews2 ¥ | LIS
first, throughToralE | YR G KS DSy (At S Haithfulifulfilndent bfToralh eeRera&IN.T. K NKA & (G Q&
Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, Vo846-n y ® a@ | LIWINBOALFGAZ2Y F2NJ GKS abSs
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fundamental law of love, which paradoxically frees him to take on the nature of the only one who

was able to fulfill the law: ChrisAnd in Christ Paul is finally free to love.

¢Kdza> tldzAZ aleéea (2 GKS DFElFOAlyasz énddgente G dza S
but through love become slaves to one another. For the whole law is summed up in a single
O2YYlI YyRYSYyUfY f 24432 d& 2adkNJIfy SSREKDBISNE R Y B RENE S FOOR
Ad ay2i adzmeSOG G2 GKS ftlgé¢ odzi RAaALIX LI E@a GKS
kindness, generosity, faithfulness, gentleness, and@d&fy (342 € ® & NBw dgainstysich € |
OKAYy3azé¥t ISdez & A38MNE2Yy 6K2 R2Sa GKS ag2Nja 2
G20 OABE2NYAOF A2y S AYLIZNAGES fAOSylAzdzaySaa:s
anger, quarrels, dissensions, factions, envy, dgugky S&d a4 OF NP dzAAY ZTABKRE G KA
y20 AYKSNRGO GRS {Ay3IR2Y 2F D2RDE

¢tKS y2GA2y 2F aflgé Ay GKS D2alLlsta FyR Ay t1
distinctions found in some later Christian theologies, particularly in thedrathstrand of the
Reformation, however, contemporary Biblical scholarship generally recognizes that both Jesus

and Paul were thoroughly Jewish and that neither of them rejected THfaWWS & dza Q & F dzf F A €
of Torah in the Sermon on the Mount, says JoaatliKlawans, represents rabbinic tradition that

sought the meaning of Torah beyond its plain literal se¥#$eAnd Paul, Mark Nanos tells us,

Gal ¢ KAYAStET gK2ftte& 6A0GKAY WdIdzZRIFIAAYZI a 2yS 6K
Israeland the naBl Y &Wel dzf a gt a | NBEF2NN¥VSNEE bly2a aléa:z

ddzLILX SYSy G as NI} GKSNI GKFyYy &adzldL) | yiaz BatiNdtasShgEA adSy dAl ¢
Augustine and, to a degree, Calvin and Luther.
343 Gal. 5:1314.

344 Gal. 5:2223.

345 Gal. 5:23.

346 Gal. 5:1921. Augustine noted the tension in this section of Galatians between law and human freedom, which

is a central theme of this Disseitah 2 Y ® l'a !daAdzAGAYS y2GSRT at S2LX S GKAY]

possess free will. They do not perceive what he is saying to them: If they refuse to hold fast to the grace they have
received, through which alone they are able to walk in 8périt and avoid fulfilling the desires of the flesh, they

gAftt y24d 6S ofS G2 R2 Fa (GKS& grAaKD & & o LG Aa t20S
temporal goods opposes spiritual love. How can it be made subjebettatv of God (that is, freely and

20SRASyGfe FdzZ FAEf NAIKIGS2dzaySaa yR y2i 0SS 2LJJ32aSR (2
Comentary on the Epistle to the GalatiansAimcient Christian Commentary on Scripture 811

37 e, e.g., Théewish Annotated New Testam&nt 9 aal 84X da¢KS [F6¢& YR @&tk dzZ FyF
3481hid., 516.

39 1bid. at 552.
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KS 0StASOSR G2 0SS Iy 208SNRAIKIXPT KS gla yz2i
2 dzi 2 (0 RS NEFrlj EBisbignity and rabbinic Judaism after the destruction & N2 R Q &
Temple began to part ways over the universality of this claim for Gentiles who did not observe

all the requirements of Torah, and this is evident in the Acts and the Pauline and Petrine epistles
as the wrestle with the problem of table fellowshipt. Nevertheless, both Jesus and Paul
advocated a theology of Torah that was shared by other pious Jews: the Torah should not be
understood as a set of arbitrary rules, but rather as a teacher, a pedagogue, that facilitates inner

transformation and a cultw of shalom3°2

3. Law, the Soul and the Christian Tradition: Tertullian

It was not until the growing Christian movement had to respond to persecution from the Roman

state that Christian thinkers begin to articulate a more comprehensive theory of both aitern
(synodical) and secular (civil) law. A great early thinker here is Tertullian. In his defense of
Christians against the charges of atheism, cannibalism, incest and the dissolution of the bonds of

the Roman empire, thépoligeticus Tertullian calledhe Roman judicial system to task for not
affording Christians and Christianity a fair heaffigt SNJi dzf t A yQa O2y OSLJi 27

fair and neutral procedures regardless of the nature of the charge or the accused:

350 1bid.

$15eeThe Jewish Annotated New Testan®ent9 a 41 €3 daC22R YR ¢l 06fS CStf26aKALXE
Christian Lay17-18.

3521n light of current scholarship about Jesus, Paul, and Judaism, | would not draw such sharp distinctions as

McGuckin regardingirstcS y G dzNB / KNAAGA Y dzy RSNBRGFYRAYy3Ia 2F ¢2NIF Ko 8
abrogationofthelawi K & A& | OlGdzr tt& GF{1Ay3a LI OS KSNBZé¢ odzii KS |
NBy2@FiA2y 2F GKS [+¢ o0& (K2aS 6K2 FStd SYLRSSNBR (2 O:
McGuckin,The Ascent of Christian Lad9. Although MGuckin is correct to note that Christians were unique in

LI I OAy3 WSadza G GKS OSYGSNI 2F (GKS ¢2NFKQa Fdzf FAEE YSy (.
as the inner transformation wrought by the code was a thoroughly rabbinic one.utkifsuggests that part of

the subtle shift concerning law and order between the authentic Pauline epistles of Romans and Galatians and the
deutero-Pauline epistle of 1 Timothy reflects the growing influence of Roman ideals on the late First and Early
secondcentury Church as it became further distinguished from rabbinic Juddisith.at 65. The household codes

so emphasized in 1 Timothy and other deut&tauline epistles reflect the Roman jurisprudential idea of

auctoritas alegal principlebedr Y2 NI f | dziK2NAG& daoé& QGANLdSS 2F AdGa 2¢y f
08 OANIdz2S 2F (GKS KAIK &l yRAY Abid2aF66.AMcHritdsIBeGREKiynoesk 2 @2 A OS |
was distinct in Roman legal theory frgpotestastK S aLI2 6 SNJ G2 6S 6t S DTSt 20 KSNE
law as grounded iauctoritasand not merely irpotestas The same broadly held true, McGuckin shows, in the

development of Christian synodical and conciliar practices througfiaineh century. Ibid. at 6294.

353 Seepublic domain translation available at
http://www.tertullian.org/articles/mayor_apologeticum/mayor_apologeticum_07translation.htm.
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supposing it to be true that wera criminals of deepest dye, why
are we treated differently by you from our fellows, | mean all other
criminals, since the same guilt ought to meet with the same
treatment? When others are called by whatever name is applied to
us, they employ both their o voices and the services of a paid
pleader to set forth their innocence. They have every opportunity
of answering and crosguestioning, since it is not even legal that
persons should be condemned entirely undefended and unheard.
But the Christians alonare not permitted to say anything to clear
themselves of the charge, to uphold the truth, to prevent injustice
in the judge®>*

These procedural omissions, Tertullian argued, were tied to a substantive failure. The Roman
authorities were not interested in ether the charges against Christians were true. Rather,
GOiBKS 2yS GKAYy3I f221SR F2NJ Aad GKIFIG 6KAOK Aa
GKS yIFIYST y2i0 (GKSHgSRIKWFHAI 2 FYI IOKEWNBABHNE ySOS
many slaughteré babes each had already tasted, how many times he had committed incest in

GKS RIENJ] X 6KIFEG O02214ax ¢KIF G R23alnstéddRhe coBupy LINS a
a2aiSY LINBFaasSR F2NJ I O2y¥FSaairzy 2NJ Rédthdtt 27F ¢
confession or denial determined the entire case. His appeal therefore was to a higher concept

2F 2dzAaGAOS YR ¢KIG G2RIFIe S OFft GFNBSR2Y =
transcended the raw power of the Roman state. Of coursetullian went on in thé\pologeticus

to refute these slanderous claims against the Christians, although it is unlikely his theoretical

FNI YSg2N] FLIWISIESR G2 Ylye tFGNAOALFY w2Ylya ¥

3541bid., Chap. II. In some ways consonant with contemporary missional theologibsasticat of N.T. Wright

mentioned in the previous notes, Tertullian emphasized that Christian communities should be tolerated by the

a0l 4SS 0SOldzaS aD2R 3F @S / KNI ad A ITgri@llian, &irstkhedlog@dmoftie (2 G KS |
West(Cambridge: CUP 2008)p @ Ly ¢SNUziftAlFyQa SO2y2Yeés /KNRARAGAIyYyaQ
G2NI R YR GKSANI LN @ SNE KlbiddS LINSEGIAf SR dzLl2y D2R F2NJ 32;
355 ApologeticusChap. Il.

36lbid. h a0 2NY | NBdzSa ( Kalidea isittattihIudeeréeAsimdde af ogp&sied Whiich must be

harmonized and held together by reason. The persecution of Christians destroys this harmony and is therefore
fundamentally wrong and due to demonic perversion. The balance of ethical oppisihecessary and

FYGAOALN 1Sa D2RQA& FAYlIf 2dzaAGAO0OS SKAOK gAff NBAG2NB | ¢
FIONRO 2F (KS 62NIRO® ¢CSNIidzE t AyQa OfFAY A& &a0GNBy3IlGIKSy!
proleph O ' YR AYLISNFSOGZ 6gKSNBlIa (GKS TFAydat6BdzaiAO0S 2F D2R
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tied to the ancient pagan aditions (even if, for many of that class, the content of the pagan

rituals were held as little more than superstition).

Tertullian did not directly connect this concept of transcendent law to the soul, but he writes
extensively about the soul in Hiseaiseonthe Soff’ ¢ KA & A& 2y S aMbntahi€ NI dzf t A

treatises, and it reflects his characteristic contrast between Christian faith and Greek reason:

For by whom has truth ever been discovered without God? By

whom has God ever been found withto@hrist? By who has Christ

ever been explored without the Holy Spirit? By whom has the Holy

Spirit ever been attained without the mysterious gift of faith?

Socrates, as none can doubt, was actuated by a different spirit. For

they say the atdemoncl& (2 KAY FTNRX KAA 028K22RX®

Tertullian argued that the soul is created at birth, that it has a corporeal nature, and that the
GSNY GALIANARGE Aa y20 F &aSLINXYGS StSYSyid 2F (K
soul3® In some of these argumeait KS &d2dzyRa tA1S I Y2RSNY o0A2f 2
F2N) a3SySaoé C2NJ SEIYLX Sz KS FI@g2Nrofté& OAGSR
will have it that family likeness passes from parents to their children not merely in bodilydésat

odzi Ay OKIFN}OGSNRAGAOA 2F (GKS az2dzZ T Fa AT Al
YR FFFSOGA2yas GKIFIGO o02RAf & fA1SySaa ¥R dzyf A
Tertullian further asserted that the soul is theling power of the person and that it resides
physically inthe hea® t SNKI LJA ¢S O2dzZ R (Nl yalLl2aS aKSI NIé¢

as a proteneurobiologist!

.dzi ¢SNIidzE €t ALY g1 & y2 YIGSNARIEAAGD becsukeS a2 dz
NFGA2yFEfAGe A& GAYLINBA&ASR dzLl2y AO0 FTNRBY Ala @S

357 Tertullian,A Treatise on the Squdvailable at http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0310.htm.

358 |bid., Chapter 1.

359|bid., Chapters 4, 6, 11.

360|pid., Chapter 5.

lbid,/ KI LJG SN mp @ hao2Ny y2idSa GKIFIG ¢SNIdzZ t AlyQa aSyasS 2
YR S@Af A& NBFESOGa ¢ SNI dAettullianyFidsi Theologen Sf kB WREES Ay { (G2 A OA
(statingthai at fFGd2yAada tA1S /fSYSyld O2dzZ R R2dzold GKS dzZf GAYI @
O2dzZA R 2yteé FIOS NBItAGE 6KSYy S@Aft |yR aiAy ¢SNB (I 1Sy a:
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NI G A ¥2yHurbat Beings, of course, are not always rational, which Tertullian ascribed to the

Ay Tt dzSyOS 2y GKS az2dzZ 2fencefdiiard Betamé iNdergri @ & 3 & A 2 y
soul, and grew with its growth, assuming the manner by this time of a natural development,
KFELIWSYAYy3 Fa AdG RAR A YYSRRITHeSrfasonalityiof thekh@mam S 3 A Y Y
soul as presently observed is noti G NA 6 dzi | 6f S G2 D2RY Gok 8ttt aaA
therefore the irrational proceeds from the devil, from whom sin proceeds; and it is extraneous

G2 D2RX (2 6K2Y Ifaz2 K& TemuiNdn turheryinkdd thésenses y | £ A
to the soul and argued that the senses therefore cannot deceive, unless they are disordered or
imposed upon from the outsid&> Again, consistent with his debt to Stoicism, Tertullian sounds

something like a modern empiricist.

Yet, because the sibis by nature rational, for Tertullian it is nothing like our modern concepts

2T qaStFAakK 3ASySaé¢ 2N ySdzNPoA2f 23AO0LE FALFGOD
freedom. The soul, and thus the person, may function in accordance with itsahaapacities

and thereby the person may be governed by reason, or the soul may (dis)function in accordance

with the irrationality of sin:

The soul then, we define to be sprung from the breath Gbd
immortal, possessing body, having form, simple in its substance,
intelligent in its own nature, developing its power in various ways,
free in its determinations, subject to be changes of accident, in its
faculties mutable, rational, supreme, endued with an instinct of
presentiment, evolved out of one (archetysaiul).366

ThissugSada | 0O2yySOiA 2Aa60logeScugin3as vind telydis dzedom and Q &
his understanding of the soul. Human beings are capable of exercising the higher law of reason,
AYF2NNYSR LI NIGAOdzZ F NI & o6& GKS seNdes) all gf which Mdstdat € A |y

362 Tertullian, A Treatise on the SquThapter 16.

363|pid., Chapter 16. Osbomdz33Sada GKFdG ¢SNIdzZ t Aly aYFRS GKS FTANRG Y
Osborn, Tertullian, First Theologian of the Wa&3.

3641bid. Tertullian does not here explain, however, the origin of the Devil!

365|bid., Chapter 17.

361dy  / KI LIJGSNI HH D l'da h&do2NYy y20Sa> ¢SNIdzZ t Al yQa SYLKLE aA.
G§KS ONBI G2 NJ I 3 A VedtllianaRirst Ihaodgiah 6f the WEhE8 2 \Wd/have previously noted

how the challenge of MarcionismishLJSR (G KS OKdzZNOKQa @ASga | o2dzi GKS I22Ry €
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the soul. For Tertullian, this, and not the irrationality of mere prejudice that refuses to examine

the facts of the case, should form the basis of civil law.

4. Law, the Soul and the Christian Tradition: Lactantius
Lactantius vas a second great early exponent of a Christian vision of law and justice. He had
0SSy |y 2FFAOALIT Ay 5DivwnOlhsBtitesang gadiculdriy theNséctiony R & N.

On Justicgin response to the great persecution under Dioclefi&h.

LaOG I y i Adza Q LINGnVustid@as © BeyhonStidd# that ie Christians, in fact, are the

& G NHzS ¢ 35 Zh¥ Rofmardideal was grounded in a sense of justice. As Lactantius noted,
2dza A0S aGAa SAGKSNI o0& A asunthin of Wibie, @hel motioBla G A N
philosophers sought, but poets also, who were much earlier, and were esteemed as wise before
GKS 2NRIAY 27F (1 RSWithourBtuez|isticd dfivasivaydoamiel authdrity and

power.

Lactantius recited poit 2 Y& 2 F | Rdadharem theJ®a$h¥ poem reference by the

Apostle Paul in Athenswhich conjures a golden age of justice and vit(feThe golden age was

lost, however, when people began to lust after power and possessions. When lust replaced
virtue, law became separated from justtd.b 2 6 G KS F2BSNY Ay I | dzil K2 NA § )
08 l[dzikK2NARGE |a o6& a&i NBhadng g allZratdsNiBundgNeyGitg > 2 NJ

367 McGuckin The Ascent of Christian La®10-112.
368 1bid.
369 _actantiusOn Justiceavailable ahttp://www.sacred-texts.com/chr/ecf/007/0070131.htm Chapter 5.
370|bid. (quoting AratusPhaeonomenaavailable ahttp://www.theoi.com/Text/AratusPhaenomena.hthl The
full paragraph from Aratus is compelling:
Her men called Justice; but she assembling the elders, it might be in the npdaketor in the
wide-wayed streets, uttered her voice, ever urging on them judgments kinder to the people. Not
yet in that age had men knowledge of hateful strife, or carmiogtention, or din of battle, but a
simple life they lived. Far from them was the cruel sea and not yet from afar did ships bring their
livelihood, but the oxen and the plough and Justice herself, queen of the peoples, giver of things
just, abundantly suplied their every need.
Aratus,Phaeonomenalines 10im n 7 ® la 9ftATFOoSGK 5S8St+HfYlF 5A385aSN)y2GS8ax
theory had long put forward the idea that the just state was a reflection of the cosmos and that the
monarch could somehow béé source of living law, Lactantius was among the first Christians to develop
GKSaS y2iA2ya gAGKAY |/ KNR &l A Thg Mabidgioa2Chratak o & 9t AT oSl
Empire: Lactantius & Ronfkhica: Cornell Univ. Press 2008-57.
Sl Ladantius, On Justice, Chapter 6.
372 |bid.
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and pity¢cg KA OK [ F Ol yiAdza ARSY(4&FRS RNHzAS NIEK SA Va2 FSFIAR
rejoice in a proud and swollen inequality, and made themselves higher than other men, by a
NBGAYydzS 2F FdGSyRIFIyGas FyR o6& (KS3¥aBuCNRE | YR
Lactantius argues, restored justicand in the Christians the fruits of virtue that support the

flourishing of thecivitag can be realized’*

[ FOGlIyGAdzAQ FLIISEHE 2y O6SKIFITF 2F (GKS [/ KNRAGAL )
return to its golden age, Christians should be prégecand not persecuted. But he also reached

F2NJ I GNIXYyaoOSyRSyid FSFGdz2NBE 2F 2dzaiGA0OSY S| dzt
123SGKSNEE KS &areéaszr aeSd GKSNB NP Gg23z (GKS
separated from itg piety Y R S Fdghljirdiée Aa AYKSNByG (2 KdzYly
produces and gives birth to men, willed that all should be equal, that is, equally matched. He has
imposed on all the same condition of living; He has produced to all wisdom; He hasgdomi
AYY2NIFEAGe G2 FEET y2 2yS XaThi©ushns zhatEBocidl NB Y |
RAAGGAYOUGA2ya I NBE SN ASRY GOABY | Aa aradakKid y?2
CHGKSNE o0& Iy Sldzr &7 Ledtadiésdmittéd tHatddh dodiaf distDd€idng R NSy
LISNEAAG SOSYy FY2y3a [/ KNRaAGAFYyA o0dziz KS aleas a
08 (0KS ALIANRG=Z¢e a2 OGKFG arfidK2dAK GKS O2yRAGA;
we both regard andpeak of them as brothers in spirit, in religion as felowd NI F8/ (1 & @ ¢

Wdza 6 A OSs (GKSys F2NJ [FOGlylAdzaz ¢l a Of2asSte Oz
neither at enmity with any human being, nor desires anything at all which is the pyopér

Fy20KSaNIINE | yAYEFfa OFyy23d 0SS dedzadé o0SOldzasS i
FYAYFEas [FOGlFylGAdzaA | NAdzSREI awo6SOlFdzasS GKSe& |

3731bid.

4lbid>  / KI LJGSNI 17 @ 58St fYlF 5A3SaSN) adzachshe delineditherai & A 8y |
were the first two principles of divine law, Lactantius expresses in Roman terms éheotwmandments on which

the whole Christian Law is based . . . (Matt. 22136 0 ® ¢ 5 St Thé MakingsofaTBriati@MBmpire:

Lactantius & Romé&6.

875 LactantiusOn JusticeChapter 14.

376 |bid.

377 bid.

378 |bid., Chapter 16.

379bid., Chapter 18.
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supplies for itself. Therefore they injure others that theyynpaofit themselves, for they do not

dzy RSNE Gl YR GKIFG O2YAGIWAWT KR g BWENEE aoX2S @A fad
good and evil, abstains from committing an injury even to his own damage, which an animal
without reason is unable to do; and dhis account innocence is reckoned among the chief

GANI dzS &8 2F YI yoé

[ FOUlI yiAdzAQ SYLKFIaAa 2y LASGEe yR Sldzadge |a
religious freedom. If piety and virtue should be encouraged, and if all people are eqealthad

fl g [FOGFylAdzaz a1SRYE GoK2 A& a2 FNNRILIYyGsS ¢
heaven? Who can impose upon me the necessity either of worshipping that which | am unwilling

to worship, or of abstaining from the worship of thatWhK L & A & K382{TRis, [ia@aNfuk A LIK &
claimed, is another way in which the Christians are the true harbingers of justice, the true
w2Ylyay GoS:T 2y GKS O2y(iNINEBX R2 y2i NBIj dzA NB
willing or unwilling, to wrship our God, who is the God of all men; nor are we angry if any one

R2Sa y20 ABNBEBKALI KAY®dE

5. Law, the Soul and the Christian Tradition: Augustine

l dzZ3dza Ay SQa LRfAGAOIT G(KS2t23&x Fa SELNBaasSR
a centralpillar of Western Christendorf$* Augustine, like Lactantius and Tertullian, understood

that there is a spiritual or natural law, built into the creation by God, which is the true source of

righteousness. For example, he noted in the Confessions that) iwaevas a Manichean, he

3801bid.

3811bid.

382 |pbid., Chapter 14.

BpidY / KIF LIGSNI Hmo 'a 5StFfYl 5A3SaSN) adzaasSadcax [FOGlryid:
aGlraS aKz2dA R 0SS adzweSOi G2 RATTSNRylisuadérstahding bRidine i Ky K
law to apply not merely to individuals but to the Roman state as a whole. . . . So long as evil existed (that is, until

the second coming), there would be a need for the state, but the only legitimate government would beadne

acknowledged the One God and treated its citizens with eqaiygitag. These arguments responded to the

juridicial philosophy that had developed since Ulpian, in which Roman law was seen as a reflection not only of

natural law but also of RomareRygion. No other Christian author before Lactantius had drawn so heavily on

Cicero to attempt such a thoroughgoing discussion of justice or so clearly postulated a Christian empire whose
F2dzy RFGA2Yy o6& oF&SR 2y |y S mmdigeReSTNEMaking & & Chaistigh T vy | (1 dzNJ
Empire: Lactantius & Ron8-59.

343ee, e.gMcGuckinThe Ascent of Christian LAw / KF LJGSNJ ¢ T t I dzf 2 SAGKYlFyYy X @! dzadz
in The Cambridge Companion to Augustied. Eleanore Stump and Moean Kretzmann (Cambridge: CUP 2006).
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did not know either that true inward righteousness takes as its

criterion not custom but the most righteous law of almighty God,

by which the morality of countries and times was formed as

appropriate to those countries and timeg,KAf S D2RQa fl ¢ AGaSt
has remained unchanged everywhere and always, not one thing in

one place and something different elsewhefé.

LF D2RQ& SUGSNYyrft ¢ Aa dzy OKIy3IAy3IAS ! dz3dzAGAY
among the laws of various cultur@sK N2 dz3 K 2 dzii KA & 2 NB K L #Nbdza G A OS
|l dzZ3dzaGAYS | yaAsSNBRY daodzi GKS SLI2OKa 20SN) gKAC
LINBOA &St e oS0 I3%zAtSariaud tih&szandQlEdesy sBrSedparticular applications of

the eternal law might become more or less apparent and feasla 2 NE 2 3SNE D2 RQa
law stands above the laws of any temporal iYL ¥ D2 RQa f I ¢ O2y Ff A0Ga &7
1Ay3a: (GKS KdzYly fF¢ akKz2dzZ R OKI yydaSwbre powerfdl Ay
2FFAOALFE Aa LI IFOSR o208 2yS 2F fSaaSNI Nyl
0208V ¢2ftP6Se D2RQa SGSNylLt tl1¢g SOSYy AF Al Oz
GKS O2YYdzyAleézé¢ 0 dzii hedd theKeSmdundt id ks Ypropies reldtion o NS y 3
God3%!

A

G GAYSa D2RQa 1 g YAIPR] SASPZRDAN If dz% =2 NJ2D2 Y Ha
YSNBf& Yy FINDPAGNI NBE RSONBSO® I oNBIFIOK 2F D2RC
our vices touch you, 2 | NB AYO2NNMHzLJGAO6f SK=Zé | dzZa3dzaldAyS | 2

385 Augustine Confessions?, 13.

386 | bid.

387 | bid.

388 |bid. As Augustine notes:
Human beings live on earth for a brief span only, and they lack the discernment to bring
the conditions of earlier ages, of whittiey have no experience, into the same frame of
reference with those they know well; but they can easily perceive in one body or one
day or one house what is appropriate for each limb, each period of time and all persons
and places. Thus while they maydmandalized by the one, they readily submit to the
other.

Ibid.

3891hbid,, 8, 15.

390 bid.

391 bid.

392bid.
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0S O2YYAGOSR F3AFAyald &2 dz8s HiKshswér N& thatBiNcezthé& T NP
SGSNyIlLt flg Aa LINIH 2F D2RQ&a 3I22R 2NRSNAy3 27

sou:

For even when people sin against you, they are maliciously
damaging their own souls. Iniquity plays itself false when it
corrupts and perverts its own nature, to which you gave life and
order, or when it makes intemperate use of lawful things, or again
when it burns with desire for other things not permitted, lusting to
enjoy them in a way contrary to naturé?

The eternal law, built into the soul, therefore helps order human desires towards their proper

end.

But f the rational soul inclines human Imgjs to God, why do we end up wiim and violence?

We think we have made ourselves free of the law, masters over it. But our quest for freedom
binds us to slavery. This is why Augustine connects the need for & Kingan lawc to sin.
Without sin, nran would live by the divine law and would not become subject to other men.

Because of sin, Augustine argu@dgen need the scourge of human law:

And beyond question it is a happier thing to be the slave of a man
than of a lust; for even this very lust afling, to mention no others,
lays waste men's heartsith the most ruthless dominion. . And
therefore the apostle admonishes slaves to be subject to their
masters, and to serve them heartily and with gewdl, so that, if
they cannot be freed by themasters, they may themselves make
their slavery in some sort free, by serving not in crafty fear, but in
faithful love, until all unrighteousness pass away, and all
principality and every human power be brought to nothing, and
God be all in af?®®

Human pincipalities, powers and laws, for Augustimeretemporary restraints’®® There is one

path to freedom from this cycle of enslavement: love. For Augustine, the fulfillment of love,

3%31bid, 8, 16.

3% bid.

35 COG, Ch. 15.

36t | dzf 2 ASUKYlYy y26GSa GKIFG !'dAdzaldAySQa @s®his  62dzi GKS
dzy RSNE Gl YyRAY3I 2F LREAGAOIE FdziK2NRGE a AYyKSNBydGte 028
authority is just that feature an authority would have to have in order to govern a society of people all of whom
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when God is all in all, marks the end of positive law. Love does maisan Positive law, in

contrast, is a relation of imposing power.

Nevertheless, for Augustine, at times, the law must be coercive, since human desires are prone
G2 RAAGZ2NIAZ2Y O LT Ay 2dzNJ aOdzNR2aAGeéhwattS (oA &

those twisted desires and reign in sutfO dzNJ&A 2 A A (1 @ € Y

It is evident that the free play of curiosity is a more powerful spur
to learning . . . than is feardden coercion; yet in accordance with
your laws, O God, coercion checks the free play obsityi. By
your laws it constrains us, from the beatings meted out by our
teachers to the ordeals of the martyrs, for in accord with those laws
it prescribes for us bitter draughts of salutary discipline to recall us
from the venomous pleasure which led asay from you®’

dzi KSNB GKS aSyasS 2F aflgé SYLIE28SR o8& ! dz3d:
constrains us internally and the scourge of persecution that purifies us. We will see in a later
section the problematic way in which Augustingpéed his concept of positive law to religious

dissent against the Donatists.

6. Law, the Soul, and the Christian Tradition: Aquinas

A final stop on this brief tour of classical Christian concepts of law is with one of the most
AYLRNIOFY (G FTAGQJANBG: TEMNS 2N & @Y CK2YlFa !'ljdzAyl &d
Summali 2 TheatiseonlLaw RSY2yaidNI GAy3d K2¢ AYLRNLUFYyOG (GKS
Western Christian societyAquinas most fully developed the link betweérf | ¢ ¢ G2 (GKS OF

for reason. Law, for Thomas, is a means by which God instructs rational human cré¥tures.

are constitutiondly prone to conflict: the authority to coerce them. This authority is common to those in positions

of politicapower and the masters of slaves. Augustine also insists that subjection to political authority, like the

subjection to a slavenaster, is morallymproving because both foster humility, particularly when the good are

subjected to the bad. Thus political authority and the mastery of slaves both rely on coercion, and both teach

KdzYAt AGe (2 aAyTdzZ f & LINRdJzR K dzYdalyrheoldyyp403 4 o ¢ 2 ASOKYlFYyys |
397 Confessions, 14, 230n the theme of Augustine ardd O dzNRA 2 8 A (1 8 T ¢ & SRestle¥@MiIfslLIK ¢ 2 NOKA |

[ dzNRA2aAidla FyR GKS {02L)S 2 WMiwaykeadzMatdiettd Yniv{Pieds 201Hg8Idza G A Y S Q&
Griffiths, Intellectual Appetite: A Theological Gramn@@fashington D.C.: The Catholic University Press of America

2009).

STHLLYEI gpnX ahy GKS 9aaSyoS 2F [ ¢gd¢ ¢CK2Yla O2y (N} aia
AYyaiaNHzOGA2y | YR ofDdstanéedbid A DziD ARQ & KX daeadasSyx a[l gé |
FYGAGKSGAOKE O2yOSLIiax Fa GKS& FNB Ay a2YS [dziKSNYy |yl
GDNJ OS¢ IINB tA1S G2 aAirRSa 2 Fandratbralfaw tiedry © 2agtyFor someKS € A G S|
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Thomas definedy [ ¢ | & &bt NHz S FyR YSFadzaNE 2F | O0a>
NB a (i NI A Yy S R 39FTTM® esserntid fule ¢ind améasure for human actipt KS  af | g 2
humanactorgF 2 NJ ¢ K2YlF a> Aa NBFazysz aaiayOS Al o0St2y-:=

is the first principle in all matters of actian &° @& ®¢

At times, Thomas sounds like a modern positividhomas agreed that positive law gaally is
unnecessary for virtuous people who seek to follow the light of reason, but that the bad person

NB lj dzA NBE & FdzNJ KSNJ R Aik dispds#d fané & willinglyciar@ribe/ by beig | NB
admonished better than by coercion; but men who ardlgwvisposed are not led to virtue unless

GKSe& | NB “®xerThSmat GeRrtp iddw to a transcendent end, which is embodied

in statutes that are broadly applicable to the entire commurif&/ In contrast, for Holmes, the

purpose of law is to engaer the resultthe judgedesires by establishing rules and procedures

GKIFIG gAff OKFy3aS GKS o6FR YIFIyQa o0SKIF@A2N® ¢ KS
there love. There are only outcomes that the enforcer of the ¢athe judge¢ desires,and

technocratic means towards reaching those ends.

For Thomas, then, alued f  g¢ A& | LI NOIAOALI G2NEBE NBfFiA2y D
that are inclined to something by reason of some law: so that any inclination arising from a law,
YIe 06S OFttSR I flg3x y2i SaaSHhigistrué dotonhyofidie 6 & LJI
Gyl GdzNF € fFg¢ GKFEG A& odaAafd Ayd2 GKS ONBIFGAZ2Y
ahuman sovereign. Thomas arguidcht

In order that he volition of what is commanded may have the

nature of law, it needs to be in accord with some rule of reason.
And in this sense is to be understood the saying that the will of the

good sources see Matthew Leverimgiblical Natural Law: A Theocentric and Teleological Appr@diord: OUP
2012); Jean PorteNatural and Divine Law: Reclaiming the Tradition for Christian E@®iasd Rapis: Eerdmans
1999); Jean PorteNature as Reason: A Thomistic Theory of the NaturalGaand Rapids: Eerdmans 2004);
Russel HittingefThe First Grace: Rediscovering the Natural Law in a@oigtian WorldISI Books 2002); Paul E.

{ A3Ydzy RER at 2 6 Xhé Eanériige Campanion to Aquinad. Norman Kretzmann and Eleonore Stump
(Cambridge: CUP 1993).

39S, 90, Art. 1.

“Olpid. ¢ K2YFa KSNBE OAdSa alKS tKAf2a2LKSNEE ! N adGz2at So
401STI-II, 95, Art. 1, ad 1.

4025eeSTI-II, 95, Art., 1ad 2 (explaining why law governed by statute is superior to law enacted only by judges).
403ST1-II, 90, Art. 1, ad 1.
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a2QPSNBATY KIFa GKS FT2NOS 2F 16T 20KSNBA:
savair of lawlessness rather than of &
The rule of reason, Thomas insistedemonstrates that good or just laws must be directed
G261 NRa GKS LINRLISNI SYR 2F NBlFazyy 0 KSEAGO2YY:
putative law that is not directed towNR& GKS O2YY2y 3J22R Aa “ARSO2AI

tKS a02YY2y 3J22R¢ CAVKEKBKENEl RAYYIHBY E2ERFYILKXKS
thought, is governed by Gd” ! f 6 K2dz3 K D2 R LINRYdz 31 §Sa LI NI AC
Divinegovernl8y i A& D2R | AYaSt T3 |yR | %¥8Moffedvar, alk & y 2
ONBIGSR UGUKAYy3Ia aGLINLIFT1S a2YSgKId 2F GKS SGSNYy
LINE JARSAE (GKSY SgAGK aGKSANI NBALIS OdAT@@®Enasingte€dt A y I
GKFG awS8@3SY ANNI GA2yIFE FYyAYlFfa LINIF1S Ay (K
NFGA2ylFf ONBIFGdZINBE LI NGAOALI GS Ay GKS “iSNYyI f
Therefore, Thomassaid & (G KS LJ- NI te@al lajl it therafionadl @reaiiirk iS préperly
OFrfttftSR  fl ¢ airayoS I f I g*!Hémadl@vp&ticifatesi@Dividd NI | A y
law, in the life of God Himself, to the extent that human practical reason concerning specific cases
comportswith speculative reason concerning the natural law imprinted on us as credttires.

The construction of positive law is a form of participation in God whereby the general principles

of eternal law are applied to contingent cases through the exercise ofipahceasort!s

This brief survey of Biblical and classical Christian sources shows thatGhrikgan tradition

humanity isHomo Juridicu** We are creatures of lawAsLegal historian Harold Berman notes,

404571411, 90, Art. 1, ad 2.

WST-LLYE pnX ! NID HO | NichNdBhachereEhicst OA G S&a I NRAad2it SQa
406 |bid.

407STIHII, 91, Art. 1

408G5TI-II, 91, Art. 1, ad 3.

409ST1-I1, 91, Art. 2.

40871411, 91, Art.2, ad 3.

411bid.

42871411, 91, Art.3 ,ad 1, 2, 3.

43G8TI-II, 91, Art. 3, ad 3.

441n recent years, following on the formative work of Harold Berman, there has been an outpofiscigotarship
on historical and contemporary Christian perspectives on the nature and purposes of positivehiaty
demonstrates, through diverse strands of the Christian tradition, similar themes to the survey of classical sources |
outline in this Chafer. See, e.gHarold BermanLaw and Revolution: The Formation of the Western Legal
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AY KA&a YIFIAAGSNAIfYyAE4dzBENIIE | 8 dzZNF RS wyS G2 K WA A 2 A |
reconciliation?® [ = KS aleasx aGéla O2yOSAGBSR LINAYI NRf
communication, rather than primarily as a processrofemaking and decisionmaking. . . .
Christianity treated even &ing as a human being, subject like every other human being to
LJdzy A aKYSy (G o0& D2R FT2NJ KAa aiaya “ynRonagtfhe | 6f S
FEYAEAFNI NBFNIAY 2F GKS . Ao0ftAOFf . 221 27F WdzR3
e2 RSRY LY GK2aS RIFIda L&AN}Sf KIFIR y2MddérmydT SO
peopleare inclined to affirm this as good, but as the story of the Levite and his concubine in
Judges 19 makes clear, the fruits of this circumstance are ym{raape, oppression and

violence?*!’

Chapter 3: Paleo-Law: Have We Always Been Human?

As Chapter 2 argues, Christian theologies of law are rooted in peace. Law derives from the order

2F D2RQa 0SAy3dAI 6KAOK Ada |y 2NRSDRRDAtRPIOOHT |
FOO2NRAY3 G2 D2RQa flg> FyR UKSNB Aa 2dzadAaos
RSOAIIGS FTNRBY D2RQa fl g3 GKSNB Aa RAaaztdziazy

dzii £ S31f LKAf2482LKe KlFla f2y3 o068y HSESBNBE &
AYLRAAOGAZ2Y 2F 2yS LISNE2Y 2N INRdzLIQa oAt f dzL2y

Tradition(Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press 198&)rold Berman:Law and Revolution Il: The Impact of the
Protestant Reformations on the Western Legal Tradifi@ambidge: Belknap Press 2008)ichael W. McConnell,
Robert F. Cochrane Jr., and Angela C. CarmellaGidsstian Perspectives on Legal Thouilaw Have: Yale

Univ. Press 2001); John Witte L2 RQ& W2 dzA X D2 RQ& Wdza i ArO&adition(Atlanta: | y R
9Y2NE ! yAOd t NBaa HnncOT hftABSN h FoR ifehadlisyo GrofuR AW2 | y
Sourcebook in Christian Political Thou@Btand Rapids: Eerdmans 199®hn Witte Jr. and Frank S. Alexander,
eds, The Tedungs of Modern Christianity on Law, Politics and Human NéNee York: Columbia Univ. Press
2006); John Witte Jr. and Frank S. Alexander, &tie..Teachings of Modern Roman Catholicism on Law, Politics,
and Human NaturéNew York: Columbia Univ. Pse2007); John Witte Jr. and Frank S. Alexander, Eds.,
Teachings of Modern Orthodox Christianity on Law, Politics and Human NdaweYork: Columbia Univ. Press
2007);John Witte, JrThe Reformation of Rights: Law, Religion, and Human RightdyrMeaern Calvinism
(Cambridge: CUZ008); John Witte Jr. and Frank S. Alexan@hristianity and Law: An Introductig@ambridge:

CUP 2008Robert F. Cochrane Jr. and David Van Drueés, Law and the Bible: Justice, Mercy and Legal
Institutions(5 2 6 Y SNRa& DNRGSY . L+t ! OFRSYAO HAMOD

415The Religious Foundations of Western Lpw950

418 1bid.

417 SeeStephen R.L. Clamjology & Christian Ethi¢€ambridge: CUP 200)83-184.

95

wSt A
[ 20



term that merely signifies a kind of power maintained by violence. The classical response to this
problem, which is the response of traditior@hristian theology discussed in Chapter 2, is to refer

G2 I O2yOSLIi 2F aylddz2NIf¢ g NR2GSR AYy | 5A0
Ad Fye &az2NIcRyFOfad/RAENIAKS GHINI 6 KS 02y OSLII 27F a
oomeNBf & NBf20IG§Sa GKS LINRPOESY 2F JAZ&YES FTNRY
and predates Christian sources. But it is only in the past hundred years or so that the modern
natural sciences have begun to illuminate the even deeper antiquity diversity of human

SP2t dziAz2y @ LF ¢S oAaK (G2 RRNBaa (GKS LINRofSY
evolutionary history undermines the kinds of founding myths (the Garden of Eden, the Athrasis

Epic, the Timaeus, and -sm) that supportedOf I A Y& | 62dzi ayl GdzNJ-f & € I ¢
modern writers. What can paleoanthropology and evolutionary neurobiology tell us about
KdzYly afl gKé La aflgé 2dzad Fy FTNIAFEFEOG 2F S
reviews and critiques the neative of human cultural evolution as told by some of its best known
narrators. It is important to understand this background narrative because it provides the
GONBIGA2Y YeidKé F2NJ Y2ZRSNY &20A20A2f23A0FE |

neurolaw.
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1. 4EA %011 OO0ETT 1T &£ O(OI AT 6 #01 600A( 4EA &EOOC
Paleoanthropologists differ sharply about the nature and cause of the differences bethwesm

sapiens sapieng us ¢ and the many human / hominid species that also form the human

evolutonary tree*8 Ly RSSR= GKS | YoA3ddzaide SEGSYR& SgSy i

The fascinating and beautifully produced bddie Last Humarior example, offers photographs

of forensic reconstructions based on fossil samples of twénty species of bminids dating

back to over seven million years, as well as narratives of the possible lifeways of these
creatures?'® As the narratives proceed through the tweriyo species, the language subtly
OKIy3Sa FNBY eyl LSYFyE (2 aYlyodé

For the earkst species profiledsahelanthropus tchadens@3rrorin tugenensisandArdipithecus
ramidusandkadabb& G KS f AFSgl & yI MNISENXPGS S@21Sa GKS &

On reaching the crown of a yellewood tree the marape began
bending back branches. He softly hootedtmself for there were

no other manapes in sight. Just when he felt the nest was right,
he laid in it bellyjup watching the sky darken, and waiting for the
night. As the sun disappeared into the horizon, a small gust of wind
licked up from the east. Ehlight drizzle that began shortly after
the wind died prompted the maaape to break back small branches
with leaves and cover his body. Feeling comfortable with his new
blanket, he quickly fell asleef

A

I LIK2 G2 2IFLISEKeinthdopus iehadensisdza3Sada GKIFG GKS &adzaS(
adzNpSea GKS ' FNAOLY fFyRa® LIS a2YS aS@Sy YAt

“18For a good overview of the evidence for human evolutiomfi paleoanthropological perspective, see lan

Tattersall,The Fossil Trail: How We Know What We Think We Know About Human Eyoatiod: OUP 1995).

For a discussion of the genetic evidence for human evolution, see Steve Jones, Robert Martin jcufilhzeam,

eds.,The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Human Evoldgtiont Y6 NA R3SY /'t MppnoI t NG {S@
wSt I GSRySaapé

419G.J. Sawyer and Viktor Dedke Last Human: A Guide to Twenty Two Species of Extinct Hiheanblaven:

Yale Univ. Prs 2007).

4201hid,, p. 27.

4211bid,, p. 32.
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The Last Humarmp. 32

CKS tAFSglL & yI NNI (A QDSELISEK Asdiraldfitiecusi do&nensisS N &
Kenyanthropus platyops, Australopithecus afarengigch livedin the African Great Rift Valley

about four million years ag?? So, for example,

Standing in the crook of a tree, a female rrgwe reached up for
unripe figs. Leaf monkeys jumped back and forth in the smaller
branches of the tree crown dropping partipten figs on the man

ape below. One leaf monkey descended down to the 4ndn)S Q &
eyelevel. Facing the maape, it chattered and squealed at her
relentlessly. Harassed by the noise and debris, the -apn
descended the tree first. Remaining on two leghe leisurely
walked to another tree and picked the fruit from the lower
branches???

One of the species mentioned hefaustralopithecus afarendis A &4 GKIF G 2F a[ dzOeé T
important specimen that exhibits the smaller braincase of an ape with a blpgatight walking
posture( a transitional form. A photograph of a reconstructed Lucy shows her, as the caption

Saz la aKS aaSrkrNOKSa RSAaLISNI GSteée G§KNRdAAK
KiSNWé

adl a
RI dz3

4221bid., pp. 4647.
423 |bid,, p. 63.
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The Last Humam. 69

With two other Great Rift Valley spesi,Paranthropus aethiopicuand Australopithecus garhi

2T G6KAOK fAQPGSR | 062dzi G662 YATtARYISE SHRAE

GF LISYSYy oé ¢ Kdza Y

With the evening quickly approaching, the apemen constructed
nests from shrubs and herbgrowing on the shaded woodland
floor. Some of the youngsters made their nests in small trees above
where the adults slept.

Sitting up in her nest with the stick still in her hand, the apemen

a0FNBR &ddzaLIAOA2dzate G | ckigh € al LJX Ay 3
the stick with her right and bending the sapling with her left, she

carefully inspected the foliage for snakes. When none were found,

AKS Llzi GKS &aGA01 R2¢6y YR &a0NRLILISR GKS
the underlying pith, she enjoyed a final bitefbre turning in for

the night#24

A photograph of a reconstructed@aranthropus aethiopicushows him looking contentedly in the

direction of the camera, with what appears to be the hint of a smile. The caption tells us that,

Aml 8Ydzas
LINR GSOG A

R 0@& ( KsSchildién| @nTadrfliRardnihtopus dethiopicusvatches
GSt® yR f20Ay3f e dé
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The Last Humarmp. 83

With the introduction of theHomod Sy dza G KS €t AFSgl & yI NN GAJBSa& RNJ
GYlyé |y R?® GHeddamrafige precedinglomo rudolfensislescrbes a wary encounter

between men and baboons:

A man, kneéhigh in water, was standing on two legs pulling plants
out by the roots and tossing them only land. Five other men sat
immobile below a patch of bushillow trees, watching and trying

to avoid therain. A troop of baboons watched the men at a safe
distance??’

A closeup ofHomo rudolfensiswvhich lived near Lake Turkana about 1.9 million years ago, allows
us to peer deep behind his eyesRIF NB ¢S al & Ayi(i2 KA& &2dzZ KY ¢
capth 2y &l @43 d&dzy RSNI HoBoriadklensad? i St t A3Syd 3T S 27

The Last Humarp. 121

426 |bid. at 113.
427 |bid. at 115.
428 |bid. at 120.
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For Homo habilis 0KS GSNYAYy2t238 AKATGaA 02 GLRIY
paleoanthropologists have faced in classifying this spééfedhe narrative evokes a pygmy
searching forfood f 2y 3 (KS &aK2NB 2F | GaINBe o6fdzS¢ €1 1S
FElYAy3I2Sagy b2 RA&AO2dzN} 3SR o6& FlAfdNBI (K
opportunities. Not finding any, he thought about all the food in the highland forkstias early

Ay GKS Y2NYAy3a yR GKS F2NBad gt a Of 248 Sy 2dAa
photo reconstructingdomo habiliswhich lived about 1.5 to 1.8 million years ago, suggests that

G! ONREfEALFYG ! FNROlof adcurods fetn@EoRdNRbilioB GA ddzZ £ 62y R

The Last Humarp. 127

¢CKS GAGES 2F aKdzYl yé Aa HalanMiiopus Hosisgdbsfoutdpediek G K S
found in various African sites dating to 1.4 to 2.3 million years agoHmmdo Ergaster, Homo
georgicus, Homo ereas, Homo pekinensis, and Homo floresiengith dates ranging from over

1 million years agdH. Ergasterto only hundreds or tens of thousands of years &j&o:

A group of apemen, a gelada baboon troop, and two humans fed
together on herbs and grassesoag the shore, keeping a safe
distance from the ramyike hippo trails descending into the lake.
With many of the grasses mature and turned to seed, the apemen
concentrated on these, using their front teeth to strip the seeds
from the tall tufts. Willig to brave their proximity to the hippo

429 Seelbid.,, 129.
430|bid.,, 122.
431 |bid.,, 127.
432 |pid.,, 135.
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trail, the humans fed on the rootstocks of a small patch of sedges
exposed by the receding shoreline. When an apeman came to feed
next to them, the two humans became visibly uneasy, increasing
their eye movements ahaverting a fixed gaz&3

And:

A shrill, squeaking cry caught the attention of two young men
walking into the high veldt. They stopped, turned and looked
around, but they saw nothing. Glancing at each other with quizzical
looks they continued on theivay 434

And yet more evocatively:

{KS RARY QG NBYSYOSN) gKesx odzi G GKS GAY
she was sick or just hungry. The old woman held her in her arms,

rocked her back and forth, and hummed. She placed some cherries

in her hand. Eating them madhere stop crying, and she felt

better. Those were the earliest memories she K&d.

The photographic reconstructions also become even more compelling. The caption explains,
G! FGSNI 6SAy3 aSLI N G§SR T NP YHoid eigasi@NNBidkbtbme 2 NJ & S ¢

. 283 NB22A0Sa G aSSAyzz (KS FFYAfAIFIN FFOSa 27

The Last Humarp. 147

433|pid., 131-M 0 H P hyS OlFlyy2i KSfL) 6dzi y2GA0S GKS OFRSyOS 2% |
61622y G(NRB2LIE [yR (62 KdzYlya 6Ff1 Aydz2 | oF NXOE

434 |bid.,, 139.

435 |bid.,, 149.

436 |bid,, 147.
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And here Peking MarH( pekinensjs which lived from 250,000 to 600,000 years ago, is pictured
G{aGFrt 1Ay KAa LINBe o¢

The Last Humarp. 172

The broad outlines of the story told the Last Humareflect the clear pattern of the evidence
contained in fossils and genes: over millions of years, a variety of hominid forms flowered on the
human evolutionary tree (or bush), many of which were evolutionary dead ends; moving forward
in time towards the presnt, the morphology of some of these neaxtinct species often appears
closer to that of anatomically modern humans; and finally there remains one branch now

occupied by only one speciesais.

But where the narratives imThe Last Humatill in cultural aad mental landscapes of these
creatures, which cannot be inferred so directly from bones, an emphasis on conscious awareness,
agency, aesthetics, and values emerges that seems hard to justify. Note the adverbial phrases

and richly anthropomorphic descript2 y & Y GCSSftAya O2YF2NII o6t S
O2y G SYLIX I GA &SH ARA dANEBNIBS e@l¢fT] SRET aaSI NOKSa RSal
0STF2NBE GdzNYyAy3I Ay F2N 0KS yAIKGET Gadl BOKESR
protectively and lovidf @ ¢ T ay 24 RA&AO0O2dz2N} ISR o6& TFlFAfdzNBET
G2Y2NNRGgEéT GAYOGSEEfAISYGET aSENIAS YSY2NR Saé

437 |bid.,, 173.
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everything¢ every one ¢ from Sahelanthropus tchadensseven million years ago onwas

capable of intentions, plans, memories, and even virtues such as courage, joy and love.

In fact, no paleoanthropologist thinks our hominid forebears possessed these characteristics in

the way wehomo sapiens sapiem®ssess them. We may assume, witlh@oeason, that things

ikeg KI 0 ¢S y26 ARSY(OGATFe | a aKdzYlyé¢ AyaSydArzyas
varying degrees in our ancestors, if nothing else in virtue of the fact that they are ancestral to us.

And we can observe in the archeologji record the technologies employed by some of these
ancestors, in the form of different kinds of stone toolkits. Yet there is no evidence that any of

our distant hominid ancestors, or even our more recent early human forebears, possessed
anythingnearKk S Ff 26SNJ 2F 6KIFd ¢S y2¢ OFft aKdzYly Odz
early human stone toolkits dating back millions of years is endlessly fascinating, modern chimps
have been observed sharpened sticks and stone anvils as tools. Tool ushetsdtire is not a
distinguishing feature of humanity. The technology inherent in the Oldowan toolkit, dating back

at least 2.6 million years, surpasses anything known to be used today by chimpanzees, but by
upper paleolithic standards it was simplehammerstone was used to strike a stone core, which

produced sharp flake®&8

The Acheulean toolkit, which appears in the archeological record about 1.76 million years ago,
employed a twestage technology, in which larger flakes stricken from the core viatéer

refined by striking smaller flakes from their eddé%.¢ KS NB adzZ GAy3 G221 Aa (
which misleadingly conjures to mind something a notched and grooved head attached to a
wooden handle. In fact, the Acheulean handaxe is simply aflaigeEd stone that can be held in

the hand, as shown belo#°

BB YAGKAZ2ZYALY LyadAaddziSz a9l NI e {iG2yS 13S ¢22taxé | O At
http://humanorigins.si.edu/evidence/behavior/tools/eadiools (last visited Augusio, 2012).

439 bid.

4401bid.
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250,000 year old Acheulean handaxe

Photo Source: Smithsonian Institute

The Acheulean toolkit remained unchanged for well ogee million yearswithout being

supplemented by other technologié$t

w

@ +to02dzi nanZnnn G2 wnnInnn &SI HRAIHEASHXKISIS KAL)
a variety of flakes could be produced from a core with one sffik&his more precise technique
FILOATAGFGSR (GKS LINRPRAOUAZ2Y 2F GLRAy(Gazé HKAOK
such as this point from Ethiopia dagjfirom just over 100,000 years adgé?

Photo Source: Smithsonian Institute

4411bid.

MIEYAUGKAR2YAlLY LyadaAaddziSz aaARRES {G2yS 11'3S ¢22tazé I QA
http://humanorigins.si.edu/evidence/behavior/tools/middimols (last visited August 30, 2012).

443 | bid.
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The toolkits also diversified to include scrapers and awls for working hides andtostil, the

range of tools remained limited and there is no evidence of rapid innovation.

By the Upper Paleolithic (Europe) Late Stone Age (Africa), however, there is evidence of far
ANBFGSNI RAGSNEAGE YR AYyy20F A2y ® la GKS { YA
These toolkits are very diverse and reflect stronger cultural
diversity than in earlier times. The paceamfiovations rose. Groups
of Homo sapiengxperimented with diverse raw materials (bone,
ivory, and antler, as well as stone), the level of craftsmanship

increased, and different groups sought their own distinct cultural
identity and adopted their own waysf making thingg#®

At the same time, we begin observe in the archeological record the first substantial evidence of

symbolic art and spiritual / religious practices.

2. Language, Mind, and the Cultural Explosion

It seems, then, that most of the creatures fited inThe Last Humarior the vast majority of the
millions of years over which those different species lived and died out, were capable, at best, of
little more technology than modern chimpanzees, and were incapable of creating symbolic art or
spiritud / religious artifacts. In evolutionary time, aside from some simple tools, what we call

GKdzYlFy Odzf G§dzNB¢ F LIISHFNBR adzRRSyfeé FyR gAGK A

LYRSSRX Y2aid LI fS2FyiKNRLRf23AaGa oNRFRf& 3l
KdzY | y Odetuiratzhi®uRdi60,000 to 30,000 years &ffoAs archeologist Steven Mithen
y2GSazr agAGK y2 LI NByid OKIFy3IS kyhe culNtaAy &Al
SELJX 2 aA 2y gidiaryzisddddrtrépologist lan Tattersall, who curated the Acae
adzaSdzy 2F |1 Aad2NBQa | |ff 2F 1l dzYlry hNAIAYyAaZ |

444 1bid.

MEYAGOKA2YALY LyadAaadziSs a[FGSNI {d2yS 11'3S ¢22faze | O Af
http://humanorigins.si.edu/evidence/behavior/tools/laténols (last visited August 30, 2012).

446 SeeSteven MithenThe Prehistory of the Mind: The Cognitive Origins of Art and S¢iemmion: Thames and

Hudson 1996),151. As with all things in paleoanthropology, there are dissenters even from this widelyidweld

For a discussion of various views, see Ofer\BmefdThe Upper Paleolithic RevolutiéAnnu. Rev. Anthropol..

2002, 31:3633.

4471bid. at 15.
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dzy LINEOSRSY (SR LINSHOMNT KXSYWNI 2 dgNJ GLIESING S D¢ al 2 a x> |
KdzYty &a02NEB¢& NBLNBaSyiGa aly SEG Sehess Bowaldy R 3N
LISNF SO0 A 2 y € 49AGa¢ KESA VLA ljedzZATaIAfEBARdy 2 F (G KS dzy Alj dzSt @
G§KS Odzf GdzNI f SELIX 2aA2yx ¢l GGSNAIF{4 aléeas asl a

Tattersall believes that our hominid predecessors gengrditl not possess the capacity for
aeyYoz2f A0 G(GK2dzaAKG FYyR KIFIR y2 NRodzald &aBonmaS 27

heidelbergensiswhich lived between 600 and 200 thousand years ago, as follows:

These were hardy, resourceful folk, who occupsed exploited a
huge range of habitats throughout the Old World through the
deployment of an amazing technological and cultural ingenuity.
They were adroit hunters who pursued large game using
sophisticated techniques, built shelters, controlled firegdarstood

the environments they inhabited with unprecedented subtlety,
and produced admirable stone tools that at least occasionally they
mounted into composite implements. Altogether, they lived more
complex lives than any hominids had ever done befos®!

YR @SaG3x ¢l GOSNRARIFITf 204aSINDBA > K SAKMNR@ANE $I30 3 AlaK
K2ZYAYAR LINRPRdzOSR |yeiKAY3AZ | YyegKSNBEI? H&KI G 4S5

therefore concludes that,

[i]f I had to wager a guess, it would be that tinéelligence of these

hominids, formidable as it may have been, was purely intuitive and

non-declarative. They neither thought symbolically as we do, nor

RAR (KSe& KI@S fl y3dz 3So l'a | NBadzZ 46 6
as a version of ourselves, tanly cognitively speakin§y?

lf 6K2dzAK Y2ad LIES2FyiKNRLRf23IAada 3IAINBS GKI

documented, they disagree on what caused it. Tattersall suggests there are two leading theories:

448|an TattersallMasters of the Planet: The Search for Our Human Oiiyies York: Palgave MadMn 2012),
X.

4491bid., XI.

4501bid.

411bid.,, 142.

452bid.

4531bid.,, 142-43.
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camp.

¢CFraGOaSNRI T I 01y 29t SR3S dHonibKsagiensfdrm ia BnkrSymbolik, y 3 S 2 ¢
nonlinguistic species to a symbolic, linguistic one is the most 4magdling cognitive
transformation thatK I & S @S NJ K| LILIS y SR Heifihds kthg theorg diFhgyaiel Y @ ¢
O2YLIStfAy3d 06SOFdzaS tFy3dzZad 3a3S asSSvya G2 oNAR3IAS
KdzYly yIFGdzNE FyR 0SSOI dza S f I 45 BethkasShese éwo aspeat© 2 Y Y dz

of human natureg symbolic and intuitive; to correspond to reason and emotidfe

¢CFraGadSNRIEf ada3asada GKIFG €Fy3dza 3S FANBRGO RSOSE
earlyHomo sapien 2 YS 6 KSNB Ay | FNROF ¢ LISHId theidamindsA N&R G |
GKNRdzAK L Fes (K2daAK KS 0ly2¢f SR3ISa GKIFIG awi
SO RS“dza X\N®ié 2F (GKAA aoA2f23FAO0FE LINBLI NFGA2YyZé
GKS ONIAyQa | oAf A GweenihghervaredgShe Cotek/oSeONIARY/ G oL3IGa &
GKNRdzZAK G(GKS 2f RSNJ 3% 2rieof2hé ffirkt linGuisye GuSchidis tisSiight s & ¢
have facilitated, he suggests, was the ability to name objects. Another possibility he finds
plausibleisa3y A FAOlI yi AYyONBIlIaS Ay GKS oNIAyQa OF LI (
SESOdzi A @S T dzy O A-thakitg, goalzfomhing; planning &l By &9 Iy any
SPSyisz KS 02y OfdzRSasz aAd asSSvya ft A Steddraid, KI G |
plus some children at play, led to the literal emergence of a phenomenon that changed the

g2 NIRDE

{GSOSYy aAlGKSYyI Ay O2yiN}radz Aa | LINRBYAYSyYyd LN
G§KS Odzf (dzNI f SELIX 2aA 2t cianyBid lifebtyieS Rat thefe candmlitle | T dz
R2dzo G GKFG Ad RSNAGSR FTNRY | Y} Bithéwdévsloy 3S Ay

454 |bid. at 220.

458 |bid. at 220221.
456 |bid. at 220.

457 | bid.

458 |bid. at 222223.
459 |bid. at 224.

460 |pid. at 225.

461 |bid.
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as a set of specializedodules that gradually developed in response to different environmental

LINB & & dzZNB 4 © LYaadgSIR 2F GKS 02YY2y YSOFLK2N 27
Y S I LIK 29Wis2afmy knife2 The key breakthrough for the cultural explosion, Mithe

argues, must have been a new way of connecting the diverse modules of the early human mind

so that they could communicate and coordinate with each other in new ways. Here he employs

I RAFFSNBYG YSGlF LIK2 NY 0KS KdzZYSYlGYHRENR2F8OI WK
function seamlessly together. Like a visitor to a cathedral who might walk from the nave to the

chapel to the altar, cognition could then flow across domains and make unified connections.

An early paleolithic person might have kno@rN2 O1 ¢ Ay 2y S R2YI Ay G(KIF
G22tas aGlyAYlrté Ay Yy20KSNJ R2YIFAyYy GKFdG AyOf dzR
yet another domain that included sex and reproductiphut these different cognitive modules

might not have cotmmunicated with each other. An upper paleolithic person, in contrast, might
KIS 6SSy FtoftS G2 YI1S O02yySOGA2ya o0SGseSSy aN
NAAS (2 GKS aevYoz2ftAO0 axSydzaé FAIdzNAYyIFHBHOT 2 dzy R
years ago, or the exquisite lion/man from Hohlenstein Cave in Germany, dating to about 30,000

years ago, both shown below.

35,000year dd Venus figurine

Photo Source: Wikimedia Commons

462 For a discussion of this metaphor as used by contemparanyopsychologistssee Conor CunningharpP)|
197-201.
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30,000year oldLion / Man Statue

Photo Source: Wikimedia Commons

Both Mithen and Tattersall, however, seem to recoil from the implications of their observations

for any concept ofranscendence, even as they exult in the transcendent beauty of something

like the Lion Man Statue. At the conclusionTbie Prehistory of the MindMithen declares that
GOiBKS KdzYlry YAYR A& | LINPRdzOG 27F Kdadlbafe S@2f dz
0KS SOARSYyOSo® L KIS ALISOATASR (KS WgKIGaza
Y A YR ®ithen believes his explanations are complete and airtight. He seems to have no room
F2NJ I O2yOSLIi 2F agKeéeé ma&aheep oficduStion thad éoglA A O
SyO2YLJ) aa aS@2fdziAzyé +a LINI 2F Ly |OG 2F aoO

Similarly, in a strange coda to INkasters of the PlanefTattersall reflects on universals and the

bell curve?*®* He observes that,

463The Prehistory of the Min@15.
464 Masters ofthe Plan&t &/ 2 Rl ®¢
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Yes, you can indeed find regritees in human behaviors, every one

of them doubtless limited by basic commonalities in the structure

of our controlling organs. But all such regularities are in reality

statistical abstractions, and people are absolutely uniform in none

of them. As aesult, if any statistical phenomenon could be said to

32O0SNY GKS KdzYly O2yRAGAZ2YS AG ¢2dxZ R o685
2NJ 0KS WoStf Od2NIBSQX® Ly Fyeé KdzYly OKI
ALISOATFEes LKe8aAOlt 2N) 0SKIQGA2NI 3 &2dz 4
every saint, there is a sinner; for every philanthropist, a thief; for

every genius, an idid€®

These variations, he suggests mean there are no universals, but only variations along“&curve.
LYRSSRX KS Of FAYasx al LI Nlto re-ti@até thé viordiin tleeimiady O I 0 A
LISNKIF LJA GKS 2yfeée 20KSNJ (NHzS WKdzYl y “dzynis@S NRA |
fdzZA GS | 2FNNAyYy3I &/ 2RFE IABSYy ¢l GUGSNBIFITf Q& SE
language, borninthe playof (hRNBY = NBLINBaSyida || ao02YYdzyl t L3
that Tattersall must toss aside his prior 220 pages of argument and resign himself to the fact that

human existence can have no common meaning or purpose.

3. The Emergence and Reduction of Tran OA AT AAT AA AT A O, Axo

LF aAdKSy IyR ¢FGO0SNRERIffQa NBaASNBIFGA2ya | 62dzi
2NJ 0 t£SIrad y2 LlRraaroAaftAade 2F GKS aGNHzZ S 2F 1
language and the production of cultdrartifacts, but such signs must signify nothing beyond
themselves. If there is nothing signified, there may be cultural and linguistic structures that
SyO02dzN» 3S FyR SyF2NOS 0SKIPZA2NARAI odzi GKSNB Ol
Yet Tattersall strikes a hopeful note aetlend of his Coda. Although humans have polluted the

planet¢ a fact about which Tattersall does not hesitate to offer a negative value judgment rather

Q¢

than a placid observation about the normal distributiqii K SNBE A& K2LJS> 06SOI dz
abilited | YR 2dzNJ SEGNI G I+ yid yS2LIKAT AMSE yRNBEY KEKS a

465 |pid.,, 228-229.
466 | bid.

487 | bid.

468 |bid. at 232.
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creative histories of humankind have revolved around an energetic expmaratithe innovative

w

al

LR GSYGAlrf NBfSFaSR o0& 2dz2NJ ySg 4 ° @RAZANZ OSSR AN

the auguries appear indeed to be for no significant biological change in our species, culturally,
0KS FdzidzN® A& AYTFAYALGSDE

How does Tattershinove from the confines of the normal distribution into an infinite future in

GKS O2dzNBS 2F | F¥S¢ LI NI} INILIKAK | 2odgrratvgaBa K S

0 Af AdurdSSEAGINE @& T | v lithe REA LI A farelYoé2 £ & O dlogiteINghd] T ¢
creative histories of humdandé | YUR nevt way of processing information about the

g 2 N¥'RHedoes not explain.

It seems that Mithen and Tattersall as archeologists and anthropologists cannot accept the
implications of their own evidencagainst reductive scientism. Mithen and Tattersall agree that
something extraordinary happened around the cultural explosion. For all the language of
intentionality, selfconsciousness, symbolism and memory that a book Tike Last Human
ascribes to outhominid forebears, Mithen and Tattersall argue that there has never been
anythinglike these capacities as they present themselves in modern humans among any other
creature known to have inhabited the Earth. Purpose, meaning, and even beauty, joy and hop

keep bubbling up from the primordial ooze.

4. Law and Writing

The timeline for the species profiled in The Last Human concludes well before the cultural
explosion. Even the cultural explosion is-pistorical, in the sense that there were no elaborate

systems of writing or written records developed immediately during that time. The notion of

469 | pid.
470 | bid.
471 1bid. (emphasis added).
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positive law, however, by definition, entails a recdféd. We must look substantially later in

human history, to the time of the first cities, to find such records.

The oldest law code discovered by archeologists is that el&mmu, ruler of the city of Ur
during its third dynasty, which began in about 2050.83CThe tablet containing Un I Y Y dzQ a
laws dates to about three hundred years before Hammurabi created the ttaat was inscribed

on a famous st& now on display in the Louvfét

One side of the tablet containing®rt YYdzQa ¢ O2RS f20F0iSa G4KS 2N
myth. 4> The chief gods An and Enlil appointed the mgua Nanna to rule over Ur, aidBnna

in turn selected UNammu as their human representatif&€ Ur-b I YY dz NBEY2 SR (GKS &
FYR @3INIFOoOSNERIéE LIS2LA S K2 adz2tS GKSYGHelGAl Sy ¢
established a system of weights and measures and ensured equitythéd poor and
dispossesseff®. @8 KA & Nz S KS Syadz2NBR (GKFG aiKS 2NLKI
gAR2% RAR y20 Frff | LINBe G2 G§KS LIR2gSNFdzZ ¢ |
YEY 2F 2yS YAYP oarEdle akKS|1Staovoé

The otherside of the tablet lists Ub | YY dzQa | g&a o ¢KS GFrofSG Aa ol
the laws are readily discernibf&® These show that théex talonisalready had been mitigated

through a system of monetary payments. Thus, if a man cut off anothgr@ma F22 G 6 A (K
sort of instrument (the text is unclear about what kind of instrument), he was liable for damages

of 10 silver shekels; a severed nose required damages of 2/3 of a silver mina (40 silver $Hekels).

472SeeJames Bernard Murphfhe Philosophy of Positive Law: Foundations of JurisprufddeeeHaven: Yale
Univ. Press 2005}-3 (discussing sources of positive law).

473 samuel Noah Krameilistory Begins at Sumer: Thifdine Firsts in Recorded Hist¢Bhiladelphia: Univ. of
Pennsylvania Press 3d ed. 1981).

474bid. For a photograph and discussion of the Hammurabi stele, see the Louvre Museum website, available at
http://www.louvre.fr/len/oeuvre-notices/lawcodehammurabiking-babylon.

475 bid.

476 Kramer,supraNote 199.

477 bid.

478 bid.

479 Kramer History Begins at Sumeb4.

480 bid.

8l1bid,,, 55.
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Ur-Nammu certainly was not the firsthagiver. Indeed, there are references dating about three
hundred years before the tMammu law tablet to the legal reforms of Urukagina, ruler of this

cityof Lagash®2 | OO2 NRAY 3 (2 Iy Ay aONR Lifraed tfie inidbvagtNRA I £ A |
of Lagish from usury, burdensome controls, hunger, theft, murder, and seizure (of their property

and persons). He established freedom (of a type). The widow and orphan were no longer at the
mercy of the powerful: it was for them that Urukagina made his covewdth Ningirsué*®3 All

of these references show that concepts of justice, the rule of law, and written law codes date at

least to the foundations of the earliest Mesopotamian cities. Perhaps the inscribing of positive

law is as old as writing itseff?

Wely2g y20KAYy3I 2F aflgé LINA2NI G2 NBO2NRSR KAa
correct, the cognitive connections that facilitated art, science and religion also would have
FILOAEtAGI (SR -Gapd/fie &itkibfBucik? cbnnécions@éinave meant that for early
K2YAYARA k KdzYkryas GKSNB gla y2 aftl gdé ' YR A
would also have facilitated the concept of law, particularly positive law with its concrete

expression in language.

The earliessmall bands of huntegatherer hominid / humans, of course, would have operated
FOO2NRAY 3 G2 a%{sacialzues are2nbta biniquety NznSraitd fdeed, social
ordering is a pervasive feature of the animal kingdom. Even insects, suobnay bees, can

show intricate social orderiff® G 5dzyo ¢ FINXY | yAYlIfasx adzOK | a (K
in my backyard, are socially strict creatuek Sy OS G KS S NX¥® @thdShihek y 3 2 N.

mammals, such as whales, dolphins, and elephadiitplay detailed social ordering with local

482 bid.

483 http://history -world.org/reforms_of_urukagina.htm

484The arliest written documents are Sumerian clay tablets that date to about 3400 B.C. See John Haywood,
Historical Atlas of the Ancient Wor(New York: MetroBooks 1998), §1.07;

48 For a discussion of the game theoretic analysis of social traits in evolgtibitdogy, see Zachary ErndGame
Theory in Evolutionary Biologyin The Cambridge Companion to the Philosophy of Bi¢logmbridge: CUP

2007) 304.

486 SeeNature Web Focus: Honey Bees, availablgtat//www.nature.com/nature/focus/honeybee/(noting that
Gl 2ySeoSSa KI@S FLaoOAaylriAay3 a20Atft &aiNHzOGdzNBE +FyR ROl y
YI3yAiddzRS aYlFftfSNI 0KFyYy KdzYlyaodéo

487 SeePam PercyThe Field Guide to ©kens(New York: Voyageur Press 2Q@8); Jerome D. Belangérhe

/ 2YLIX SGS LRA20GQ& [dzAdBnS Peingliin 20L0MA A Y I / KA O Sy &
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cultural variations*®® Modern chimpanzee bands possess elaborate cultural norms that regulate
access to food, access to sex, access to affection, and even what we might anthropomorphically
Ol t £ & | Ntibes#®A Gbkervations & bldimpanzee and bonobo social ordering provide

the raw material for many gamtheoretic studies of human evolutionary psycholdgy.

.dzii AG asSsSya Ot SINJGKIFEGO S@Sy GKS vYzal az20Alb €
conSLJia 2F a20AFf 2NRSN)I Of2asSte 1Ay (2 6KIFIGQ 6!
LISNF2NY | &a2Nl 2F a2dzRAOALFE € FdzyOlAazy o6-2 F2ND
defined set of juridical procedures or principles. Most digantly, even these highest of social
YEYYEFE& FLWSEN G2 KIFI@S y2 02y O0OSLIi 2F o0AYyRAYS3
fl ogoé ¢CKS afl ¢ FT2NJ 0KSY T kcohéniistry®instingt,Inaterigli S NJ £

and reproductiveadvantage, and force.

LT 6S KdzYltya (y2¢6 I O02y0OSLIi 2F aflgé¢ GKFG NEF
principlescA YRSSR AF 6S (y26 SO yhisrequited 0% dfidogngivie af S 3
capacity that only we humans, of all the creggs on Earth, seem to possess. Could it be that
the same cognitive breakthroughs that facilitated the creative explosion in language art,
0§SOKy2ft23e |yR NBtAIA2Y |fa2 gSNB ySoOoSaal NE i
thatan essentialpa® ¥ G KIF G YIFNJ a dza 2dzi & GKdzYlFyé Aa 2

{dzOK | y2GA2y NBazylraSa ¢AGK GKS . Ao0ftSQa asSoz
FNB y20 adzZa3sSadAiy3da a2YS {AyR 2F aOdtgr@eehsRA alé
O2yF2N)XY (2 GKS dzLIISNI LIt S2ft AGKAO Odzt GdzNI £ SE
debatable views about the prehistory of the mind. The literal sense seems to be rooted in ancient

near eastern mythological forms that cannotbecérie § SR G2 | y& LINBSOAAS daKA
Fff GKS aSyasSa 2F (KAa GSEG G23SGKSNJ Rx 02y @S
GR2 y20 ¢(NBIINBESYyG&E& a2YSUGKAYI AaAAYAFAOLYd |62

488 SeeEdward O. Wilsor§ociobiology: The New Synthesid] Aniv. Ed(Cambridge: Harvard U. Press @0
Part 1.

489 SeeFrans de Waalzhimpanzee Politi¢®altimore: JHU Press 2007); Christophe Bo&duh Real Chimpanzee:
Sex Strategies in the Foré€ambridge: CUP 200902-104.

4% Seelbid.
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adam To theadam and not to Sahelanthropus tchadensis or any of the other extinct species
RSGFATSR Ay ¢KS [lFad IdzYlrys a2 Al a&smwas D2R
cognitively prepared to hear this command. Indeed it seems that no species ofiddrhimman

prior to the cultural explosion, at least, would have been prepared to hear

5. Reductive Sociobiology

Reductive sociobiological and neurobiological orthodoxy demurs even from the modest claims of
paleoanthropologists such as Mithen and TattersBlvid Sloan Wilson, Distinguished Professor

of Biological Sciences and Anthropology at Binghamton University, argues that Darwinian
evolution fully explains everything, including every aspect of human nétirédnyone who
GKAY1a 20KSNBASGEdZ SESys K2y AGA yyiSE t NSt A3A2dzaz A
GQIF OF RSYAO“ONBF A2y AalidQe

{t2Fy 2Aftazy Aa OftSIFINIAY KAa S@OIFIy3aStAaidiro LN
GsS Ydzad lolyR2y (GKS y2iA2y (Kintd us®e & Bghed LIS OA |
L2 ¢ 3°NBesclaims that this does not demand an outright rejection of religious faith because,

he saysg dmany people manage to combine a vibrant religious faith with a fully naturalistic

O2y OSLIIA2Y ¥ ButwvihktSeraer 8F R®E KSNBE o6& GNBfAIA2dza ¥
Ay OGKFG FIEAGK F2N) IyedKAYy3I odzi GKS LIKeaAOlt gz
GO BKIG 3I32Sa F2N) {y26ftSRIAS 2F GKS LIKeaAOlt g2
something isvrong with your body, your mind, or society, it has a naturalistic explanation, just

like [a] problem with your car. Believing that we have special-@eeh abilities is like praying

G2 @2dzNJ OF NJ 2y “%KS &aARS 2F (GKS NRI R®E

Sloan Wilson is not content m@rf @ (2 NBRdzOS AGNBfAIA2dza Fl A dKE
a Odzft G dzNEB ¢ Fa ¢gStf o al EVNiS\fV\EW\ 208 LSRRI @@Syf(él'

491 David Sloan WilsofEvolution for Everyone: Hdwl N3 Ay Qa ¢KS2NE /Iy [/ KFy3aS GKS 2}
OurselvegNew York: Delacorte Press 2007).

Rpid. & o 6ljd2GAYy3 ¢KS blFiA2y>E G¢KS bSg / NBIGAZYAAYY . A
0KS ANByYye 2F RAAYAAGNB/AY S 46 KF /R IYENRIE AGANEK S{@t 21y 2 Af 3
fundamentalism.

493bid.,, 68.

4% bid.

495 bid.
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WoA2f238Q aSia oNRIR ftAYAGAa G2 2dzNJ 0 SKI OA2NE
determinesg K it 6S R2 GAUGKAY (GKS ONRFR f AYRTESE & dzOK
KAIK O2yOSLIi 2F aOdz Gd2NBzZ¢ KS O2NNBOGEe& 20aSN.
LI &4 6S INB FTNBS (2 OK2248S8 2dzNk T82EB8NBARSAGSY
R2gy ol NR Ol dzal t Ade {2 y %2 Sirfcavihgtevad atfibhtas make dzo N& &
KdzYlya dzyAljdzS FNB YSNBte aftA1S Iy FTRRAGAZY 3
Sg2tdziAz2yF NBE GAYSZI Ga0ABGORY ARESNB KHzD NRa dzii 2 (G €
LYRSSRX {f2Fy 2Afazy GKAyla OflFAYa OGKIFG KdzYly
OFLIotS 2F SAaGKSGAO I|-dahghamBlfickyl ainch fugpéct ds NeBtualY 2 & G €
Of I *YHedhinksitempi®l f t &8 SadlrofAaKSR GKIFIG a2 KSNJ aLlsS
specific tasks and that traits associated with goodness can evolve in any species, given the right
SYGANRYYSYGF% O2yRAGAZ2Y & DE

Nevertheless, Sloan Wilson admits that humans possasgjae capacity to construct their own
a20ALf SYGANRYYSYyGazZ YR AYRSSR aS@2ftdziAz2yl NB
political philosophy®? ¢ KS S&daSy Al f LINRPofSY F2NJ Y2NIXfAGezX
& OK S Y S 3 [s]ame individlials aré driven to benefit themselves at the expense of others or
0KSANI a2 OA ®Te illustéate this prablent, Sedurveys various gaimeoretic models

of altruism.

Ly F OKFLIGSNI GAGE SR a[ 20S ¢ HedcridesSaibactetaRspdciesA O NB 6
Pseudomonas flourescenshich creates a polymer mat that sticks the bacteria together in a
colony®%® The mat is biologically expensive to create, and eventually some mutant bacteria
instead devote energy to reproductioniVhen the mutants begin to thrive, the mat collapses,

FYR (KS O2ft2ye RAAAYUGUSANI 1Saod Ge¢Kdzax¢ {t2lIy

4% |bid.,, 69.

497 | bid.

498 |bid.,, 70.

499 |pid.at 71.
500 | pid.

501 | bid.

502 |pid. at 13.
503bid.,, 128-129.
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oe af2d0KHE l YR adzOK &GSElFYLX Sa 2F 322R FyR S¢
becausethe | NB o6l AaSR 2y Ay S & Allalthisin&ps direc@yiordto harfan &4 2 OA |
OSKI@A2N) ' yR KdzYly F2f1 02yO0OSLJia 2F G3a22Re |y
traits that we associate with goodness can evolve, then we can make ithem® common by

providing the right environmental conditions. Far from denying the potential for change,

SP2tdziA2y I NBE GKS2NE Oly LINPGARS I RSGFAf SR NB

Of course, the behavior of these bacteria has nothing to do with what most Chrisgatogians

YR LIKAf2a2LKSNBE GNIRAGAZ2yLIffe KIFI@gS OFrffSR a3
intentional states and transcendenta® If the Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy and the
Christian, Islamic and Jewish traditions have anythiy &1 & Fo62dzi AGZ | YA ONE
Y2NJ aSOAf ¢ 0SOldzaS YAONRoS&a KI@S y2 OF LI OAGE
0Se2yR GKSYaStgSazr y2Nl Oy YAONRoSa AyiaSyidaz
GKSYaSt 9Sa (28 ARSI R2a AYONR okSH @S Ay Sy GAz2yl €
/| KNRAaAGALFY GKS2f2383 Gazdz aodé 9SSy (KS 9 aiSN
drawn ¢ he seems to think the Dali Lama would approve of his naturalist reductionlscate
NBIFfAGee AYy | GNFryaAOSYRSYyd NBFIEYIZ IfGK2dAK FA
Sloan Wilson has already made hispriori commitment to absolute naturalism, so he has
RAAYAaaSR aSO@OSNIt (GK2dzal yR &SR N&3o@EiudK Neied 2 NR Ol
we mustremarkonSloghAf a2y Qa ONE 2F Gl dzoNA&>X | ff Kdzo NR A

gametheoretic world without transcendent virtues?)

{AYAEFNI &z aAOKI St DNITAIY23 t N&MStute delded G t NRA

any sense of the transcendent:

When we say we are conscious, aware,-aglare, in conscious
control of our actions, have a streaaf-consciousness
understanding of ourselves, what we really mean, apparently, is
this: there is a systn in the brain whose job is to construct models
of intentionality of other people or of ourselves; and right or

5041bid.,, 129.
5051pid.,, 32.
506 This is discussed more fully in Chapter Three.
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wrong, confabulated or not, the setiiodel, continuously updated,
continuously refined, supplies the contents of our conscious
mind >%7

v

Sincethd dzi K2NJ 2F (KAa LIKSy2YSy2y Aa YSNBfe | aea
of consciousnesg a soul on a trajectory through waking lifeis a perceptual illusion. It is a
perceptual model that is at best a simplification and sometimes @dR yYC3Abisitentionality

is reducible, for Graziano, to individual neuréf%.And what seems like the product of self
reflexivity, awareness, and languagehe sorts of cultural things Mithen and Tattersall argue

radically distinguish modern humans fnoall other creatureg | NB YSNBt & aYSYSace
certain neurons to firé® Graziano is particularly keen to apply his notion of neurobiology and
YSYSz2t 238 G2 NBftAIA2YY GwoB8SEtAST | FUSNI 0Sf AS
ultimately present for one historical reason; the religion was better able to spread and survive

AAAAA

0SOldzasS 2F Aldo 51 NBAYAIl y11S@g2fdziazy asSt SOGSR
b2igAGKaAaGFYRAY3 DNITAIFIYy2Qa O2yFARSYOS Ry YSY!
Nevertheless, Here is something insightful about memeology: it at least recognizes the

LKSy2YSy2y 2F aOdzZ dz2NBé¢ a az2yYSdiKAy3a GKIG SE

DN} TAlFly20a YSyS2ft23e R2S8S&a y20 YAE 6Stf 6A0GK

universals (hathearted though it turns out to be), nor can it be squared with evolutionary
oA2f23Aad {f2Fy 2AfazyQa loaz2fdzZiAad O2yaidNHzO0
genes, then they have the capacity to become universals. A conuutural substrate might

become as universal as a common biological substrate, and just as some common biological

507 Michael GraziandD2 R { 2dzZf aAyR . N} AYyY I { OA(Brgdbniad lie&pliog RrésE £ S OG A 2y
2010).

5081hid.,, 65.

5091pid.,, 97-101.

5101bid.,, 150-158.

511bid,, 160.

512For a good critique of memeology, sakster McGrathDawkins God: Genes, Memes, and the Meaning of Life

(London: WilesBlackwell 2004)b 2 2y S Kl & S@OSNJ 20aASNIBSR I YEX¥SYSAENI) 2 NI 0 ¢
discretely be observed because they are cultural phenomena and not encoded in biology like genes. Moreover, if
YSySa Oly SELX LAY a06StAST [ FGSNI 6oStASTE Ay NBftAIAZYS
y 2 & a OA 8héd§yor palgontblogy that might offer insights into the development of human
O2yalOAizdzaySaaz gl NBySaasx tFy3adzr3SzT 2NJ OdzZ GdzNB 6 SOl dza S
is just a meme, as are any ideas of human consciousness@ees; language and culture. Memeology itself must

be merely a meme, as must the supposed explanatory power of Darwinian evolution.

119



features demarcate a species, so might some common cultural features. Indeed, memologists
O2yyzyfe LRAYy(G G2 NIBIyRIMYY 52 10KSING SiFa SAE YD SBKSE  d &3
will as essentially universal units of human culture, notwithstanding their efforts to spread new

and contrary memes to those notions.

CKAad NBFSNBYyOS (2 (GKS aAf f doiharprgbiem BimedaeBgg. o A £ €
LF YFGSNARIfAAY A& (UNMzSTI K26 OFly 4SS aLlSIF] 2F &
y24 0SS Fye &adzOK SyadAde a | OdzZ G§dz2NF £ NBLIX AOI
GKS YI GSNXIdzfi KdzNB ©INP Ry NEghisiiyodsAl&sOrded in terms

of the matter that makes up the pigments and canvas arranged in patterns forced by the

Yy SdzZN2 OKS YA OF f & A g¢/neutochgmical® ttzd iK Déir pdudtidny/ distribution,
transmission, or reception apparently fell outside the normal distribution Homo sapiens

sapieng 2dzZRIAY3I o0& =+ Yy D2 dgkhandhere B oothihgRadpabtany Slighti | A
GKFG O2dzZ R O2YLINAAS aOdz (dzNB ESNY & & dzf (daNNG Agy T ¢
D2dzAKZ ¢ a{ (1 NNd, wouddbé igns witholtRsigrifydng anythimgal. In
YSGFLIKe&aAOlf GSNyaz AT YFOGSNRFITAAY Aa (GNHSI vy
Oy 0S {NHS® I YR & A g & Sumart cliltaré, if haterialism i9&WeEtied G Sy U
GKSNBE OlFly 06S y2 YSOlLKeaAlOlrt NBFfAAY Ay GKS O

some scholars have used neuroscience to reach precisely that conclusion.
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Chapter 4: Neuro-Law and the End of Persons

The previous chapter surveyed human evolution in relation to the development of human
GOdzZ GdzNB¢ YR I g@ 2 S KIF@gS aSSy GKFaG LI fS21y
dramatically sets our species apart from anything that precededie capacities that facilitated

this unprecedented shift may relate to language, brain structure, or some combination of such

Tl OG2NAO® LG Aa NBlFLaz2ylroftsS G2 AyOfdzRS atl g¢ |
of this phase in whichuman beings dramatically became distinct from all other creatures on the

Earth.

dzi ¢S KIFI @S |fta2 &aSSy (KIFG LIfES2FyIiKNRLRE 23X a4
SELX 28A2yé NBFESOGa lye &2NI 2F Sysa®»IyOS 2N
neurobiologists and sociobiologists reject any notion of transcendence. For them, self
g NBySaa FyR GNIyaOSYyRSYyOS Ydzad oS Affdzarazya
GKS &aLINBFR 2F ayYSySao¢

Legal theorists have not missed thmplications of the new reductive sociobiology and
YSdZNPaOASYOS F2NJ aFf2f1¢ O02yO0SLIia 2F GUKS NHz S
Ay GKS SYSNHAYy3 FASER 27F a3k ghischapter edeizdand OA Sy C
critigues neurolawdiscourse. This discussion prepares the way for a positive theological account

2F afl g¢ Ay [/ KFLIISNI no

1. The Emergence of NeuroLaw
t 2LJzf  NJ A0ASyOS 46NAGSNAR FyR A0K2ftlFNBR fA1S 27

black box in the univers&# Modern neuroscience promises to crack open this box by unlocking

513See, e.g., The MacArthur Foundation Research Network on Law and Neuroscience website, available at
http://www.lawneuro.org/resources.php.

514 See, e.gGuUven Glizelderdntroduction: The Many Faces @bnsciousnest in Ned Joel Block, Owen J.

lanagan, and Guven Glzeldere, eéfise Nature of Consciousness: Philosophical DetBdaston: MIT Press 1997)

60adl Ay Iperbapding atiNaBendménon besides consciousness that is so familiar to each of us and yet

KFra 0SSy a2 StdzaA@S (2 lye adadSYFrdAO addzRes LIKAf2a2 LK.
understanding of which lies forever beyond our intelldct  OF LI} OAGASaKé O T . A3 ¢KAYlZ a¢
YN @St Ay3 GKS aedalGSNE 2F /2yalOizdzaySaasé WdZ & MpI HAMI
Hadron collider, then why, given their sophisticated tools, have neuroscientiktd fa unlock the black box of
O2yalOAz2dzaySaaKeéosz | @ Af ltadkithe-ghoskin-theimadhivexirkadelirgtiekysfety® 02 Yk G K A
of-consciousness.
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and demystifying human consciousness, conscience, and will. It seems that each day reveals a
new discovery, from the identification of brain regions associated with specific emotions,
perceptons and memories to the translation of human visual impulses onto computer scte€ens.

Such research offers the hope of new treatments for debilitating neurological diseases such as
9LIAE SLIAE YR tIFENJAyaz2yQasx oS40 Sidordarskaéhtldtielh Sa Fz
maladies, more effective reconstructive techniques and prosthetic devices for disabilities caused

by stroke, brain damage and other traumatic injuries, and deeper insights into cognition, mental
performance, and learning, among other redits. The rapid progress of brain and

neuroscientific research therefore is rightly cause for celebration.

There are, however, dangers lurking within this framework of progress. Modern neuroscience
operates under a presumption of scientific naturalism.part, this reflects the methodological
LINS&dzLILIl2 aAGA2Y 2F Fff Y2RSNY ylFddaNIf aOASyOS
NEFSNBEYyOS 2yfte {2564y sigoiant part it Sls6 2aYnietaphysical
assumption about what is realNd G € SFad ¢KIFIG A& LlRaarofSo
neuroscientists argue, is simply an epiphenomenal product of lower level processes that are
KARRSY FTNRY 6KIG ¢S oYvYAaill{Syteo OFff aO02yao;
GFNBSR2YSDESY PANB NI Oditke lawsdaNBtae'2 ¥ af | g ¢

This connection between neuroscience and the laws of nature has informed the emerging
RA&ZO2dzNR S A& yo yISKASNENB t63p@ v f AGSNI GdzZNB 3 Gy S dzNI
of research programs ahperspectives. Many neurolaw scholars are exploring how the new

insights drawn from brain scans and other neuroscientific findings might be used as evidence in

515 SeeNishimoto, Vu, Naselaris, Benjamini, Yu and Galéiteconstructing Visual ExperiencesnfirBrain Activity

Evoked by Natural MovigsCurrent Biology 21:19, 1641646 (September 2011), available at
http://www.cell.com/current-biology/abstract/S0968822%2811%2900937.

516See, e.gMerriam?2 S6aGSNJI 5A0GA2Y | NBX & { Khandedgd Sbbut dr BiFottfieh y 3 a & OA S
YyEGdzNI £ g2NIR o0F&a8SR 2y FIL0G& fSFENYSR GKNRdzZZK SELISNRYSyYy
webster.com/dictionary/science.

517SeeChapter 3.5.

518 SeeChapter 3.
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a courtroom, for example, to establish diminished mental capacity to commit a éttiEhese
generally are salutary efforts consistent with traditional scholarship and practice on the use of
scientific evidence in the courtroom. Neurolaw scholars are seeking to better understand, for
example, how diagnostic tools such as functional magnetic resmnanaging (fMRI) might or

might not be useful as evidence in the courtroéffh. Such evidence might help determine the
presence of brain injury in a negligence case, assess mental capacity in a competency hearing, or
RSTAYS GaoNFAYy RS (efpretingFa2 middichldativhieel @réctit2 Moreh v (i
controversially, fMRI evidence could bear on thens reaequirement in criminal law when the
defendant suffers from some mental defect, or on whether a witness is telling the #aitBuch

uses of the best ailable empirical science to help clarify the application of legal rules represents

GKS ¢61l& AYy 6KAOK GKS flF¢Qa ISYSNIf LINAYyOALX Sa

dzi ay SdzNRfl g¢ | fa2 NBFSNE (2 Siemzobdedioniz2z SE
YySdzZN2 EOASYyOS o LF¥ GKS KdzYly AaYAYRéE 2N GoAftfé
artifacts of the human mind that that affect the wglin particular, positive lav likewise are
reducible to the laws of nature. If posititel 4 A& NBRdzOAG6tS (2 GKS f1I ga
Razor suggests that the unnecessary term should be elided and we should acknowledge that
jurisprudence is really only the study of human behavior from the bottom up. That is, what we
OFff aw2arAGA®E Fl OG0 SLALKSY2YSYylLfsS YR ¢KIFG |1
G WdzNR &4 LINHZRSYy OS¢ A& | OldzZrtfte 2dzad aaz20Az2f23e5x¢
Ga20A20A2f 238 ®¢

Some of the more candid neurolaw scholars acknowledgeg @lebrate this reductionistic
program. Neurolaw, for them, represents an opportunity to erase the final traces of
jurisprudential moralism that seem irrepressible incommoisy a S aF2t 1¢ 02y OS LG A

law. Mainstream modern academic legal senship has long been suspicious of connections

519SeeOwen D. Jones, Jeffrey D. Schall & Francghenl.aw and Neuroscien¢8andy: Aspen 2014); The
MacArthur Foundation Research Network on Law and Neuroscience Website, available at
http://www.lawneuro.org/.

5203ee, e.g., Neal FeigensoBrain Imaging and Courtroom Evidence: On the AdmissibilifyPersuasiveness of
fMRI£ in Michael Freeman and Oliver R. Goodenougtw, Mind and BraifFranham: Ashgate 2009).

5211hid. at 25.

522 |pid.
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0S06SSYy afl gé | yR aY2NI tnhétenthécentuny, ¥meridanNdgal O dzf | N.
AO0K2f I NABKAL) KA 06SSy RSSLX & AyFtdzsSyOSR o0& afS
realism), which hétd GKI 0 LIR2aAGAGS g Aa LINRPRAzZOSR & FNJ
a20A2f 238> SO02y2YA0as yR S@2tdziAzyl NE Lae&OK2
of transcendent ethics. The Kantian separation between facts and values has thoriougbd

modern American jurisprudence. Neurolaw presents an opportunity to cement this gap

empirically with the hard data of brain scans.

2. The Path of the Law: Reductive NeuroLaw

Reductive neurolaw scholars argue that neuroscience completely rewrite@ thg/ OSLIJG 2 F G f
because it destroys any meaningful concept of intentionality. They want to replace any notion

of autonomous general legal principles with neurobiology. Law, like everything else, could be

fully explained by science.

For these reductiveeurolaw scholars,8 dzZN2 & OA Sy OS &ddza33Sada GKFG &k
governed by the principles and rules of the physical woldd/ R G Kl G a0 NI A§ RS{ SN
Contemporary neuroscience thereby claims to elide the soul and the mimndhat many

Yy S dzNEP & O A Stigelighoitiindthe Gachiri®®* Al of the faculties attributed in Medieval

Christian theology to the "sensitive soul" ("locomotion, appetite, sensation, and emotion”), as

well as the intellectual faculties attributed to the human 'latal soul," these scientists suggest,

can or will be accounted for by brain functiott8. As Martha Farah of the University of

t Syyaet dryalQa [/ SYyGdSNI F2NJ bSdzZN2PAOASYOS 3 {204
mechanisms of personality, chatag, and even sense of spirituality dualism becomes strained.

If these are all features of the machine, why have a ghost at all? By raising questions like this, it

seems likely that neuroscience will pose a far more fundamental challenge to religion than

523Brent Garland, edNeuroscience and the Law: Brain, Mind and the Scalisstite(New York: Danarss

2004).

524GSeebid. C2NJ G KS 2NAIAY 2F (G(KS GSNY daECankeapt oAMnChidag: YI OKAYy S 3.
Univ. of Chicago Press 1949).

525 SeeNancey MurphyBodies and Souls, or Spirited Bod@ambridge: CUP 2006%5-69.
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ed 2t dzii A 2 y I SKENot juat 2efighbrg Bublaw as well, can be reduced to neuroscience.
Farah notes with some understatement tH§tfihe idea that behaviour is determined by physical
causes is hard to reconcile with the intuitive notions of free avili moral agency on which our
fS3artf aeaisd%a IINB ol aSR®¢

LYRSSRS xfté& Aad +y AffdzAA2YI YIyeé ySdNBfl ¢ a
bits of evidence for this claim are studidsased on the pioneering work of Benjamin Libet,
suggestinghat the brain signals the body to engage in actions before we become consciously

aware of the action we will tak®#® ¢ KA & G LINBEO23yAlGA2y ¢ adz3asSada Gl
NBalLlyasSa (2 adAayvydZ A yR (KI i epadde@dniyiaiiddd 2 dza &
y2iG G2 a@SG2¢é oKIG GKS ONFAY KFa FENBFRe& aiidy
g2y Qié NI OGKSRRAOKSNGE BHFNES GIAOO2NRAY I (2 Yy SdzZNP & ¢
or less responsible than any other for actsonWe are all part of a deterministic system that
d2YSRI@X Ay (UKS2NR:I ¢S0gKEt yaXRYS2Ft & N RB NE&
Ga20ALf O2yadNHzOGzZ¢ tF¢g Ada |y AyauNHzySydl f aal
constructing,and the society we are constructing ultimately is reducible to the evolutionary

history embedded in our brains.

David Eaglemarirector of the Initiative for Neuroscience and the Law at the Baylor College of
Medicing is a leading proponent of this vieW* Eagleman states the issder neurolawas

follows: "the crux of the question is whether all of your actions are fundamentally on autopilot

2N 6KSUKSNI GKSNB A& a2YyS tAGGES oAlG OGKPFG Aa W

526 University of Pennsylvania Center for Neuroscience & Society website, available at
http://neuroethics.upenn.edu/index.php/sectioblog/28-articles/72scienceandthe-soul (last visited March 10,
2010).

52’Martha Farah;Responsibility and Brain Functioayaildble at http://neuroethics.upenn.edu/index.php/penn
neuroethicsbriefing/responsibilitya-brain-function

528 Garland Neuroscience and the LasupraNote 48 56.

5291hid.

530 |bid. at 68.

531 Seehttp://www.nuelaw.org (last visited October 28, 2011).

532 Daivd Eaglemanncognito: The Secrefdiof the BraiNew York: Pantheon 201 1)66.
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Eagleman ffers a seemingly mundane example: the evday activity of driving home from

G2N] YR 2LISYAyYy3I (K S3MoERoyUS wilkrealizBJif @efreflec/o iese K2 Y S
actions once we are comfortably seated on the couch after a long day, thatave thome on

mental autcepilot and that we opened the door without thinking about the location of the
doorknob. If our route had been changed because of road construction, or if our significant other

had installed a new door with a different type of opentitings would have been different: these

new facts would have required greater attentiveness. For Eagleman, this means that the
conscious aspect of returning home fromwork isonl I &t A G G f S noewé becamg (1 K S
habituated to the routinejt becomes automati€3* The same is true, he argues, for all of our

actions, including what we mistakenly attribute to intentionality.

In a recent interview, Eagleman acknowledged that his view of neurobiology undermines
libertarian notions of personal wonomy and free wilP3> Asked, whether neuroscience
O2YL) SGiSfe& SNRBRSa 2NJ 4 fSFradag OKFfftSy3aSa (GKS
F¥FNIFAR AlG R2Sazé¢ Geéez2dz  NB @2dz2NJ oAz2f2383¢é | yR ¢
extentweK S FTNBS gAft AG Aa 2yte& | oAl SBH 2SN AY

9F At SYFYy aaSNla GKFId daoid6KS dzyAljdzS LI GGSNya
qualify aschoicey (G KSaS I NB (K% | G MRZ 36 FiNiBultiie b thali d &

gap into which to slip free wid the uncaused causerbecause there seems to be no part of the

YI OKAYSNE GKIFG R2Sa y20 F2tft206 AMPHdargldstmt | £ NI
O2y OSLJia 2F aof SRS AAK2 dafaROARS ONEB LI IyA&R (K G a o
NEY2OSR TNRY PKEItySBRNIKNE Sa ®£ Aldoking GoNdBdtthat | a0 |

533bid.

534 bid.

535 Seehttp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wSQY7kBy8(last visited October 28, 2011).

536 |bid. Of course, he did not explain how his views about biological determinism are consistent with his

description of firstLISNE 2y LIKSYy2YSy2f 23A0Ff ljdzZr f Al 6aLQVYntsk TN ARXE
before offering that grim response, he suggested thatfieedback treatments for criminals would provide them

GAGK | Gt AOSNII NAIF yédbidgl &8 (2 aKSfLI GKSYaSt gSaosé
537 David EaglemaniThe Brain on Tri@ The Atlantic, July/August 2011.

538 |pid.

539 |bid.
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demands the impossible task of untangling the hopelessly complex web of genetics and

environmentthatconstlzOG a4 GKS GNI 2SCG#2NEB 2F | KdzYly € AFS

Eaglemag aearmechanistic view of human nature is reflected in his bold and ultimately
frightening vision of the legal system. Since people do not really possess moral agency, the
guestion for the law is not whethethe accused is tblamefor his or her conduct, but rather
GKSOGKSN) 0KSNE Aa a2YSUGUKAY3I GRAFFSNByYyGé o6 2dzi
act in a certain way*! We shouldd KAy {1 | 6 2 dzi O MRKhE sayhe way We2thinR dzO 4 &
aboutany2 G KSNJ LIK@aAOFf LINPOSaasz>*xdzOK Fa RAIFI6SGSaA

Eagleman admits that, at present, only in relatively rare cases can we assert with confidence that

I LIS ahtBotigl conduct was causeg an identifiable brain condition, such as a turinrg

this, he claims, is merely a problem of technolétjyIn principle, he suggests, science will one

day be able to measure biological states with a degree of comprehensiveness and granularity

that will permit a full diagnosis of criminal conduct. CulpdbA 18X KS | NBHdzSaz a
RSGSNNYAYSR o6& GKS f A%Miplace & FaditddaNagR goiiceplis ®i@eiily 2 £ 2 3
FYR ofl YSY 9 3f SYiy2 2AINRYLIEE S35 & 0 SIVF 2AND FoNKR: OK ONJ
feedback treatments designed B & NI Ay G K S A NJ-302ND AMlyta V2Kl | ONIR2ZAN JEL I

~ —n

H2g R2Sa 91 3f SYI y-a REMIAYES KA dzf RG LN Y Ay | g2
RSUSNNYAYAAYK 'S aLlsSl1a 2F aaz20Alf O2y (NI O0ax
GF 220AS8OGaAaKAVRNBARUZ £ NR 3 R All ofithése cohdeBsSaR2 Y 2 F
O2dzNB ST LINBadzlll2zasS (GKS @GSNE afF2f1é¢ O2yO0OSLIia
91 3t SYIFIyQa ySdz2NE a OA S ¢ ObforEagleinad, ahSsk EodcepRs e thgfed (| NJzO
artifacts of evolution.d! Y SIF yAy 3 Fdz GKS2NER 2F KdzYly oAz2f 23

549 |bid.

54 Seelbid.at 174177.
542 |pid. at 170.

543 |bid.at 175176.

544 |bid.at 176.

54 |bid.

54 | bid.
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Cannot be reduced to chemistry and physics, but instead must be
understood in its own vocabulary of evolution, competition,
reward, desire, reputation, avarice, friendship, trubunger, and

so ong in the same way that traffic flow will be understood not in
the vocabulary of screws and spark plugs, but instead in terms of
speed limits, rush hours, road rage, and people wanting to get
home to their families as soon as possibleewttheir workday is
over>47

Insteadof assuming people ordinarily possess a degree of agency that allows them tsechoo
whether to abide by the law9 I 3f SYIFy | NHdzS&a GKI G0 GONRYAYLIl f a
AyOr LI otS 2F KFI@Ry3 | OGSR 20KSNBAASDE

The rde the legal system would then shift from assigning blame based on agency to changing

the lawbreake® brain state in order to produce more desirable behavidihis would be
accomplished by GLINBFNRBY Gl 62NJ 2dzi ¢ OFYANINEIVAQE T
sentenceg their prescribed prefrontal workout regimenwould depend on the degree to which

GKS LISNE2YyQa o0A2f238& Aa éafaniidcdvarédomesstré of o I 4 SR
neuroplasticity?®® The concept of variable neuroplasticity is importaiagleman observes,

because contrary to the ideals of developed democracies, all peoplearereated equal:
GOeBKAETS I RYANIO0fSSE GKS y20A 25%Peapl? Vary Widely bogh S Ij dzl
in nature and in nurturé®2 With this truth in Kl yRYX ¢S O2dzZ R adlF Af 2 NJ
NEKFIOAEAGEFOGAZ2YE (2 GKS AYyROpZPARdzr f Qa4 ALISOATAO

If neurolaw is truly to fulfill its promise, wHy 2 S &y afdént believer such as Dadagleman

go altin for lobotomies, chemical castrationsnd other more direct biological interventions?

G¢KS SiKA EhdgemddNRDHT SAYTE>Y LA G204 2y K2g YdzOK |
AGa ORAKIASYY aAddé | af I YRYIFN] LINRPofSYé Ay Yy SdzNP &

547 |bid.at 21819.
548 |bid. 177.

549 |bid. at 182186.
550 |bid. at 188189.
55 | bid.

%52 |pid. at 187.

553 |bid. at 188.

54 |bid. at 182.
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brain,howcanwd SSLJ A2 FSNYYSyila PRBEYSYSRROANFHSHAURAEA (
that legal advances of recent years, such as civil rights legislation, should not be compromised:
GO26dzNJ a20AFE LIfTAOASE ¢2N] G2 OSYSwWiandioy 2 LI

P

ddzN¥2dzy G GKS ol 4Sai%FF O0Sia 2F KdzYty yI (Gdz2NBdé

3. NeuroLaw and the Camp

Reductive NeuroLaw advocates such as David Eagleman never expldint 0 SNy a A1 S
2NJ A YSRREAYy3Ié 2N aSYyfA3IKGSYSRE 2N & acahdd? dzy 4 ¢
Nor does he venture any suggestion about why some behaviors should qualify for a prefrontal
workout while others ought to be left unchecked, or encouraged. In a world without
transcendence, whyshould2 yS 2 NHIF YA ayYQa AYY!l Yy SN T NI2YIK SoB
Eagleman recites notorious examples of pedophiles and mass murderers whose conduct clearly

was influenced by significant brain traumas or invasive tumors. What makes their brain states or

their conductabnormaland therefore subject to ctd5 O A 2 ¥y K 2 K@ 2dAKG 32
l2aasSaa (GKS LI2oSNI G2 YSRRES gA0GK OAGAT SyaQ oN
0§ KSNB | NENAYIX (icayeSdaNP G SNY 9 3t SYly AYySELX AOl of @

only gametheoretic solutons for passing along genes.

To move from extreme examples such as pedophiles and mass murderers, consider a society in
which people who hold undesirable ideas and engage in othersacial practiceg say, rallies

and demonstrations for political or ligious causes opposed by the majority of the populace

are sent to reeducation camps for prefrontal workouts. To refine the example, let us admit that

people are not in fact created equal, and that the task of determining which rallies and
demonstratians are antisocial is taken on by an elite class specially bred for this Taskisk the

reductio ad Hitlerum, Visionsof Aryan supremacy, Communist China during the Cultural
wS@2tdziA2y s 02y (1SYLR2NINE b2NK SYhesddrenothetR h NI

ideas, dressed up though they may be in the trendy lingo of neuroscience.

555 |bid.
556 |bid. at 186.
57See A1 ALISRALF X awSRdzOG A 2https:Ren.wikipédia iy Reductio Zatl_Miflekumt S I
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Eagleman, to be fair, is not advocating a neuroscientific totalitarian state, but there appears to
be no reason why not. There simply is no basis in neuroscientesfexpressed preference of
liberal democratic values or for any other notion of human dignity inscribed in the law. Having
given up on a meaningful notion of persons and agency, he destroys the basis for understanding
G KdzY 'y Sl dz £ A G @& #randcends diferetcashnimériial capaditi

Indeed, Eagleman at times seems uncomfortable with his own logic. In an effort to critique any
concept of an immaterial soglg KA OK KS NBFSNAE (2 Iche réhdaksé&s SE G NI
various examplesf how brain states, chemical alterations (such as cocaine) and brain injuries

Oy I FFSOU o0SKIFI@GA2NE I|yR O2yOfdzRSa GKFGO GAn
neurotransmitters, hormones, viruses, and genes can place their little hands on the gteerin

GKSSt 27 2%%RQuodn§ keuréeiigidtbaitha Farah, he asks

if an antidepressant piltan help us take everyday problems in

stride, and if a stimulant can help us meet our deadlines and keep

our commitments at work, then must not unflabbableic]s

temperaments and conscientious characters also be features of

LJIS2 L) SQ&d 02RASAK YR AT a2 Aa UGUKSNB |
not a feature of their bodies’?°

GLT GKSNB Aa a2YSUKAy3a tA1S | &a2dzZ éwit®thedt SYI vy
YAONR A O2 LINGH CRRIV AlfRAARE LI2AYG 2F OASeIé KS y2i
NBERAzOUAZ2YAAY KlFa | aAGNRBYy3I®F22(0K2fR AY Y2RSNY

558 Cf. Stephen R.L. ClaBiplogy & Christian Ethigs c n 6y 2 ( A y 3  iéskahdimindshave een2 dzNJ 6 2 R
constructed from chance innovations by evolutionary selection, without any regard to Beauty or the Good, it may

0S GNHz2S GKFdG Y2ad YAY2NI RSOAlFIGA2ya gAft 0SS tfSaa WFAGQO
disillusoned eye. Why should we not rearrange things to secure whatever it is we still find we want? . . . . If we
NBGFAY | NBAARdzZ f Zpainidayd2ldS NdasAll AY28dzaldr AoySof AASET WioKHTRIQ ¢S YA 3K
extinguish living creatures an&tSA NJ LI Ay | f 623 SHKSNWPEO D

559 bid. at 2009.

50lhid.6 [j dz2 GAYy 3 CIF NI KZI adWdx @b SdzNB S (TMieddid Qognitive 8Gend@®d OG A O f
40 (2005)).

561 Eagleman209.

562 1bid.
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But then, remarkably, Eagleman undermines his entire thesis with a critique of reductionism

based on emergenc€* wS RdzOU A2y A&aYI KS &l ®4%EHE critighes th@Qsort G KS &
2F 3IASYSGAO NBRdAZOGAZ2YAAY (GKIFIG RNRO@S GKS | dzYl y
levels of reduction are doomed to tell us very little about the questionA YLJ2 NI | y# (2 K dz
| S y2Ra (G261 NRa aedaiusSvya oAazfz23e o6& y20Ay3 (KL
0SS dzyRSNRG22R 2yfeé Ay GKS O2yGSEG 2F Ay dSNI «
Gly2eft SRAIS 2F GKS 3ISyB3f fl t@yd WNdO KPP IHe @ik T\ O IS
G§KS SEIFYLXS 2F NBRdzOAYy3 |y IANLXIYS G2 | Kdzy]
emergent properties means that something new can be introduced that is not inherent in any of

0KS L% NI ao¢

Somuchfold GKS gl & 91 3ftSYlFLy AyAGAaAlLffte FNFYSR GKS
responsibility: he apparently agrees that there can be a meaningful concept of will and

NBalLlRyaAroAtAade GKFEG ySSR y20 LINELRa SeslthatYAYy R @
gAftf YR NBalLRyairAoAfAde ySSR y2i S@Sy SYSNHS
GYAYRa |YyR oAz2fegdadzil MBG O2yySOUBIRYYSNI (KIFG 68
dzy RSNRBR UGl YRAY 3 gAGK | 1338Z\B latér hebaBoRide® 0 A 2 Y A & G | LILIN.

2 KSy ¢S GlFf1 Foz2dzi WGiKS ONIAYQ YR 0SKI

label for something that includes contributes from a much broader

sociobiological system. The brain is not so much the seat of the

mind as the hub of the minef®
After this statenent, it is hard to comprehend what all the fuss is about. It seems, then, that
Eagleman wants it both ways: he wants neuroscience to replace notions of agency and
Odzft LI 0 AfAGEY odzi G0 GKS aryYS GAYS KS glyda
GFNRASYRAKALIZE GONHza(GZé aLIS2LI SZ¢ YR aFlFYAfASE

S631bid. at 209224.
64 1bid.

565 |bid.at 210.

566 |pid. at 211-212.
567 |bid. at 217.

568 |bid. at 216.
691bid. at 219.
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Ly FFOGx 91l 3is§uestightegging drllmidible okits First, Eagleman assumes

GKFG Fye LINIL 2F GKS ONIAYy GKFG A& aFNBSe G2

0 & af Khiblughdbtkis book, Eagleman gives examples that suggest the brain is comprised

of multiple independent control systems that operate below conscious awareness. He argues
GKIG oKFEG ¢S Ottt aO2yaOAzdzaySaacé edantivewhénz NI 2 7
circumstances require mediation between the sttnscious control systengsa situation that,

in quantitative terms, represents a small portion of our overall brain function. It appears, then,
GKIFG 913t SYlyQa GS MYontyadmalpbron @ duiivéaking arairjadavity G A G I
may be dedicated to conscious decisimaking. This may be true, but Eagleman simply begs the
guestion whether thegualitativeaspects of the activity he assigns to conscious decisiaking

FNES BAdeAZT oKIG ¢S YSI-y 0é é(é@)féé)\ZdZé)[Sééé |
4. NeuroLaw and the Normal Distribution

In an evolving universe, taken solely on its own terms, there is ho normative force to the term

Gy 2NXI f ©é ¢ KSNB | NB LJ?2 Lakizf dedick pfygénstic divisrait) kind | & | &
GKSNBE Aa OKFIy3dS 20SNJ GAYS® ¢tKSNE Aa y2 asSyas
external to survival in the context of the selective pressures on the organism. Perhaps a rough
Fylrt23e G2 | BYyaNBOA B2 W& Rtmpis§ tha patarhefe’ DfGthe LIS
environment the species inhabité! The notion is that natural selection will direct a population

026 NR 0KS YSIy FAadySaa fSgSt | @2 RSGSNXV¥AYSR 0
LletusretuntoL 'y ¢l GGSNERITfQa NBTSNBWOSUdiIRagine @S y 2N
statistical normal distribution in which the mean fitness level represents what Eagleman means

08 Aay2NXIFfé O0SKIGA2ND ¢CKAA A& | 3INBtan €SI LI
0SKI @A 2N f AYVadsHNKIOOAZNE SOy @S Aaz2fl GSR  TNE

570 A truly committed and consistent materialist will reply that, indeed, Eagleman has missed the point: at the end
of the day, there are only quantum probabilities, anatimng else. This seems to be, for example, David Sloan

2 AfazyQa OASsod

571 For a discussion of this concepgeMark RidleyEvolution(London: Blackwell 3d ed. 2002)16-29.

572 Seelbid.
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nevertheless we shall simplify for the sake of discussion. In a normal distribution, more than 25%

of the set falls between one and two standard deviations fromrtiean, as illustrated below?

0.4

0.2 0.3

] 34.1% 34.1%

0.0 0.1

Would Eagleman propose that 25% of the population be assigned to reeducation camps for
prefrontal workouts? In the United States, this would encompass about 780 million people.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, overniilbon peoplewere incarcerated in State and

Federal prisons inthe U.S.as of 26099 EG Sy RAYy 3 9+ 3t SYI yQa O23yAlA
people beyond one standard deviation of the mean therefore would represent a massive
expansion of the criminal justiceystem, without precedent in world history. Or, perhaps,
Eagleman would require cognitive workouts for only the roughly 2% who fall on the tails outside

two standard deviations of the mean? This would cover about 6.8 million people in the U.S.

about sx times the number now incarcerated. Who would decide where to draw this line? Do

the 68% within one standard deviation of the mean get to decide, or the 95% within two standard

deviations?

A significant problem herg which is also a problem with Tatthi I £ f Q& NBEFSNBy OS
distribution ¢ is that, in strictly evolutionary terms, particularly in terms of the concept of fithess

landscapes, it is doubtful whether theres any such thing as a homogenous normal

573|llustration from Wikimedia Commons, available at

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Standard_deviation_diagram.svg.

4 of{ @ / Sy adza / 2YLISYRAIFII ¢+o0fS onTt3X at NRaz2ySNE ¢! YRSNI Wdz
Summary by State 1999009, available at http://www.census.gov/compendia/statabiZtables/12s0347.pdf
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