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religiosity and to his understanding of the relation between the Old and
the New Testaments.

Roper does not always successfully balance her judgements. Nowhere
is this clearer than in her persistent assumption that one of Luther’s
key innovations was an understanding of human nature that ‘escaped
the split between flesh and spirit’ and rejected centuries of Catholic
tradition that had condemned the sexual act and nurtured a disgust of
sex as ‘polluting’. It is true that this perception can be easy to derive
from the nature of the contemporary sources, dominated as they were
by what Heiko Oberman once called a ‘marriage’ of Nominalism and
Augustinian voluntarism in late medieval theological thought. But a brief
glance at those centuries of Catholic tradition would have alerted Roper
to just how misleading this perception can be. It would have allowed her
to dwell more carefully on the many channels of communication that
existed, but which were tragically closed by intransigence on both sides.
This weighty quibble, however, should not detract from the importance
of an otherwise admirably researched, elegant and accessibly written
volume, one clearly destined to take its place as one of the most helpful
recent contributions to our understanding of a religious genius who
fascinates as often as he infuriates.

FERNANDO CERVANTES

FREE WILL AND THEISM: CONNECTIONS, CONTINGENCIES, AND
CONCERNS, edited by Kevin Timpe and Daniel Speak, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2016, pp. viii + 316, $85.00, hbk

Philosophers have spent a lot of time asking ‘Does God exist, and what
is God’s nature?’. They have also engaged at length with the question
‘Do people have free will?’. Often, though, their discussions of these
questions have been presented without bringing them together. So we
frequently find philosophers talking about the existence and nature of
God while saying nothing about human freedom. And we find many
authors writing about human freedom while having nothing to offer on
the existence and nature of God.

Yet these topics can be treated as overlapping. The belief that our
behaviour is totally determined by prior physical causes has led some
philosophers to favour atheism, while certain beliefs about God’s
goodness have influenced other thinkers in the direction of the view that
we sometimes enjoy a robust kind of freedom from causal determinism.
Again, some philosophers have argued that even though our actions
always have causes distinct from us, it does not follow that we are
therefore unfree — a view which has led some to the conclusion that
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freedom is somehow compatible with causal necessitation, even by
God.

As Timpe and Speak explain: ‘The primary goal of this collection is
to address the interplay between philosophical debates about free will,
on the one hand, and about theistic religious belief, on the other’ (p. 3).
And it does so successfully. Free Will and Theism provides discussions
of freedom that seriously engage with discussions concerning God, and
vice versa. And the essays in the volume are all as philosophically
sophisticated as any that one might expect to find in a book published
by Oxford University Press .

The view that free actions are uncaused is usually referred to as ‘lib-
ertarianism’, and some philosophers have suggested that libertarianism
has often been promoted in philosophical circles more by theological
reasons than by hard-headed philosophical ones. This is a view that
Manuel R. Vargas lucidly defends in the book’s first essay, one which
Timpe and Speak seem to take seriously since they highlight it in
their introduction while noting the extent to which theists trying to
defend belief in God in the light of the so-called ‘problem of evil’
have recourse to what is called ‘the free will defence’. And Vargas’s
line of thinking is echoed and defended by John Martin Fischer in the
book’s second essay, which, with an eye on belief in God, argues that
we have grounds for adopting a ‘compatibilist’ view of freedom —
one which takes freedom to be the product of causes beyond our
control, one which holds that freedom can co-exist with determinism.
Fittingly, perhaps, Fischer’s essay is followed by one by Laura W.
Ekstrom, who claims that libertarian free will is not as valuable as
many theists take it to be when they write about the problem of
evil.

Subsequent essays in the volume address the following questions: (1)
What implications for free will and the goodness of God follow from
the belief that God is ultimately responsible for all that we do? (2) Can
we establish universally true conditions for moral responsibility so as to
show the superiority of one view of human freedom over another? (3)
What future can we take ourselves to have before God if we effectively
lack moral responsibility? (4) Should theists think kindly of the view that
freedom is compatible with causal determinism? (5) Does belief in God
favour any particular approach to what human freedom amounts to? (6)
Could God have brought about the existence of a world in which there
are free agents but no moral evil? (7) Does belief in God’s universal
causality conflict with the view that indeterminism is required in the
process that produces a free act? (8) In what sense can God be thought
of as free?

Clearly, therefore, Free Will and Theism contains much to think about.
That said, however, I get the impression that its contributors are, for the
most part, fixated on an either-or distinction that would not have made
sense to some notable philosopher theologians of the past. Here I am
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thinking of Thomas Aquinas, who is cited by name nine times in the
Index, though his views on God and freedom are never expounded and
reflected on by any contributor to the present volume — though W.
Matthews Grant, in ‘Divine Causality and Libertarian Freedom’, seems
well to realize how Aquinas’s thinking might be of use when it comes
to contemporary debates about God and freedom.

I mention Aquinas now since, without supposing that our free actions
could be free if they are causally determined, he thinks that all of our
actions have to be caused by God acting in us as our Creator. Aquinas
is clear that if we are causally determined by things in the universe,
then we are, say, no more free to converse with each other as are
two alarm clocks going off at the same time. He thinks that we are
free if nothing in the world is compelling us to act as we do. But he
also argues that divine causation of our actions is not a matter of God
forcing us to do anything. On his account (a traditional one if you take
account of the history of theology since New Testament times), God is
not something behind the scenes either forcing anything or permitting
it to go this way or that. Aquinas asks us to note that things are as
they are just because God is making them to exist as whatever they
are.

Aquinas presents this view in a number of his writings, but he does
so in an especially clear way in his commentary on Aristotle’s Peri
Hermeneias 1.14. Here he writes: ‘God’s will is to be thought of as
existing outside the realm of existents, as a cause from which pours
forth everything that exists in all its variant forms. Now what can
be and what must be are variants of being, so that it is from God’s
will itself that things derive whether they must be or may or may not
be, and the distinction of the two according to the nature of the two
according to their immediate causes. For he prepares causes that must
cause for those effects that he wills must be, and causes that might
cause but might fail to cause for those effects that he wills might or
might not be. And it is because of the nature of their causes that
some effects are said to be effects that must be and others effects that
need not be, although all depend on God’s will as primary cause, a
cause that transcends the distinction between must and might not.’
(I quote from Timothy McDermott’s translation in Thomas Aquinas:
Selected Philosophical Writings, Oxford University Press, 1993,
p. 283).

You may agree with Aquinas here, or you might conclude that he
is talking nonsense. But I think that the present volume would have
been much improved by some essays dwelling, whether favourably or
otherwise, on the line of argument that he presents in texts such as the
one I have just noted, and on his underlying suggestion that God should
never be thought of as something existing alongside us, as our fellow
creatures are, and as able to tinker with us or to leave us on our own
as things independent of his causality. Contributors to Free Will and
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Theism mostly tend to assume that we can act independently of God or
as determined by God. Aquinas, I would note, has a different view of
God and human freedom to recommend.

BRIAN DAVIES OP

PRACTICAL THEOLOGY AND PIERRE-ANDRÉ LIÉGÉ: RADICAL DOMINICAN
AND VATICAN II PIONEER by Nicholas Bradbury [foreword by Timothy Rad-
cliffe OP], Ashgate, Farnham, 2015, pp. xv + 249, £65.00, hbk

Theology and pastoral work (and theologians and pastors) often exist in
tension with each other. For many pastors, the concerns of theologians
are irrelevant to real, everyday pastoral needs. For many theologians,
pastors encounter failure in transmitting the Christian faith precisely be-
cause they have not grounded their work in theology. Nicholas Bradbury,
an Anglican priest who spent many years in difficult inner-city parishes,
recognised early on the need for focussed theological resources for pas-
toral work, but found little. Having encountered in France catechetical
programmes which he saw as able to dynamise not just pastors but a
whole church community, he became interested in the man who was
arguably their origin, the ‘practical theologian’ Pierre-André Liégé. This
very fine book is the result.

Liégé, a French Dominican, was himself a pastor. His teacher, Yves
Congar, and the other noveaux théologiens were, of course, pastorally
aware: they were driven by their concern at the widening gap between
the Catholic Church’s theology and practice and the realities of the
twentieth century, notably the rise of secularisation. But they were full-
time theologians. Liégé was a chaplain to the scouts, who are still the
largest Catholic youth movement in France. When not with them he
was giving talks, teaching, writing, seeing people. He could not say
no. He was formidably organised, deprived himself of sleep, and was
profoundly rooted in prayer. ‘I like my choice’, he said. He was a
loyal friend, and a zealous preacher and superior, sometimes to the
point of authoritarianism. Sadly but unsurprisingly he died young, at
57, in 1979. Although he never had time to write his magnum opus
on practical theology, he still managed to notch up 433 publications
(Bradbury provides an excellent bibliography). Interestingly, although
he got into trouble along with Congar and the rest in the 1950s, unlike
them he escaped sanction, because several bishops defended him – not
as a theologian, but as a pastor.

What is most striking is how systematic and structural Liégé’s practical
theology is, and this gives it its enduring value. Bradbury’s exploration
shows that Liégé does not just give us a pastoral manual of how to deal
with modern people – he had no time for books of ‘techniques’, not
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