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Thesis Abstract

Could a work of revelation justify itself today asviable theological project? The
question is imperative especially when scepticsehguestioned the validity of

revelation as a doctrinal discipline. Colin Guntoaces the modern difficulty with

revelation to the influence of Hegel in giving rige immediacy, and suggests that
attention should be given to mediation. It is mstlight we argue that the

distinctiveness of Thomas F. Torrance’s theologyestlation and mediation is able
to contribute significantly to the debate and brandgresh breeze to the theological
landscape laden with a sense of revelation-wearines

Principally we are making two claims. First, d®irself-disclosure in Torrance’s
theological scheme instead of immediacy is the atedi of God in Jesus Christ. It
is through the Mediator who bridges between God hathanity that the self-
revelation of God is finally and fully mediated,datihhe normative pattern of the union
and communion of divine and human action of rei@haénd mediation is set. We
would argue that dualism is, to Torrance, the thitea Christ's revelation and
mediation, and the way of surmounting is to rettonthe scientific realism of
understanding God appropriately in accordance with compulsive nature of his
self-disclosure.

Our discussion of Torrance’s pneumatology and pleltmediations involves the
second claim. Notwithstanding the intent to uphofe primacy of scriptural
mediation, we argue that Torrance, in respondinglualistic peril, has made the
unusual move to advocate the effacement of scapiturevelation. Such move is
unjustifiable as it has adverse repercussion nlytfonthe mediation of scripture, but
other media of revelation as well. The move hastlggravitated revelation from
mediation to immediacy and subverted Torrance’sldwcal framework. What is
required of Torrance to overcome the dualisticitensas we claim in the discussion
of the church, Word and sacraments, and contingeaition as media of revelation,
is to remain in line with the normative patternre¥elation and mediation which he
has built upon the foundation of the Mediator. dagmlly revelation in Torrance’s
scheme is the mediation of God’'s self-disclosureCimrist, and the continuous
unfolding of that revelation by the conjoint worktbe divine and the human through
multiple mediations in human history. Finally, weuld engage Paul Tillich and
Colin Gunton in providing Torrance with alternasvéhat affirm the validity of
scriptural mediation.
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I ntroduction

Could a work of revelation justify itself today asviable theological project after
question about the validity of revelation as a doat discipline is raised by F. G.
Downing in, as the title conspicuously suggestas Christianity a Revelation?

Downing is not alone in casting the doubt. RonEflEemann pinpoints that scholars,
among others, such as James Barr, David Kelsey Gotlon Kaufman have
reverberated the query, in one way or anotheffhe sceptical voices may be
construed as representative response to the failitee discussion of revelation,
which dominates theology mainly from the 1920she 1960s, in providing clear
understanding with regard to the nature and pdisgibf the discipline. This is the

period that, according to Thiemann, has given tisea sense of ‘revelation-
weariness’ over the discussion in the theologmadiscapé.

The problem of clarity, however, is not merely adam symptom. The
difficulty can be traced back to the era of Refotiorawhen major differences about
how Christianity is to be perceived as a reveakddjion emerge between Catholic
and Protestant. The matter is complex for theedbfices, as Colin Gunton claims, do
not restrict to beliefs about the nature of scriptand tradition, they concern as well
‘a far less easily formulable question about théura of revelation according to
Christianity, and its relation to its sourcés.The problem compounds during the
Enlightenment when revelation is displaced by reasden reason becomes the yard
to measure the historical basis of Christianity amdery the epistemological
foundation of faith. On this note, Hegel, in pavirey reason as the dynamic self-
revelation of God, regards Christianity as the aéa@ religion and thus engenders the
programme of appropriating revelation as a fornmohediacy that eventually paths
the way for future developments. The immense dmution of Hegel, nevertheless,
is as well one of the main causes of modern ditffowith revelation. According to
Gunton, ‘Since Hegel's time, theology has been daieid by quests for different

forms of immediacy, and that, | believe, is onetrobour modern discomfort with

! F. Gerald DowningHas Christianity a Revelationondon: SCM 1964).
2 Ronald F. ThiemannRevelation and Theology: The Gospel as Narratedrie (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame, 1985), 2-3. See James, Bdd and New in Interpretatio(London: SCM,
1966), 65-102; James Baifhe Bible in the Modern Worl(London: SCM, 1973); David H. Kelsey,
The Use of Scripture in Recent TheoldBhiladelphia: Fortress, 1975); Gordon Kaufman, Essay
g)n Theological Metho@lissoula: Scholars, 1979).

Ibid., 1.
“ Colin GuntonA Brief Theology of Revelatidhondon: T & T Clark, 2005), 2.



question of a revealed religion. The [biblicalltiba of a revealed religion... has
been replaced by different forms of immediaty.’

If Gunton’s account is acceptable, the nineteestitury quest of biblical
criticism could be read as a form of immediacy s movement seeks to attain the
direct knowing of God independent of tradition. eTgost-modern pursuit of biblical
narrative is another example, as the accentuat@amntihe constitution of the reader is
shaped by the retelling of the story is achievethatexpense of the relation between
word and reality. The period between the two, piease Thiemann regards as
leading the discipline into the blind all®y;annot be spared of the influence either.
In alluding to John Baillie who claims in contrdetthe past that modern theology
has come to understand revelation as God revehlingelf, Gunton believes it is
another form of immediacy. Rudolf Bultmann is clearly the theologian of ¢sisial
immediacy to Gunton. The question is would KarlttBébe regarded as another?
Gunton, in making a controversial criticism, sayBarth’s insistence that God is
revealed through God, he [Alan Spence] arguesadstifrom the incarnational and
pneumatological mediation of revelation.” ‘Evewi& concede to Barth the rejoinder
he could make that revelation is mediated by thadmity of Christ, we can continue
to hold against him that the humanity is in somg gi@en short measure, so that the
mediatedness of revelation, given with the rightchas in effect taken away by the
left.’® Arguably there is ground for Gunton’s claim. Hexer, if the conclusion is
suggestive of the model of God-reveals-Godselfragher form of immediacy, we
may diverge slightly from Gunton as here, we clasnwhere the distinctiveness of
Thomas F. Torrance could manifestly be found.

It would be superfluous to add anything to the &sbe of Alister McGrath
that regards Torrance ‘as the most significantidriacademic theologian of the
twentieth century’. Torrance’s contribution indeed has been remaekadsipecially,
among others, his massive oeuvre of theologicaksvoanging from the important

field of science to theolody. As the student of Barth and someone who self-

® Ipid., 3-4.

8 Thiemann, 1.

" Gunton, 7. Cf., John BaillieThe Idea of Revelation in Recent Thoug@lew York: Columbia
University Press, 1956), 55-56.

8 Ibid., 5. Cf., Alan Spence, ‘Christ's Humanityda®urs,” in Persons, Divine and Human: King's
College Essays in Theological Anthropolpgg. Christoph Schwébel and Colin Gunton (Edinbufig
& T Clark, 1992), 89.

® Alister E. McGrath,Thomas F. Torrance: An Intellectual BiograptBdinburgh: T&T Clark, 1999),
Xi.

 Torrance has authored, edited or translated e 860 pieces of work by the time of his
retirement, and another 250 more after that. Se@rith, xi.



professes to have built upon the theological fotindeof his teachet: Torrance is
not the ordinary ‘Barthian’ of regurgitatidh. As Gunton rightly recognises God-
reveals-Godself as the hallmark of Barth’'s theolofjyevelation, so it is of Torrance
but without the difficulties as indicated, or, aast, working to rectify them. That is
to say, and we would suggest, Torrance’s divinedstlosure is to be read as the
endeavour to articulate a theology of revelatiom anediation centred on the
incarnate Son Jesus Christ as the sole Mediatorred®als and mediates the Father
to humanity by the Spirit; the human person of §€his underpinned as the
cornerstone of the normative pattern of revelatind mediation, and the work of the
Spirit is given a far greater role beyond the sciibjeéy of the knower. The emphasis
of mediation is not inadvertent but worked out wifle intent to develop a theology
of revelation and multiple mediations that viewsigeare, church, Word and
sacraments, and contingent creation as the mediaioé revelation. The anchorage
of Torrance’s argument is to be found primarilghe normativeness of the union and
communion of divine and human action that is deineaof the hypostatic union of
Christ. That is to say, the mediation of revelai® achieved by the conjoint effort of
the divine and the human. On this note, theoldgiceence as the human action of
scientific inquiry locates its indispensable andhtiul place in Torrance’s total
interconnected scheme. Here is the distinctiveoé3®rrance: God-reveals-Godself
is the collapse of revelation and mediation in khediator. The inseparability of
revelation and mediation in Jesus Christ is theejes¥ Torrance’s theology that is
able to find the place of some illumination parkgly when the discussion of
revelation is currently having a bewildering time.

Yet, surprisingly, in the light that revelationnst an unfamiliar theme to the
readers of Torrance, this aspect of his thoughtnset® attract less attention than it
deserves. One main reason could possibly be thiagiice, in his whole academic
career, has contributed substantially in variousciglines of scholarly discussion

ranging vastly from patristic to modern theologgddrom theology to science. As

M TCFK, vii. Torrance says that his theological workavé arisen out of a sustained engagement
with the tension between Christian theology, dsas been renewed directly or indirectly through the
great work of Barth, and the general frame of ttbubat has dominated Europe culture for several
hundred years.’

12 \Whether Torrance should be called a Barthian issue of debate. For example, Richard Gelwick
claims that as a mature theologian he has moveshdeBarth. McGrath, Weightman and Langford
however believe that Torrance’s work is the furtliefinement of the methodology of Barth’'s
theology. See Richard Gelwick, Review: ‘Transfdiom and Convergence in the Frame of
Knowledge,’Journal of the American Academy of Religibh (1986): 198; McGrath, 133-40; Colin
Weightman,Theology in a Polanyian Universe: The Theology lwbrias TorrancéNew York: Peter
Lang, 1994), 132; Thomas A. Langford, ‘T. F. Toaes Theological Science: A Reactio8gottish
Journal of Theolog5 (1972): 155.



his diverse works are influential and have arousgdificant responses not only in
the United Kingdom but more so in the United Stated areas in Southeast Asia,
studies of them have often been led to differenu$es. A quick overview of some
academic works on Torrance in recent decades witlufdinate the diversity and
perhaps ably explain the ‘neglect. One of theliestr doctoral theses is
accomplished by Gray who attempts to explore T@eaunderstanding of theology
as a discipline of scien¢&. Sansom adopts similar approach in his work acddes
more on the methodological aspect of Torrance’satisse:* Trook looks into
Torrance’s arguments of the correlation betweeansei and theology, and seeks to
examine the interrelatedness that connects thepliies’® The importance of
Torrance’s Christology is taken up by YeungBring and Knowind® The work
analyses the implications of the doctrine of Chiistuman knowing of the triune
God and science. Richardson has done a thoroudk eh Torrance’s appropriation
of science, particularly the realism of Einsteingaience, in explicating the ultimate
trinitarian reality!” Torrance’s use of Einstein in theology is oncaenexamined by
Wong!® Spjuth approaches Torrance with the frameworthefdoctrine of creation.
He has done exemplary work in comparing Torrancth iéberhard Jingel and
brought to light the significant influence of Bamim both of then? Weightman’s
thesis aims at the contribution of Polanyi on Tocels theological sciendd.
Martin, in comparing Torrance with Polanyi, expleréhe incarnational basis of
Christian educatio:  Simmons in his research has addressed Torrance’s

christological exploration of science through seticastudies””> Luoma’s detailed

3 Bryan J. A. Gray, ‘Thesis: Theology as Science: Bxamination of the Theological Methodology
of Thomas F. Torrance’ (Katholieke Universiteit &uven, 1975).

1 Dennis Lee Sansom, ‘Thesis: Scientific Theologg: Bxamination of the Methodology of Thomas
Forsyth Torrance’ (Southwestern Baptist Theolog®etninary, 1981).

> Douglas Alan Trook, ‘Thesis: The Unified Christotiéic Field: Toward a Time-Eternal Relativity
Model for Theological Hermeneutics in the onto-Rieleal Theology of Thomas F. Torrance’ (The
University of Drew, 1986).

® H. K. Yeung,Being and Knowing: An Examination of T.F. Torrasc€hristological Science.
(Hong Kong: Alliance Bible Seminary, 1996).

17 Kurt A. Richardson, ‘Thesis: Trinitarian Realiffhe Interrelation of Uncreated and Created Being
in the Thought of Thomas F. Torrance’ (UniversityBasel, 1993).

8 W. H. Wong, ‘Thesis: An Appraisal of the Intergion of Einsteinian Physics in T.F. Torrance's
Scientific Theology' (The University of Aberdeer@).

¥ Roland Spjuth,Creation, Contingency and Divine Presence in thedldgies of Thomas F.
Torrance and Eberhard Jing@lund: Lund University Press, 1995).

% Colin Weightman,Theology in a Polanyian Universe: The Theology bbrias TorrancéNew
York: Peter Lang, 1994).

2! Robert Keith Martin, ‘Thesis: The Incarnate GrouofdChristian Education: The Integration of
Epistemology and Ontology in the Thought of MichBelanyi and Thomas F. Torrance’ (Princeton
Theological Seminary, 1995).

2 Stephen Arthur Simmons, ‘Thesis: The SemantioSaf and Nature in the Writings of Thomas F.
Torrance’ (The University of Chicago, 1995).
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work bestowshomoousionthe central focus of Torrance’s understanding ref t
relation between theology and sciefite.

The above projects in one way or another concentoat the interrelation
between science and theology in Torrance’s corfduere are, however, other works
which pay more attention to matters of dogma armbldgy. For example, Kang
gives a thorough discussion on Torrance’s profoumderstanding of the significance
of the vicarious humanity of Chriét. Stamps analyses the relation between the
Eucharist and incarnation, and presents an integesaspect of Torrance’s
sacramental theologwithin the framework of Calvii® Brondos works on the
reconciliatory nature of Christ and the significanof atonement in Torrance’s
schemé® Lucas, in comparing Torrance with Balthasar, ys&s the doctrine of
personhood! The theme of personhood is again looked into &yaB in the context
of post-modern er® Torrance’s discourse of the nature and work ef $ipirit in
relation to the triune Godhead is examined by $hiRedding examines the relation
between the priestly ministry of Christ and prayer Torrance’ theological
framework and sets it within the eucharistic tragitof the Church of Scotlari].
The theme of union with Christ is taken up, althowgther differently, by Rankin
and Kye. Rankin develops his work by mainly foagson Torrance’s Auburn and
New College lecture notéS. Kye gives a much complete and well-structured
account of Torrance’s thought on the topic thatldoserve as a fine secondary

literature®

% Tapio Luoma,Incarnation and Physics: Natural Science in the albgy of Thomas F. Torrance
(New York: Oxford, 2002).

% p. S. Kang, ‘Thesis: The Concept of the Vicariblisnanity of Christ in the Theology of Thomas
Forsyth Torrance’ (The University of Aberdeen, 1983

% Robert Julian Stamps, ‘The Sacrament of the WomtéFlesh: The Eucharistic Theology of
Thomas F. Torrance’ (St John's College, 1986).

% D. A. Brondos, ‘Thesis: Jesus Christ the LivingcBwiliation: A Transformational Model of
Atonement’ (King's College, 1996).

2’ R.H. Lucas, ‘Thesis: The Whole Christ for the Whélerson: A Comparative and Critical Study of
the Doctrine of Personhood in Hans Urs Von Balthaseal the Doctrine of Sanctification in T. F.
Torrance in Light of Their Trinitarian Theology’ i€ University of Aberdeen, 1997).

B A. M. Bevan, ‘Thesis: The Person of Christ and keure of Human Participation in the Theology
of T.F. Torrance: A Post-Modern Realist ApproactPérsonhood’ (The University of London, 2002).
% M-C. Shin, ‘Thesis: A Dialogical Trinitarian Pneatology: A Critical Appraisal of Contemporary
Pneumatological Discourse in the Light of Torramcetinitarian Theology’ (The University of
Aberdeen, 1997).

% G. E. Redding, ‘Thesis: The Significance of theefthood of Christ for a Theology of Prayer in the
Reformed Tradition, with Reference to T.F and JiBtrance, and the Eucharistic Tradition of the
Church of Scotland’ (King's College, 1999).

31 william Duncan Rankin, ‘Thesis: Carnal Union wittrist in the Theology of T.F. Torrance’ (The
University of Edinburgh, 1997).

% Kye Won LeeLiving in Union with Christ: The Practical Theology Thomas F. TorrancéNew

York: Peter Lang, 2003).



A few works that are related to the subject of @oncern have to be
mentioned. Guthridge has worked on Torrance’s €Bbldgy with the frame of
revelation and reconciliation. Although revelatisndiscussed, the main concern of
Guthridge, and rightly so, is Torrance’s insight@ifristology. In addition, as the
work is done in 1967, it is therefore deprived ofifince’s later important works.
McPake’s research on the reception of Barth in I8adtdoes make reference to
Torrance’s concept of God's self-revelatifn. Morrison gives a meticulous and
substantive account of Torrance’s knowledge of Gpdinderscoring the importance
of epistemological realisit. McPake and Morrison although deal with Torrance’s
revelation, due to their main focuses, they, liketl&idge, are unable to give it the
centre-stage; the theme of revelation and media#iod the critical relation between
them in Torrance’s profound thought fail to shin®erhaps, among all, Kruger’s
project comes closest to the subject in questidn. Participation in the Self-
Knowledge of God: The Nature and Means of Our Kedge of God in the Theology
of T. F. Torrance Kruger explores Torrance’s understanding of ouwwkedge of
God in Christ by the Spirit. Kruger aims to arghat in Torrance’s scheme our
knowledge of God lies primarily in our participation God’s self-knowing. Such
knowledge is chiefly communicated through the darttneans of scripture,
sacraments and church. However, as the title stggehe main focus on
participation in the self-knowledge of God excludeselation and critical issues of
immediacy and mediation from the main menu. Dudht® ‘neglect’, Torrance’s
theological science and discussion of scientifguiny as human participation in the
knowledge of God are given less than little attemtiand the quintessential discourse
of the contingent creation as the crucial mediurmediating our knowing of God is
left without mentioning. In addition, Torrance’sbdle yet sophisticated rhetoric of
the dynamic of the union and communion of divind &mman action of revelation
and mediation remains very much to be uneartheaking said that it is in no way to
discredit Kruger's effort, as his work remains uestionably as one of the most
useful reference materials. But the work, like élh®ve projects mentioned, involves

to certain extent the discussion of revelation getdsubordinates it to the main thrust

¥ Joannes Guthridge S.J., ‘Thesis: The Christolédy &. Torrance: Revelation and Reconciliation

in Christ’ (Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, 1967

3 J. L. McPake, ‘Thesis: H. R. Mackintosh, T. F. ramce and the Reception of the Theology of Karl
Barth in Scotland---with Particular Reference te tBoncept of the Self-Revelation of God’ (The
University of Edinburgh, 1994).

% John D. Morrison,Knowledge of the Self-Revealing God in the ThowfhThomas Forsyth
Torrance(New York: Peter Lang, 1997).



of the thesis, fails to engage the problems thait@uhas acutely pinpointed. Thus,
with the notion that a work is yet to be fully contied to Torrance’s revelation and
mediation, we believe a project of such nature @qustify its valid place in the on
going research of Torrance that is increasinglyiggigreater momentum. It is with
this intent that the present project is undertakemn rudimentary steps are made to
embark on a journey of academic expedition.

Principally we endeavour to make two claims. Fidstine self-disclosure in
Torrance’s theological scheme instead of immedistize mediation of the incarnate
Son of God Jesus Christ. It is through the Mediatbo bridges between God and
humanity that the self-revelation of God is finayd fully mediated, and the
normative pattern of the union and communion ofirdivand human action of
revelation and mediation---of which God in Chrigtthe dynamic work of the Spirit
is revealed continuously in human history throughitiple mediations---is set. Thus,
in the first three chapters that constitute pae ohthe thesis, our chief focus is to
analyse Torrance’s thought on Jesus Christ as Goelislation and mediation.
Chapter one would examine Torrance’s understanofinge nature and fulfiilment of
Christ as the two-way movement of God’s revelatow mediation. Through the
mediation of Israel and ultimately has its foundatin the hypostatic union of Christ,
we would argue that Torrance’s thought on the ndismagattern of revelation and
mediation as the conjoint action of the divine athé human in union and
communion is unfolded. We turn to what Torranceceres to be the threat to
God’s revelation and mediation in chapter two,db&iment of dualism. We attempt
to show that Arian dualism and Newtonian dualismoading to Torrance relegate
divine self-disclosure by separating God from theated world irreconcilably. As
the main problem of dualism lies in approachingirdivrevelation and mediation
from the standpoint of humanity separating errosgothe knowing from the being
of God, we suggest Torrance’s postulation of thgickl science that takes
cognisance of the realism of Einsteinian-Polangieience is to be read as the repair
of the damage. Thus, chapter three would focud @mance’s understanding of
scientific inquiry as the appropriate human actibacause it is carried out
responsively in accordance with the nature of €hrigvelation and mediation.

Theological science as the apposite human actidgheohormative pattern of
revelation and mediation leads the discussion tinéosecond part of the thesis that
pivots on Torrance’s arguments of the work of timriSand multiple mediations.

Chapter four aims at the pneumatology of Torranttewould examine firstly the

7



essentiality of the communion of the Spirit as diane action of bringing humanity
to God in Christ, and secondly the importance eféhpistemic dynamic of the Spirit
in enabling the mediation of divine revelation b tcorrelation of our rational
knowing with God’s objective being through mediacadated existence.

Our discussion of Torrance’s multiple mediationscimapter five and six
involves the second claim of the thesis. We woutidihe analysis of Torrance’s
understanding of the normative status of scripturechapter five, claim that
notwithstanding the intent to uphold the mediatoayure, his unexpected advocacy
of the effacement of scripture (after it has serwsdfunction of mediation) has
adverse repercussion not only for the mediatedradsscripture, it has also
unknowingly gravitated revelation from mediation tmmediacy. @ We would
critically examine the nature and cause of the edew and ascertain the severe
ramifications the shift to immediacy entails. Weuld argue that the move of
effacing scripture is both unjustifiable and unreseey because it is not only at odds
with his explication of the importance of multipieediations, it also cuts against the
grain of the normative pattern of the union and camion of divine and human
action of revelation and mediation. It fundamdwtalibverts Torrance’s theology of
revelation and mediation. What is required of &aoe in this regard, as our
examinations of his discourse of the church, Wand sacraments, and contingent
creation as the ordained media of divine self-disgie in chapter six would argue, is
to remain in line with the normative pattern ofekation and mediation which he has
built upon the foundation of the Mediator. The huptsof our argument essentially is
that revelation in Torrance’s theological schempriacipally the mediation of God’s
self-disclosure achieved in Jesus Christ, and dmtirmious unfolding of that which
Christ has achieved in human history by the dynawnek of the Spirit and the
scientific participation of humanity through mediticreated existence of which God
has ordained.

Finally, apart from recapitulating the main argutserwe would, in the
conclusion of the thesis through a brief dialogughWillich and Gunton, provide
Torrance with alternatives that affirm the mediatess of scripture. Tillich and
Gunton are selected because of their contrastiegldgical position in relation to
Torrance, and also they belong to the same hisloeia. Tillich’'s insight of the
revelatory role of religious symbol and Gunton’&wiof propositional revelation
would be able to give Torrance some impetus tonsider the unnecessary move.

Their arguments would be, at least, food for thaugh



To end we would state that the purpose of this vi®tk examine Torrance’s
theology of revelation and mediation. The thesssiMt proceed by appropriating the
method of systematic analysis. With the intenuitdold the vision of Torrance, to
engage him within his arguments that are embedddudsi enormous corpus so to
appreciate the beauty of architectonic intercorath@éss and to sieve through the
problematics, little attention would be paid to ttestext and historical development
of his thought. The fact is, as McGrath and Kyénpout, Torrance is remarkably

coherent and consistent in his theological artiethroughout his research Iife.

% McGrath, xii, xiv; Kye, 2.



Part |

Chapter One
The Mediation of Christ

Chapter one, as part one of the thesis, aims aaioe’s thought on Jesus Christ as
the revelation and mediation of God. The taskhef ¢hapter is twofold. First, it
attempts to examine Torrance’s claim that JesusstObrthe sole Mediator of God,
and it is in and through him that one locates th#lrhent of divine revelation and
mediation. We will begin our analysis first by dissing the mediation of Israel. We
intend to argue that as Israel to Torrance is thmlwv of the incarnation it is through
her that the normative pattern of divine revelatssrd mediation is grounded, as it
awaits its fulfiiment in the coming of the Son ob& We will proceed to discuss
Torrance’s understanding of the nature of the Woralde flesh. We attempt to
demonstrate that the concept of hypostatic unioooimes for Torrance the
undergirding principle to articulate Christ as tlepitome of the union and
communion of divine and human action, and in him tlvo-way movement of the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation fimdsfulflment. Second, in our
analysis of the mediation of Israel we would artjust Torrance indeed possesses a
rich understanding of multiple mediations. The uangnt is meant to be an
anticipation of a fuller study especially when weme to chapter five and six of the
thesis. It nevertheless serves to prepare the siad demonstrate the theological
thrust of Torrance with regard to the importancenufltiple mediations and the

indispensability of the media of divine revelation.

TheMediation of |sra€l

The purpose of this section is to examine Torramteught on the nature of Israel’s
mediation. We would argue that by appropriating #malogy of ‘tool’, Torrance
develops implicitly the concept of multiple mediats and underpins the importance
of the unity of the form and being of the mediadimine mediation. Through the

analysis of the two-way movement of revelation ¢ituted within the covenantal
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relation between God and Israel, we attempt tobéskathe essentiality of the union
and communion of divine and human action in rei@eand mediation. Finally, as
the embodiment of divine revelation, we would ardhat the media assume an
indispensable place in Torrance’s theology of r@i@h and mediation that cannot be
discarded, relegated or taken lightly.

Frederick the Great of Germany once asked his tgridactor this question.
‘Zimmermann, can you give me a single proof of thestence of God?" Dr.
Zimmermann replied, ‘Your Majesty, the Jews!'The reply to Torrance is not
merely about the proof of God’s existence. Mor@amtantly it is about the great
mystery of God especially in relation to his worfdeprovidence in the world. The
persistent existence of the Jews testifies tornteni and act of God in the world. It
is God'’s deliberate work to set ‘the Jews beforeeven to-day in order to teach us
something that we cannot learn in any other Wayl'o Torrance the selection of
Israel by God underlines the singular purpose ofiiat;ng God’s self-revelation in
the world in order that the salvation of humangymade possible through the later
coming of the incarnate Son of God, Jesus Christrrance says, ‘In his desire to
reveal himself and make himself knowable to mankirelselected one small race out
of the whole mass of humanity, and subjected ibtensive interaction and dialogue
with him in such a way that he might mould and gh#ps people in the service of
his self-revelation® and ‘out of the womb of Israglesus--the Jew from Nazaretf.’

If God may be known through the Jews, the questmvitably is ‘How is it
possible...? It is a question about the nature of mediatidmgua the characteristic
of Israel being the medium of God’s self-disclosuréduman history. To answer the
question, Torrance uses ‘tool’ as an analogy. $ks,dWhat are the tools we need in

order to grasp the content of divine revelatiBnPorrance continues,

! Thomas F. Torrance, ‘Salvation is of the Jeviisangelical Quarterly 22 (1950): 164. Torrance
cites the illustration from Barth’'Bogmatics in Outline, 72ff. Torrance regards the existence of the
Jews as an astonishing miracle. He says thatlbhellaws of geography, history and ethnography,
Israel ought to have been swallowed up in the océdrumanity and to have disappeared along with
ghe Amalekites, the Moabites, and all the othepfeoof the ancient days.

Ibid.
*MC, 7.
4 ‘3alvation is of the Jews’, 167. Author’s italidhe concept of Israel as the womb of the incémnat
is significant in Torrance’s understanding of tlagerisrael plays in mediating God’s self-revelation
He says, ‘God had adapted Israel to His purpossualh a way as to form within it a womb for the
incarnation of the Word and a matrix of appropritdems of human thought and speech for the
geception of the incarnational revelation.” & 149;RET, 87.

Ibid.
®MC, 5.
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What | have in mind here are not physical or ebestr tools but conceptual tools.
Really to get to know something we need to find dp@ropriate way in which to
grasp it and shape what we grasp in mind---th&b say, what we need are adequate
modes of thought and speech. The need for coraepbwls of this kind is
particularly pressing when we have to do with sbinet radically new which we
cannot understand by assimilating it into the fraork of what we already know,
and for which old patterns of thought and speeehrat only inadequate but can
prove quite false. Quite new disclosures of natageire new modes of thought and
speech to match them. That is why again and agmiacientific inquiry opens up
new ground and quite unanticipated discoveriesrade, it has to forge new mental
instruments and invent new symbolic languages, vetmyl if they are really matched
to the hitherto unknown aspects of nature they auetrthe possibility of still further
discovery?

And,

| believe that this applies no less to our knowéedfy God. If we are to know him
and speak about him in a way that is appropriateirg we need to have fitting
modes of thought and speech, adequate conceptuas fand structures.... Let us
consider God’s historical relations with the peagfi¢srael in just this Iigh?.

The tools Torrance refers to are the matrix of sde@ncepts, categories,
linguistic patterns, forms, structures and the whof other human facilities that
could be appropriated to articulate the ‘radicaigw’ encounter with God. To
Torrance the uniqueness of Israel is that the maftéorging the appropriate tools
does not fall solely on her although her partiggrais crucial and constitutive in the
process. It lies fully and finally in God who mdslout of Israel an appropriate
matrix of articulation and expression that wouldveethe cause. Using Jeremiah’s
analogy to underline the necessary moulding prodessance says that it is like the
‘potter at work with his clay, which is so apt herde takes a lump of clay, throws it
down upon the potter's wheel, and proceeds to eatatnder the steady pressure of
his figures until it is moulded into the kind ofssel suitable for his purpose. But
when the clay proves to be lumpy and recalcitranbieaks it down and remoulds it
in accordance with his design, and he does thah aga again until he has formed
and fashioned a vessel to his liking which willveehis purpose welf® Torrance

attempts to bring forth two points from the analodye wants to underline the fact

"Ibid., 6.
® pid., 6-7.
® Ibid., 27-28. The basic idea of the analogy @f ‘thol’ as Kruger observes is to create a medinm i
human thought and understanding through which @Goddccommunicate himself to the human race.
See C.B. Kruger, ‘Thesis: Participation in the $albwledge of God: The Nature and Means of Our
Enowledge of God in the Theology of T.F. Torran€Eie University of Aberdeen, 1990), 47.

Ibid., 7.
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that human thought by its sinful nature is ‘unuealidr the purpose of mediating
divine revelation. And the moulding process isnfidly unavoidable if it is to
become an appropriate medium of God’s revelatidde says that through the
historical struggles with God, ‘Israel teaches then, that divine revelation cuts
against the grain of our naturalistic existence ealis into question the naturalistic
pattern of human thought” However, the painstaking process of transformaiso
not in itself the end to Torrance. What is impottas at the end of the moulding
there could emerge divinely ordained structurethofight and speech through which
God could mediate his self-revelation in humanadnjst Torrance says, ‘Among
these permanent structures let me refer to the VoddName of God, to revelation,
mercy, truth, holiness, to messiah, saviour, topped, priest and king, father, son,
servant, to covenant, sacrifice, forgiveness, reiation, redemption, atonement,
and those basic patterns of worship which we fieidosit in the ancient liturgy or in
the Psalms*® Torrance underlines that these structures aftdaiion and expression
take formative form in the course of the historylsfael. They ‘constitute the
essential furniture of our knowledge of God everam through Jesu$® Without
them the significance of the incarnation of the Wtmould not have been grasped---

Jesus himself would have remained a bewilderingreai’* Torrance says,

It was just because Jesus, born from above as be was nevertheless produced
through the womb of Israel, mediated to us throtigh matrix of those conceptual
and linguistic patterns, that he could be recoghes® Son of God and Saviour and
his crucifixion could be interpreted as atoningri@e for sin. It was because God
mediated his revelation to mankind in that patiergrming way through the history
of Israel and within the interpretative frameworfkits relation with God in salvation
and worship, that people were able in that contextnow God in Jesus and enter
into communion with him, and to proclaim him to therld *°

The importance of the mediatory patterns of aréitoh and expression, or
the appropriate tools, which God has forged ineélsr@annot be undermined.
Torrance asserts that they play a crucial role un wnderstanding of God'’s self-
revelation in Jesus. In order to substantiate dngument, Torrance draws our
attention to some modern theology that fails toogeise the important mediatorial

role these authoritative patterns play. Torraneenarks, ‘We have tried to

Y bid., 12.

12 |hid., 18.

13 |bid.

4 |bid.

15 bid., 18-19.
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understand Jesus within the patterns of our owiowarcultures so that in the West
and the East we have steadily gentilised our imafgdesus. We have tended to
abstract Jesus from his setting in the contextsodel and its vicarious mission in
regard to divine revelation.... That is to say, ve¢adh patterns of thought from their
embodiment in Israel as they presented in the @stament Scriptures, or even the
New Testament, and then schematise them to ourcalture.... It is not difficult, as
Albert Schweitzer found, to show that, when we steknterpret Jesus like that
within the conditioning of our European culture, inevitably lose him*® The point
of Torrance is basic but important. He is soundincpaution that in our attempt to
make Jesus relevant to modern ways of thoughtrevendact obscuring him because
the ‘tools’ that we are using are not of God’s ckedi The truism to Torrance is
there are no other ways except the media which liesdordained---the authoritative
conceptual and linguistic structures forged in thistory of Israel---if our
understanding of God’s self-revelation is to benhaatic.

The importance of appropriating the right toolscohceptual articulation and
linguistic structure is manifest in Torrance’s tgbt If the ‘tools’ could be said to
be the form, the being to Torrance is as importannatter in mediating divine
revelation. The crux is that the whole enterpofeevelation and mediation is not
merely a business of cognition; it also involveteas and transforms the whole life
and being of Israel. Torrance says that it ‘pertett human existence in the
particular life and history of one people electsdlee instrument for the actualisation
of God’s revelation in humanity and separated &slg nation in whose midst God

dwelt in an intimated way through the presence isf \Word.*®

In this regard, we
would suggest, the form and being in Torrance’sdare intrinsically related to one
another, and they constitute the totality of medrat In order to have a better grasp
of Torrance’s thought, the issue has to be lookedvithin the framework of

covenantal relation between God and Israel. As dhaent section concerns

% Ipid., 19.

Y In fact Torrance says that we are plastering te fof Jesus with a mask of different gentile
features. The setback is we are preventing owsdhom seeing and understanding him as who he
really is as a Jew. And by doing that we are plewenting the Jews from recognising Christ as the
Messiah whom they are still expecting. In additidarrance claims that the Jews could help us in ou
understanding of Jesus as he is actually presémtdae Jewish Scriptures. He says, ‘We desperately
need Jewish eyes to help to see what we cannditesegise of our gentile lenses, that is, the cldtura
conditioned habits of thought and interpretatiorialvhwe bring to Jesus and which make us read into
him the kind of observational images which have/gdiasuch a dominant role in our literary culture
and, until recent decades, in our scientific caltas well.” Se®&IC, 19-20.

8 RET, 86-87.
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primarily the mediation of Israel, the limited coags forbids an exhaustive account
of Torrance’s concept of covenant, except to byigflich on the essential elements
that are related to the discussion.

Torrance accentuates that the covenant establishedeen God and Israel
testifies to the grace of Gdd. Although the tedious process of forging the
appropriate tools is an act of union and commurietween divine initiation and
Israel's responsive participation, it is carriedt authin the sphere of covenantal
relation that indubitably points to the grace ofdGoThe covenant is ‘the intimate
structure of family relations’ of which God may ¢ireasingly imprint himself upon
the generations of Israel in such a way that itl&édecome the instrument of his
great purpose of revelatioff. However, the selection and shaping of Israel iwith
the covenantal relation is not the end in itsélihe intent of God is far from being
restricted to the people of Israel. To Torrance ¢bvenantal relation between God
and Israel is ‘the one covenant of grace which ewdxt the whole of creation and
constituted its inner bond and ground, and theeefarried in it the promise of a final
universalisation of God’s revelation in which Hisowd would bring light and
salvation to all the peoples of mankind and indeetew earth®® That is to say,
within the covenantal framework, ‘[God] took Isramtio his hands in this unique way
in order to provide the actual means, a whole sepwitual tools, appropriate forms
of understanding, worship and expression, throulgiclwapprehension of God could
be made accessible to human beings and knowled@eatould take root in the soll
of humanity.?> Thus, when becoming aware of the covenantal resbpitity,
Torrance claims that Israel constitutes into a WwipgEng community and opens
herself towards God. Torrance underlines thatsdmae Word who is the Creator of
all things is at work in Israel to create a corpenaciprocity and to use the responses

it provokes as instruments for the deeper peneftraitito Israel's existence and

% Torrance says that the keeping of the covenans do¢ depend on the worth of Israel, but is
‘conditioned by the pure out flowing love of God time continuous act of grace, of grace for grace.’
CAC1, 289.

2MC, 7.

2L GR, 147. Torrance says that the covenant embradesnhohumanity but the whole of creation as
well. It is through the covenant that ‘the wholaverse of creaturely existence, visible and iflesi

is brought into a relation with God in which itappointed to reflect His glory and be the sphendisf
Revelation.” Thus, there is a correspondence latlee Creator and creation. Seel-lv.

2 MC, 7. For fuller account of Israel as the coverlapgatner of God in mediating revelation, see
Thomas F. Torrance, ‘The Divine Vocation and Dgstifilsrael in World History,” inThe Witness of
the Jews to God, ed. David W. Torrance (Edinburgh: Handsel Pr&882), 88-90.
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being® The reciprocity between God and Israel within tvenantal relation

constitutes a two-way movement. Torrance elucglate

A two-way movement is involved: an adaptation ofimi revelation to the human
mind and an adaptation of articulate forms of humaderstanding and language to
divine revelation. That is surely how we are tgarel God’s long historical dialogue
with Israel: the penetration of the Word of Godbitihe depths of Israel’'s being and
soul in such a way that it took human shape andnystich a way that the human
response it called forth was so locked into the d\afr God that it was used as the

vehicle of further address on the part of that Weortsrael.

In the movement of the adaptation of divine revefato human mind, ‘the
Word of God invaded the social matrix of Israeifs,lculture, religion and history,
and clothed itself with Israel's language, it haw dtruggle with the communal
meaning already embedded in it in order to assiemilato God’s revelation of

2 The struggle arises out of the adaptation of \Merd to Israel is

Himself.
unavoidable because in order for ‘new understanttirtgke root within Israel, it had
to take shape with Israel's language, and therefotead to remould the inner
structure of the society within which that langu&gel its home and had to determine
the whole history of Israel in its physical existerf® As the Word adapts to Israel,
Torrance says that Israel is faced with God in mprecedented and intimate way that
‘the innate resistance of the human soul and meslilting from the alienation of
man from God inevitably became intensifiéd’ That is the main reason why ‘Within
the moral and liturgical institutions of the covatahe revelation of God as holy and
righteous, as truth and love, was brought to b@aniuthe whole way of Israel’s life
and thought, when it was found to cut against ttengof natural existence, even
against the grain of its religious desires and ®ohworship’. But, Torrance asserts,
‘that is what objective divine revelation had to idoopening up the way through all
in-built bias against it for its realisation anduadisation within Israel, and in turning

the soul and mind of this people inside out so that@as no longer self-centred but

ZThe Divine Vocation and Destiny of Israel in WbiHistory’, 88-89.

#MC, 7-8. Also se®ET, 85-86.

B GR, 147. Torrance says that the adaptation of thedwibGod to the life of Israel could be seen as
the movement of the pre-history of the incarnatidh.is the movement that ‘God prepared a way,
manifested His truth, and assumed man into a difation with Himself.” Torrance underlines that
that is the triple activity of grace which God déesrthrough in Israel and it anticipates as well th
coming of Christ to fulfil the triple activity. Toance says, ‘He began to open up through Israela
and a living way for the redemption of mankind,ttvas to find its fulfilment in Jesus Christ, thayy
the Truth, and the Life.” Se@AC1, 288.

% pid., 147.

2'MC, 10.
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God-centred® Succinctly put, the key argument of Torrancénia unless the being
of Israel is changed, her innate weakness wilpselithe revelation of God and fail
her from the role as the medium of revelation.

In a way it could be said that the covenantal iabetween God and Israel
is a kind of love-hate relation. The movement @idGowards Israel does not just
bear upon the life and culture of Israel in somegémtial fashion. As the Word
adapts to Israel, Israel is able to engage witleirséif a critical self-revision of her
nature and being. The reciprocity between God ksnael within the covenantal
relation facilitates and brings forth from Israebth the appropriate forms of
articulation and a renewed being so that Israeldccoampletely become an ordained
medium of God’s self-revelation. The participathesponse of Israel in her critical
self-revision constitutes the movement of the ‘adépn of articulate forms of
human understanding and language to divine rewelatiOn this note, Torrance says
that ‘New forms of worships, thought, and expressiad to be created as the context
within which the Word of God could be heard and emstanding of it could be
established.” However, Torrance underlines thairaer for this orientation towards
God to be habituated in the being of Israel, therdVof God needs to keep on
pressing for ‘articulation within the corporate med of covenant reciprocity’. And
that continuous divine pressing eventually takesrbal and even written form
through the shared understanding and shared respthred developed in this
people.?® The written form of articulation of which Torrameefers to is the Old
Testament scripture. To Torrance scriptural texts crucially important in this
regard not only because by themselves they tdstifiie selection and transformation
of Israel, but also ‘in and through them men cargth to hear God addressing them
directly and backing up His Word by the living pawend majesty of His divine

Person3® Thus, Torrance says,

This means that we must think of Israel itself lzsRrophet sent by God... all the
prophets are to be understood within the one bolkighvhad been brought into
special relationship with God within which it wasowded and structured as the
earthen vessel to receive and communicate the Wibi@od to mankind. It was
within Israel constituted in that way that God s#m prophets and out of Israel

% |bid., 10. Also se€ACL, 290-91.

# GR, 148. Torrance underlines that the pressing af Go Israel that takes the form of historical
dialogue is maintained by a concentration of theakpr-hearer relation in a prophetic nucleus within
Israel society.

0 |bid.
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constituted in that way that the Holy Scripturestaf Old Testament were composed
and handed dowi!

To Torrance the long struggle of Israel with thenly God as recorded in
scripture is the preparation of the final and udtienmediation of divine revelation to
humanity. Israel is the womb of God in the semsg dut of her one anticipates the
coming of the one who is the epitome of the perfgaon and communion of divine
and human action; ‘when the personal self-commtinicaof God could be met by

true and faithful reception from matt.’ Torrance concludes,

And at last in the fullness of time the Word of Gmetame man in Jesus, born of the
Virgin Mary, within the embrace of Israel's faitma worship and expectation,
himself God and man, in whom the covenanted reiship between God and Israel
and through Israel with all humanity was gatherpdtransformed and fulfilled once
for all. In him the revealing of God and the umtending of man fully coincided,
the whole Word of God and the perfect human respaisman were indivisibly
united in one Person, the Mediator

We have thus far analysed Torrance’'s thought onréugprocal relation
between God and Israel in bringing about the mediatdf divine self-disclosure in
human history. We argue that by using the to@rasnalogy, Torrance develops his
thought on the subject in question. It is noticlift to ascertain that the tool to which
Torrance constantly refers as he develops his agtia not limited only to the form
of concepts and articulations. It includes as Wl being of Israel as a nation. If we
approach Torrance’s discourse of shaping the apjateggools in this light, a rich but
subtle account of multiple mediations emerges iitdbly by itself. And the
fulfilment of multiple mediations to Torrance woulibt be possible without the
participation of both the divine and human agenciés the case of Israel, it takes
both the divine initiation and Israel's responspaaticipation through the course of
dialogical interaction in history to make possitileth the appropriate media of
mediation and the unfolding of divine revelatioAs Torrance says, ‘And we have
found that in grace and wisdom God adopted a wagaking himself known to this

people in which the movement of his revelationilfeti itself not only from the side

IMmC, 14.

#pid., 9.

% |bid. Although Torrance says that it is Jesusisthand not Israel who constitutes the reality and
substance of God'’s self-revelation, he assertsittgtJesus Christ in Israel and not apart framaél,

so that Israel the servant of the Lord is neveesdelncluded by God for ever within his elected why
mediating knowledge of himself to the world. Sirseel as a whole is given a permanent place in
God’s revelation of himself, the Old Testament raddn of revelation must be appreciated and
understood from the perspective of its fulfilmemiGhrist.” MC, 23.
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of God toward man but from the side of man towaatGand so he brought into
being ways of human understanding and human obesliem his revelation which
were assumed into union with it and constitutedhimman expression in concept and
word of that revelation in its communication to m&h Notwithstanding the relation
between the divine and human action is not nedgsssymmetrical, human
participation, however insignificant it is as comgad to divine grace, constitutes an
indispensable place in the union and communion ¢batd not be undermined or
relegated in anyway. Essentially when Torrances sagt ‘divine revelation was
progressively mediated to mankind in and througaels it means that the revelation
of God is embodied in Israel. The notion of thebediment of revelation could be
apprehended in two ways. First, as mentioned, tiheé embodiment of the Word in
Israel. Second, it is the embodiment of the Wardthe matrix of conceptual
articulation and expression; ‘there arose in therse of that mediation through the
embodiment of revelation in Israel appropriate dtiees of understanding and
articulating the Word of God which were of more rthaansient value, for under
divine inspiration they were assimilated to the Bmnform of the Word of God,
essential to its communication and apprehensfnilt is noteworthy that in the
course of establishing his argument, Torrance st importance of scripture not
only in mediating but also in embodying the revelaf God; ‘in and through them
[scriptural texts] men continued to hear God adsingsthem™® On this note, we
would judge that the medium of revelation in Too@s theological scheme assumes
an important role that cannot be taken lightly. SDggest otherwise would inevitably
put stress on or even subvert his theology of atieel and multiple mediations.

There is however a lacuna in Torrance’s discounsg we would like to
underline. Torrance says that God’s revelatioitstael takes the form of an ever-
deepening spiral proceds. It is unfortunate that Torrance does not devetlop
concept further in his argument in relation to tiz¢ure of revelation and mediation.
Given the importance of the continuous reciprobigfween God and Israel in the
course of history, a theme Torrance rightly cajsésl, the concept of spiral

movement is not a peripheral matter. A lack ofasifoon only results in making the

% Ibid., 22.
35 |bid.
%GR, 148.
$7MC, 8.
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arguments of Torrance at times seem imprecise msubstantiaf® Nevertheless,
taking the main thrust of Torrance’s argument intmsideration, we may suggest
that his quick mentioning of the spiral movementefelation reverberates to certain
extent the significance of ‘the hermeneutical dpoBR. L. Hart?® or the importance
of ‘learning about learning’ of Rowan Williani8. In the case of Torrance, we may
say that attention is given to the historical eseoit revelation and the interpretation
of them in the context of Israel's interaction wi@od as recorded in the Old
Testament scripture. In other words, the spiralentent of revelation entails the
essentiality of continuous human action in reckgninnterpreting, learning,
articulating and embodying revelation in such a Wy it is mediated in accordance
with the compulsive nature of the revealing God.lterhatively put, the spiral
movement mirrors the continuous process of forgihg appropriate tools of
mediation. And, to Torrance, such a spiral progesgiires rational and scientific
inquiry on the part of human agency to unfold divirevelatio! The crux is
revelation to Torrance is far from being an immesliar irrational mystical
encounter. His definition of the term clearly urst®res the intelligibility of it. He

says,

By revelation is meant, then, not some vague, imdate awareness of God
projected out of the human consciousness, but tafligible, articulate revealing of
God by God whom we are enabled to apprehend thrthegltreative power of his
Word addressed to us, yet a revealing of God by Wudh is actualised within the
conditions of our creaturely existence and theeefeithin the medium of our human

thought and speeéﬁ

An important question not unrelated to our discusdias to be addressed
before moving to the next section. We need to Tskance that since Christ has
now come and the ultimate revelation and mediatio@od has now been fulfilled in

Christ, would Israel then be effaced from the stefaf the earth since she has served

% In alluding to Donald Winslow’s comment that s&Jsrrance’s speciality is the whole’, Kruger
underlines that while it mainly bears upon Torréma@mmprehension of the ‘vast panorama of the
history of Christian thought’, it is also applicatio Torrance’s discussion of Israel as the womb of
incarnation. Kruger, 23.

¥ R. L. Hart,Unfinished Man and the Imagination (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001),
83-105. Hart argues that revelation as fundamefets primarily to the triadic constitutive process
which the substantive bearing of revelation fouhdman being in historical time in the hermeneutic
spiral. The triadic constitutive process of funéanrefers tothe already founded, to founding afresh,

and to the yet to be founded.” See 85.

“0 Rowan WilliamsOn Christian Theology (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003), 131-46.

4L For fuller account of the importance of rationatiascientific activity in unfolding the knowledgé o
divine revelation, se€S, 337-52.

*?RET, 85.
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her very function as the womb of the incarnate Sdn?Salvation is of the Jews’
Torrance gives us a number of reasons as to whietws continue to exist even until
today*®* Three things are mentioned in relation to theslew the witness of God.
First, the Jews continue to bear witness to thggutent and mercy of God. Second,
the Jews bear the witness of how we are to know &wldhow to understand Jesus.
Third, the Jews bear witness to the contempt atalganism of the human heart to
God. Another reason Torrance gives is that theyGuwd’s ‘finger-post’ pointing to
the future; ‘What is going to happen? Will God dotanything? Watch the Jews!**

In someway the account of Torrance resonates theecsation between Frederick
the Great of Germany and his private doctor Zimnammthat we mention at the
outset. However our purpose of asking the questiahis juncture is neither about
the proof of God’s existence nor his wonderful pdewnce in the world, although
both are unquestionably important. What we intentring forth is the crucial point
that the media of God’s self-revelation do not effahemselves after they have
served their function of mediation. Israel coniauto exist long after she has
accomplished her task as the womb of the incarmati/e believe Torrance would

concur with our remark as his account well evidertbe point.

Incarnation: Fully God and Fully Man

Torrance says that his theological works ‘haveearisut of a sustained engagement
with the tension between Christian theology, atat been renewed directly or
indirectly through the great work of Barth, and tleneral frame of thought that has
dominated Europe culture for several hundred yéarsAs we depart from the
discussion of the mediation of Israel and turn attention to Torrance’s thought on
the nature of the person of the Mediator, the erflte of Barth becomes apparent
undergirding his discourse of Christ as the solealve reality of God’s revelation
and mediation. Even though allusions to Barth laaedly made in Torrance’s
arguments, the influence of Barth cannot escapésaratice. Thus, with that in

mind, we would commence the section by examiningdree’s understanding of the

3 :3alvation is of the Jews’, 167-73. With regandthe significance of Israel to Christian community
see ‘The Divine Vocation and Destiny of Israel imNd History’, 92-104 an€CAC1, 284-85.

4 bid., 171. Author’s italic.

*® TCFK, vii.
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hypostatic union of Christ before going on to theinity and humanity of Christ in
the final section.

What are we then to think of the person of the Mt This is the question
Torrance asks with regard to Christ as the fulfinef God’'s revelation and
mediation. According to Torrance the answer lrethe being of Christ. In line with
the confession of the Council of Chalcedon (A.D1}¥5Torrance underlines that in
Christ there are two distinct natures hypostaticathited in one person without
separation and confusiéh. ‘The union between the divine and human natunes i
Christ is what we call hypostatic,” Torrance exales, ‘for they are united in the one
hypostasis or person of the Son; it is therefore a “persamébn” in the sense that the
two natures are united in One Person, and have lifjgostasis or substance in that
One Person aloné&” Thus, the ‘divine and human natures remain distiut united

in the One Person of the SSfi." Torrance says,

We are not to think of Jesus Christ, Athanasiusl tisergue, as God in man, for that
could be said of a prophet or a saint, and stops sfiwhat the Incarnation of Son of
God really was. Rather must we think of JesussClag God coming to us awn.
Nor must he be interpreted just as the appearanGod in human form or in the
mode of a human life, for that also would fall #ort of what the incarnation really
was. The incarnation means that in Jesus Chrishave to do with One who is
wholly God and yet with one who is wholly man, ety God of very God though
he is, the Son of God comes to us as.fMan

The conceptual tools Torrance uses to explicatedtietrine of hypostatic
union areanhypostasia andenhypostasa. He underlines, ‘Bynhypostasa classical
Christology asserted that in tlaesumptio carnis the human nature of Christ had no

independent per se subsistence apart from the efantarnation, apart from the

“®CACL, 110. Also sedIC, 56, 65.

" Ibid., 109. According to Torrance, there are ¢haspects what the fundamental truth of hypostatic
union means for our understanding of the ministigt aork of Jesus Christ. First, since in Jesus
Christ God himself has come into our human beindy amited our human nature to his own, atoning
reconciliation then takes place within the pers@mihg of the Mediator. Second, since in ChristGo
and man are united as one person, Torrance sayshéhmediation of reconciliation that takes plate
Christ has the efficacy of restoring humanity bezksod as Christ shares the inner relations of &od’
own life and love. Third, as Christ is in onenedth the Father, the reconciliatory activity of @tras
man in our human existence finds its ontologicalugd in the union and communion of God as
Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Thus, Torrance shgs ‘in Jesus Christ, the Mediator, in whom atoning
union and hypostatic union served each other. it¥etnot atonement that constitutes the goal ar e
of that integrated movement of reconciliation botom with God in and through Jesus Christ in whom
our human nature is not only saved, healed andvemhdut lifted up to participate in the very light,
life and love of the Holy Trinity.” Se®IC, 63-66.

“8Jpid., 109.

*MC, 56.
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hypostatic union® The crux is that Jesus Christ is not an indepentieman
existence apart from the incarnation. Howeverefityypostasia, Torrance says that
‘it asserts that in thassumptio carnis the human nature of Christ was given a real
and concrete subsistence within the hypostatic ninib was enhypodatic in the
Word.”®* Torrance underscores thmthypostasia andenhypostasia are inseparable in
our thinking and understanding of the person Je&usst. The conceptual tools
enable Torrance to answer questions with regarihé¢onature of the person of the
Mediator as the eternal Son assuming human nattoeoneness with himself in the
event of incarnation; to articulate the fact thathat assumption he is not only real
man but also a man. Since the hypostatic unionChifist is the linchpin of
Torrance’s normative pattern of revelation and ragai, we would analyse first the

divinity and then the humanity of Christ.
The Divinity of Christ

Torrance’s argument of the divinity of Christ rewed around the oneness in being of
the Son and the Father. The essentiality of treness between the Son and the

Father in Torrance’s thought is clearly evidencéemhe says,

The supreme point which | wish to stress... is thet fhat the Father/Son or
Son/Father relationship fallgithin the very Being of God. That is to say, the
Sonship embodied in Jesus Christ belongs to ther irmtations of God’s own eternal
Being, so that when Jesus Christ reveals God tlleeF#0 us through himself the
only begotten Son, he gives us access to knowlellGed in some measure as he is
in himself>?

The notion that the Son shares the same beingtigtifrather is important to
Torrance because it underscores the point thavahaity of Christ’'s revelation and

mediation lies in the being of God. Torrance aues,

[Jesus] is the Son of God within God, so that wieats and does as Son of the Father
falls within the eternal Being of the Godhead. ftlisathe doctrine of the Mediator,
the doctrine of the incarnate Son of the Father ishaf one and the same being with
the Father®

TR, 131.
5L Ibid.
52MC, 54.
%3 |bid.
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Because the Son of God is within the eternal befnfpe Godhead, Torrance
argues that Jesus Christ is to be acknowledgeddsrhe same sense as the Father
is acknowledged as God. As the Son and the Fatteeindivisible, the oneness
between them provides the mandate for Torrancdaim dhat in the revelation and
mediation of Christ our ‘knowledge of God the Fathed the knowledge of Jesus
Christ the incarnate Son of the Father arise intagether, not one without the
other.®® To put it differently, our knowledge of the Fathend the Son is one
indivisible movement of knowing because it is grded in and governed by the
mutual relation in being in which the Father and ®8on share. To Torrance the
mutual relation in being is intrinsically affiliadleto the mutual relation in knowing
between the Father and the Son. On this noteamoerasserts that ‘Our knowledge
of the Father and the Son, of the Father in the 8whof the Son in the Father, is
mediated to us in and through Jesus Christ in auehy that in a profound sense we
are given to share in the knowledge which God Hakiraself within himself as
Father and Son or Son and Father, which is pavthadt is meant by our knowing
God through the Spirit of God who is in him and whbe sends to us through the
Son.”® Since God has revealed and mediated himself in hnself as the Son of
God, Jesus Christ is the normative centre wheréliypawledge of God'’s revelation
is controlled>®

One important concept Torrance appropriates teeatgextent to explicate the
oneness of the Son and the Fathdnasoousion. Torrance calls it the king-pin of
the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed as it assumesnarmous role in articulating
the truth of the Son as having the same being thighFather. Torrance underlines,
‘The primary and all-embracing significance of themoousion was its categorical
assertion that Jesus is God, and that as God la&sspgually with the Father in the
one being of the Godheatl.’He continues,

> Jpid., 55.
% |bid.
6 As Christ is the normative centre of our knowled§esod, Torrance says that ‘it is theologically
quite improper to contrast a Christology from abawel a Christology from below, for our knowledge
of God the Father and our knowledge of God the @ofectly coincide in our knowledge of the one
undivided reality of God'sself-revelation in the Person, the Mediator.” Whenemegfig to the
Christology from below or above, Torrance is aimatgthe approach of formulating the doctrine of
Christ by beginning either from the side of the lanity or divinity of Christ. To him, either appida
\gill not be able to attain a complete understanainGhrist. For detailed discussion $4€, 55-56.

TF, 133.
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homoousion---the affirmation of oneness in being between $lo@---and indeed the
incarnate Son---and the Father. Without that ontiity there is no Mediator
between God and man and the identity of Jesus tCihais nothing to do with any
sdf-giving or self-revealing on the part of the eternal God, in whegknt the whole
structure not only of the Creed but of the Gospséli would disintegrate and
collapse. How much seemed to hang on that ondulfagxpression, ‘of one
substance with The Fathiéf

It is noteworthy that notwithstanding Torrance’semsive use of the term, it
is not the term itself that is significant but tteality of which it points to. The term
although by definition means consubstantiality torrénce, it is the reality of the
undivided unity in the being of God of which thernte indicates that is vital.
Torrance says that since the Sorhanoousion with the Father and is unbrokenly
inherent in him, the ‘I am’ of the incarnate Soroise with and is inseparable from
the ‘1 am’ of God the Father. In Jesus Christ mave a Logos that is not of man’s
devising but One who goes back into the eternaid@ei God for he proceeded from
the eternal Being of God® The movement of going back to God's being is the
movement of Logos-Godward, or Son-Fatherward, asafioe understands it in the
language of the Gospel of John. Torrance callseitana-logical reference that means
a movement of thoughts and concepts going or iefptvack to God° Like the
biblical statements, Torrance claims thatoousion has its ontological qualification
not because of its own philosophical significancedue to its unique place in the
history of the church, but because it is rightlated to its object, to the Logos who is
consubstantial with the Being of G8H.The importance of Jesus Christ as the centre
of our understanding and articulation of God’s-selfelation is again underpinned,
‘Everything hinges on the reality of God'self-communication to us in Jesus
Christ'.®> To Torrance the claim of Christ's divinity in atbn to the oneness in
being between the Father and the Son is built u@ad in his relation to himself’
and not upon somepriori human presupposition.

Unquestionably the term in itself is not a biblitefm and Torrance is not
unaware of the challenges he faces in putting schnstock inhomoousion. He says,

‘There is admittedly a danger in such expressi@rsapart from the dubiousness of

% Thomas F. Torrance, ‘Introduction,’ ifihe Incarnation, ed. Thomas F. Torrance (Edinburgh:
Handsel Press, 1981), xi. Author’s italic.

¥ TRs, 36.

€O RsT, 70.

1 p.S. Kang, ‘Thesis: The Concept of the Vicariousnidnity of Christ in the Theology of Thomas
Forsyth Torrance’ (The University of Aberdeen, 10&816. Sed R, 44.

82 RET, 23. Author’s Italic.
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their history or their ambiguity, to make a singkerm carry such weight risks
misunderstanding.” In alluding to Hilary, Torran@®ntinues, ‘The infinite and
boundless God cannot be made comprehensible by wéeds of human speect’
Thus, in congruence with Hilary, Torrance undesdirieat when a brief expression
like homoousion or consubstantialis is used, it must be interpreted with scrupulous
care® In the light that the non-biblical term bbmoousion is used by the Nicene
Fathers to safeguard the integrity of the Gospairst) ‘the heretical rabble of the
day, Torrance says, ‘Far from imposing an alienameg upon the evangelical
witness, theological language of this kind is addpunder the impact of divine
revelation to convey the message of the Gospeahaioin spite of the inadequacy of
human language in itself it is made to indicateirgivrealities beyond its natural
capacity and is to be understood in their li§ht.In other words, in a fashion similar
to the shaping of the appropriate tool of artidalatas we have discussed earlier, the
non-biblical term to Torrance has been adapted remdessed to communicate the
realism of the all-important relation between tregher and the Son as revealed in
scripture. Torrance asserts, ‘That is how we aregard the terrhomoousion in the
Creed, which has been reforged or reminted thrabghbelieving and doxological
commitment of the Church to God'’s self-revelationlesus Christ’, and thus ‘What
the homoousion did was to give expression to the ontological strcec upon which
the meaning of various biblical texts rested andoubh which they were
integrated % In this way, Torrance says thHadmoousion becomes a technical term
that means ‘of one and the same being and natuferrance underlines that it is
Athanasius who champions the usehofmoousion in referring to the truth that the

Son is identical in being and of one nature with Hather. Torrance says,

It is the self-same God who is revealed to us @sStin and the Father---the incarnate
Sonis the very same being as God the Father. No stateateut this could be
stronger than that of Anathasius when he argued‘tie whole being of the Son is
proper to the being of the Father’, and that ‘tbeng of the Son is the fullness of the
Father's Godhead.” The Son and the Father aressengally and completely one

8 Introduction’, xii. See HilaryDe Synodis, 62.

% |bid. See HilaryDe Synodis, 91;TF, 123.

% |pid.

® Jbid. Torrance underlines that the telmmoousion has proved to be a fertile interpretative
instrument in its continuing disclosure of the derefyuth of the Gospel. According to Torrance, it
‘was honoured in the Early Church as an “inspiredight granted to the Nicene Fathers.” However,
having said that, Torrance does make it clear fh& term is not sacrosanct and beyond
reconsideration. Like other theological terms aodcepts that fall short of the realities they nicte
homoousion needs to be continually tested and revised ‘inlite of what it was coined to express in
the first place, as well as in the light of itstiflély in the subsequent history of thought.” Sééexiv.
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and the same God that---a phrase Athanasius teierdhe Son is everything that
the Father is, except ‘Father. This being theecamy detraction from the Son
cannot but be a detraction from the Father, faldioy the divine nature of the Son is
to deny that God is eternally and intrinsicallylt&at and to deny the divine reality of

the Word is to say that in himself God is essdytiabrdless and wisdomle$$

Apart from referring to the oneness of the Fatret the Son, there is another
important nuance in the use lmdmoousion. Torrance says that if the Son is eternally
begotten of the Father within the being of the Geadh thenhomoousion, while
referring to the oneness in being between the Fathd the Son, expresses at the
same time the distinction between them that obtaittsn that oneness. In alluding
to Basil, Torrance says, ‘For nothing can hmemoousion with itself, but one thing
homoousion with another’, thus, ‘while the Father and the Swae the same being
they are eternally distinct for the Father is umgjeably the Father and not the Son
and the Son is unchangeably the Son and not thre=8t It is manifest from the
appropriation of Athanasius, Hilary and Basil, tA@trrance attempts to underscore
the point thahomoousion indeed serves as an effective interpretative framzugh
which general understanding of God’s self-revetattogiven more exact guideline.

Without doubthomoousion to Torrance is the appropriate tool of articulatio
the Nicene Fathers used when they were confrontitld tve dualistic threat of
Arianism in the fourth century. The usehlmimoouson continues to have significant
bearing on our theological reflection today becaitse a faithful distillation of the
fundamental sense of the Holy Scriptuf®.’ In addition, as much as the term
homoouson provides us with an interpretive frame to expréags oneness in being
between the Son and the Father, Torrance claintsittrelso serves as a hinge
between our creedal confession of the triune Gadl @od’s revealing acts in the
world. Torrance delineates, ‘It is through themoousion, or rather through the
reality it stands for, that we are able to undeténat what God is toward us in the
condescension of his love and grace in Jesus Ciwig in his very own Being, and
that the specific modes of God’s self-communicatiorus in the incarnation of his
Word in space and time as Father, Son and Holyt$pé not transient aspects of his
Reality but are personal modes of being that betonGod as he eternally is in his

own relations and ultimate Realit)’ To put it succinctly, it is throughomoousion

5" TF, 124. Author’s italic.
% Ibid., 125.

8 ‘Introduction’, xx.

0 bid.
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that our understanding of God in accordance wishskif-revelation moves from the
economic Trinity to the immanent Trinity in realim that they are one and the
same. In this regard, our theological articulatidrthe oneness in being between the
Son and the Father as revealed through the wordsdards of Christ finds its
justification in the ontological reality of God’deenal being. Torrance is adamant
that if the consubstantial relation between the Spd the Father is sundered, the
teaching of economic and ontological Trinity wiklif apart. In the words of
Torrance, if the Son is not of the same being with Father, ‘Christian faith would
be thrown into internal contradiction and confusitin

We have thus far shown that in his justification tbé divinity of Christ,
Torrance primarily pivots his argument on the ossnef the Son and the Father.
The appropriate conceptual tool to articulate theness in being ieomoousion.
However, the crux of Torrance’s argument lies nahie term but the reality of God’s
being whichhomoousion points to. To Torrance any threat to subvertdivenity of
Christ would undermine the ontological reality aradidity of Christ's revelation and
mediation; it will also have detrimental impact oar understanding of the triune
God and Christian faith. If the justification ofhf@st's divinity is crucial in this
regard, the importance to safeguard the other giolee hypostatic union cannot be
overemphasised. Thus, we may turn to the humanfityChrist in Torrance’s

framework.

The Humanity of Christ

In his discussion of the humanity of Christ, Tomarappropriates the conceptual
tools of anhypostasia and enhypostasia to explicate the full human nature of the
person of Christ. Notwithstanding the reality tdtrist has come and become man,
Torrance argues that the humanity of Christ cabeainderstood properly apart from
the hypostatic union of God and man. To Torraheehuman person of Christ is not
a separate person from the Word of God, but Godrnaad in one person of Jesus
Christ. What the Word of God has achieved as fuln from birth to death in the
incarnation cannot be severed from the hypostation; as anhypostasia and
enhypostasia are inseparable if understanding of the humanopeo$ Christ is to be

proper. The import is clearly underscored in tkofving unpublished lecture note.

™ Ipid.
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Torrance remarks that the hypostatic union is ‘doeg act’ stretching from

Bethlehem to the resurrectiéh.He says,

The crucial factor here is the meaning of ‘the hamature’ of Christ. There is no
doubt at all that by ‘human nature’ the fathers tednto stress the actuality of
Christ’s union with us in our true humanity; thatirSt was a man in all points like
us, yet without sin. And that is right as far agoes, for Christ was a man like
ourselves, coming into and living in our mode ofse&nce, and sharing in it to the
full within a span of temporal life on earth betwdagrth and death, and in the unity
of a rational soul, and a body. But the Chalceslorstatement does not say that it
was corrupt human nature taken from our fallen tmea where human nature is
determined and perverted by sin, and where it euthe accusation and judgment
of Holy God. But all that is essential, for theassumed is unhealed, and it is with
and within the humanity He assumed from us thatinbarnate Son is one with the
Father. Therefore the hypostatic union cannot bpamted from the act of
assumption of our fallen human nature, from thdndjvsanctification of our
humanity, through condemnation of sin in the fleahd through rendering from
within it, perfect obedience to God. In short:wé think of Christ as assuming
neutral and perfect humanity, then the doctringhef hypostatic union may well be
stated statically, but if it is our fallen humanithich He assumed, in order to heal
and sanctify it, not only through the act of assuomp but through a life of
obedience and a death in sacrifice, then we castate the doctrine of the hypostatic
union statically, but must state it dynamically, terms of the whole course of
Christ’s life and obedience, from His birth to Hésurrectior °

This citation encapsulates the essence of Torrangatlerstanding of the
human person of Jesus Christ. From the statementiay suggest that Torrance
underpins three important points as the distino#gs of Christ's humanity. First,
the humanity that Christ assumes is a fallen osetha unassumed is unhealed.
Second, the humanity of Christ is dynamically rdato the divinity of Christ. Third,
the humanity of Christ is marked by Christ's petfebedience to the Father. The
distinctiveness becomes noticeable when Torranfande the human person of Jesus
Christ from the perspective of the resurrectiorhatTis to say, Torrance regards the
resurrection instead of the virgin birth as thepg@ostarting point of our theological
reflection in relation to the human person of GhrisTorrance says, ‘It is in the
resurrection that we have the unveiling of the enysbf the incarnation”? To take
cognisance of Torrance’s remark, we would attenkdigaargument within the context
of resurrection.

To Torrance the teaching of the New Testament makaear that we cannot

isolate Christ’s resurrection from the whole redegnpurpose of God. The event of

2 Unpublished lecture note of Torrance, ‘The PatriBoctrine of Christ’, 6. Cited in Kruger, 123-24
8 bid., 3. Cited in Kruger, 161-62.
" SIR, 56.
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resurrection must be considered in the light of Wasus Christ is ‘in his own Person,
in his own intrinsiclogos, and indeed in the light of his divine and humatures.’
This double consideration constitutes the doublaliguof the humanity of Christ;
the duality of hypostatic union and the duality@irist’'s holiness and the human
corruption. The double duality is the inevitabdality of the incarnation ‘because he
who lives and acts in this situation is divine dmananin one Person, that all he does
in our fallen existence has a dark side and a &gtg, a side of humiliation and a side
of exaltation’”® Torrance explicates that the humiliation and eialn of Christ are
not simply two events of which one follows afteottrer, but both occur to a great
extent at the same time through the incarnateofif€hrist. The coming of the Word
of God into our mortal human existence is itsel txaltation of human lowly
existence into union and communion with God. Hosvethe exaltation of humanity
is the obverse of the humiliation of the Son of GoBorrance says that it is in this
light that ‘we must think of the mutual involutiai mortality and immortality, death
and life, the crucifixion and the resurrection dfriSt.” Therefore, ‘Seen in this way
the resurrection is not to be understood merelgaasething that follows upon the
crucifixion but as the other side of ff. In alluding to Hilary, Torrance underlines
that it is only in the light of the resurrectioratithe whole mystery of faith becomes
visible. The mystery of faith that Torrance undespis closely associated with the
very nature of the humanity of Christ. To Torratice humanity of Christ is nothing
less than ‘living the life which Jesus Christ livedour midst, the life of complete
obedience to the Father and of perfect communidh Wim, the life of absolute
holiness in the midst of our sin and corruptiond day living it through the whole
course of our human existence from birth to delaghachieved within our creaturely
being the very union between God and man that itotest the heart of atonement,
effecting man’s salvation and restoration to comimarwith God the Father’
Simply put, the humanity of Christ is about thegdas and active obedience of Christ
to the Father from the virgin birth to the resuti@c in order to mediate the
revelation and reconciliation of God to the fallgorld.

The passive obedience of Christ to the Fathelnencontext of resurrection is
about the act of raising Christ from his death liy Father. The emphasis is placed

upon the fact that in death the fully human perebdesus Christ submits himself

S bid., 46. Author’s italic.
8 |bid., 48.
 Ibid., 47.
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unconditionally and completely to our fallen comait of utter weakness and
powerlessness. ‘It was real and complete deathrrahce says,our death into
which he entered, and where he was so powerlestd¢haad to be raised up by God
himself.”® Torrance claims thaPassive resurrection is the counterpart to that abject
passion, and corresponds to the “anhypostatic” cispk the Incarnation and the
dramatic aspect of redemption in which we are sdwedhe sheer act of Almighty
God.” And since ‘this passive obedience of Jesas @ssentially a voluntary act and
deliberately vicarious act in accepting the Fathavill,” Torrance underlines that ‘it
was also goositive and indeed a@reative act, and as such is the counterpart to the
“enhypostatic” aspect of the Incarnation and thegply aspect of redemption in
which we are saved through the human mediatiohefricarnation Sor? Torrance
regards the passive and active obedience of Giwitte perfect human obedience to
God in fulfilling the movement of revelation and dition. It is in Christ's passive
and active submission from birth to resurrecticat the reveals to the estranged world
the God of creation and mediates reconciliationwben them. On this note,
resurrection is the creative and positive outcom€lurist's atonemerf It is the
final affirmation of humanity and the assuming ainfanity by grace into union and
communion with the eternal life and love of God.heTresurrection of Christ to
Torrance is not merely a historical event in thie lof Christ, it corresponds
intimately as well to the being of Christ as fulfyan and fully God; as Torrance aptly

81 Torrance regards the

says, What Jesus Christ isin hisresurrection, he is himself.
whole human life of Christ from his birth to hissterection as the manifestation of
the ultimate creative act of God among humanithuman history. Although as a

complete human being Christ can be approached amgrehended in his humanity,

8 lbid., 50. Author’s italic. Torrance explicatimt the passive obedience of Christ to the Fashier

line with his whole mission. In alluding to theea of Christ's temptation soon after his baptism,
Torrance says, ‘Son of God though he was he dettmeise his divine power in order to help himself
in the hunger to which he had been reduced in igigarfasting and penitence, for he had come to
appropriate our weakness and meet and overconteealissaults of evil in our abject condition.” In
addition, Torrance says that the same temptatiores@gain when Jesus Christ faces his death on the
cross; he refuses to escape from his vicariousignissemains still and passive until death oversake
him. See 50-51.

bid., 51. Author’s italic.

8 Torrance says, ‘Since Jesus Christ is himselfrésaerrection and the Life, he is himself also the
reconciliation and salvation of men. The riseruseshrist is the living Atonement, atonement in its
glorious achievement not only in overcoming the asafon of sin, guilt and death, but in
consummating union and communion with God in suchag that the divine life overflows freely
through him into mankind.... In this accomplishménts evident that the atonement wrought by
Christ, and Christ himself its Agent, cannot beasafed from one another---he emerges as the living
Atonement eternally prevailing in its advocacy bef@od and eternally availing in its propitiaticor f
man with God.’ STR, 55.

81STR, 60. Author’s italic.
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Torrance underpins that ‘as soon as we confrontihithe power of his resurrection
our understanding of his humanity must be set withe fact of thevhole Christ, as
God manifest in the flesh, the Creator in our mastiuman creature, come to effect
the recreation of human nature from within its &ise in space and tim#&’ Thus,
we may comment conclusively that to Torrance thendmity of Christ is not merely
about the human person of Christ living among us w&ith us, it is also about who
Christ is in himself in relation to the Father he ultimate revelation and mediation
of God.

We have analysed, particularly from the standpoimesurrection, Torrance’s
thought on the humanity of Christ. Our analysisveh that the conceptual tools of
anhypostasia andenhypostasia are crucial to Torrance as they undergird his raweyut
to a great extent. In Torrance’s view the propaiarstanding of the human person
of Christ cannot be achieved apart from the hygistanion. As critical as the
divinity of Christ, the theological task of safegdiag the humanity of Christ cannot
be compromised before the hypostatic union sufferg misapprehension. The
truism to Torrance is that any attempt to distunb tornerstone will indubitably
impinge on our perception of divine revelation anediation. The crux is there is no

mediator apart from the one who is fully God anlty/fonan.

The Christological Foundation of Revelation and Mediation

If to ask who is the Jesus of Nazareth would e\alytlead us to the truth that he is
the Son of God, the one who bridges the gap betW@sshand humanity because in
him is found both fully God and fully man in onerpen, the next question about how
as the Mediator he is able to fulfil the role o¥ektion and mediation is one that
cannot be ignored. As we continue the discusgiatherefore our aim to analyse
Torrance’s answer to this consequential questitve would focus on Torrance’s
account of Christ as the fulfilment of the two-wapvement of divine adaptation to
humanity and human adaptation to divinity.

The fulfilment of the revelation and mediation od@according to Torrance
is to be found in the person of Jesus Christ. thie incarnate Son of God, the ‘true

God and true Man’ who arrives out of the womb o&és, is the ‘only one Mediator

8 hid. Author's italic.
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between God and man’ and ‘the objective realiyGofd’s revelation®® Torrance

underlines that by his coming ‘the Word of God h@&some man in the midst of
man’s estrangement from God, committing himselfhtanan understanding and
creating communion between man and G8d. To Torrance the sphere of
communion created in Christ although it is builtonpthe foundation of the
covenantal relation between God and Isfad,is through the union in Christ that
one would find the divine initiation and human papation of revelation and

mediation meet in perfection. Torrance says,

[T]he incarnation is to be understood as the migtalyof God in which His Word
has become event in our flesh in such a way tleattent corresponds perfectly with
His Word. Jesus Christ is the Truth of God actgaliin our midst, the incarnate
faithfulness of God, but He is also man keepinthfand truth with God in a perfect
correspondence between His life and activity infteeh and the Word of God. In
Him there is utter consistency between God the Wevealing Himself to man and
man hearing, believing, obeying, and speaking HisrdV Not only is He the
incarnation of the divine faithfulness but the edibzent and actualisation of man’'s
faithfulness in answer to God'’s; but as such Hersffo God, and is toward God in
His own person and life, our human responses tf fand obedience to God. If it
was in His humanity in entire solidarity with usathlesus Christ stood in our place,
and gave to God and to man, then this includesfatiethat He believed for us,
offering to God in His vicarious faithfulness, tiperfect response of human faith
which we could not offef®

It is in Jesus Christ that the self-revelation @bd and the perfect
understanding of God'’s self-revelation are fullglandivisibly united. In Torrance’s
words, ‘Jesus Christ is at once the complete régaleof God to man and the
correspondence on man’s part to that revelationired by it for the fulfilment of its
own revealing movement” ‘Jesus Christ stood forth,” Torrance says, ‘noly@s
the controlling centre of the mediation of divirevelation in and through Israel, but
as himself the personsdif-revelation of God to man, the eternal Word of Goalde
flesh once for all within the objective and subijeistructures of human existené@.’

Thus, Torrance underscores that in Christ thersgHiation of God achieves its end

8 TR, 128-29.

& Jpid., 128.

% Torrance underlines that Israel as God's servaiitp ahead of itself to the fulfilment in the
incarnation of the Son. Thus, ‘the whole of pradrig of that mediation was gathered up and brought
to its consummation in Christ in such a way thatlevtransient, time-conditioned elements fell away,
basic, permanent ingredients in God's revelatiotstael were critically and creatively taken up and
built into the intelligible framework of God’s dténd final revelation to mankind MC, 22.

8GR, 154.

¥ TR, 129.
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of bridging between God and humanity via fulfilintge two-way movement of
divine adaptation to humanity and human adaptat@rGod. On this note, the
incarnation of Jesus Christ is of essential impuain setting the normative pattern
of revelation and mediation because in the incanaive have ‘the actual Way
which the divine Word has taken and takes in oumdnu communion with it and our
human knowing of it® The humanity of Christ provides us withé actual medium

in and through which God acts upon our thinking apdaking, giving them an inner
obedience to his Word through our participationtio®m holy communion of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit?® The importance of the union and communion ofraivand
human action of revelation and mediation in Toreasidheological framework is
clearly evidenced here. Divine initiation and hunparticipation form the bipolarity
of revelation and mediation in the incarnation. yAtevation of one at the expense of
the other will disrupt the steady bipolar relatemmd undermine Torrance’s argument.
If the involvement of both the divine and humaniactts critical in this regard, we
need to examine how in Torrance’s discourse tharivation of the Word realises
divine revelation and mediation. In other words are asking about Torrance’s
justification of the claim that the incarnationinsleed the fulfilment of the two-way
movement of divine and human adaptation. Fundaatigittis a question about the
nature of revelation and mediation of the incari@&de of God. We would begin first
with Torrance’s discourse of the God-manward movemiat underpins the
adaptation of divine revelation to the human miaahd subsequently the man-
Godward movement that focuses on the adaptatidmumian obedient understanding

to divine revelation.

The God-manward Movement

Torrance says that the articulation of the Wordaoid is not about the human talk
about God. It is, however, God’'s own Word aboutgelf as he has lived the life of
humanity and spoken about it to humanity in the dvof humanity. Without the
personal God who comes and reveals himself to tisead/ord, we can neither speak
nor talk about God. Torrance says, ‘We do notmetiien, with God alone or with

man alone, nor even with God speaking on the omel lamd man hearing on the

8 TRst, 133-34.
% |bid., 134. My italic.
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other hand, but with God and man as they are mbsiigether in a movement of
creative self-communication by the Word of G8H." It is on this basis of
togetherness and openness between God and hurtfatityorrance argues for the
reality of God’'s self-revelation in Jesus ChristThere is in the incarnate Son a
profound reciprocity between the revealing of ther@/in human form without
subverting its divinity, and the reception of theok¥ without undermining its
humanity. Torrance claims the nature of such recipy is that the responding
movement of humanity towards God is itself consitraiof the revealing movement
of the Word towards humanity. ‘Thus,’ he sayse‘WWord of God communicated to
man includes within itself meeting between man @uodl as well as meeting between
God and man, for in assuming the form of humandapé®e Word of God spoken to
man becomes at the same time word of man in anewéod.?> Torrance asserts
that our understanding of God in this regard da#sderive from any analysis of the
social and religious life of Israel or the earlyuoth. It comes directly from the
activity of the Word that has penetrated into oumln estrangement and established
a ‘two-way connexion’ between God and humanity. TAsrance aptly says, it is
through ‘the Interpreter and Mediator between mad &od’ that the Word has
‘spoken to man from the highest and heard by hithéndepths, and spoken to God
out of the depths and heard by Him in the high&stif the Word of God is to be
spoken and heard, the unavoidable question Torraessls to address is the
effectiveness of human communication in articutatime Word of God to humanity.

In order for any effective communication to takeagd within human
conversation, Torrance says that one cannot dauititthe use of created rationality.
Created rationality according to Torrance is thi#¢ Giod has bestowed upon the
contingent reality through the act of creation.rréace underlines that the contingent
rationality of creation is different from, but depmkent on, God’s transcendent
rationality that essentially gives it the inner lawhe adaptation of God to humanity
is the movement of God ‘into this created ratidgalor logos) that the Word (or
Logos) of God enters, assimilating it to Himself in thearnation, in order to become
Word to man through the medium of human wofd’But, Torrance avers, when

Jesus Christ comes into this contingent world thelenge he faces is not only about

I1GR, 137.
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the appropriation of the created rationality tacatate the Word of God. The main
problem lies in the inconsistency of human speeth act in communication. The
point Torrance attempts to make is that while irdGlee Word, Person and Act are

one and undivided, they all fall apart in humanifyorrance says,

With us word is different from act. We speak, bave to exert additional power in
order to fulfil what we say in deeds. We act, lour acts are not personal in
themselves. Our speech and our actions do notideinn the unity and power of
our person. Act and person, word and person, \eodl act are all separate---they
are not unrelated, but their relationship is coodad by physical existence and is
refracted and strung out in time

However, with God the situation is just the reverbte continues,

[God] encounters us as One whose Word and whose bAling to the self-
subsistence of His Person. What He speaks takee pf itself, for it is filled with
the power of His Person, the power by which He limtvHe is and by which He lives
His own personal Life in absolute self-sufficieranyd freedom. His power to act is
not other than the power of His Person or the pafddis Word. He is in Person

identical with His Word, and His Word is itself Higot. %

Torrance claims that when the Word of God condefsédo the situation of
humanity in order to mediate the revelation of Goelencounters a division of word,
person and act. Yet the brokenness of human ¢ondind its inability to utter an
appropriate word by itself about God could not ddtee movement of God to

humanity. Torrance says,

He comes as genuine man, physically conditionedgspace and time, in whom
willing, speaking and doing are different, who #snand forms judgments, whose
acts follow upon his decisions, whose words araddition to his person and whose
works are in addition to his words, but who in nafiehese things is self-sufficient,
for as man he lives and thinks and speaks andoatsn inseparable relation to his
fellow-men and in dependence upon the physicatiore%\6

For the purpose of mediating God’s revelation,Werd comes and becomes
a physical event in space and time to share in thdl limitations of the fallen
creation. However, by appropriating the finite lmmform within the frailty of
earthy life, the Word does not cease to be Godrbdibing so is able to speak God to
us. ‘The unity in God,” Torrance says, ‘betweensBa, Word and Act has been

% |hid., 141.
% |hid., 142.

36



made to overlap and gather within its embrace tfierdnces between person, word
and act in the creature, so that they are allowethédiate God’s Word to man in
time through a oneness between Christ's humanamiterabout God and God’s self-
utterance to mani? In other words, ‘in revelation we have the divassumption of
our human word into union with God’s own Word, effeg it as the human
expression of the divine Word, and giving it, ashsureal and full place as human
word in obedience to the divin&’ The brokenness of human communication is
surmounted through the ‘union between uncreated ensdted rationality and
between uncreated and created word’ so that huminlation is able to serve the
Word in mediating God'’s revelatiofl. The human word is fully established as the
‘appropriate tool’ through the regenerating and anising work of the incarnate
Word. Human expressions in the form of word, perand act then become the
divinely ordained ‘earthen vessels’ used by Godpgeak about God. On this note,
the movement of God’s adaptation to humanity iéled in the incarnation of the
Word. And it is at this point that one locatesvesl the movement of humanity

towards God; the adaptation of human understartdiniivine revelation.
The Man-Godward Movement

One thing unmistakably clear about the incarnatmrnTorrance is that there is an
essential bi-polarity in God’s revelation to huntgniHe says that ‘God is God and
not man, and yet in the incarnation God has becmae... as truly divine and truly
human, to become the final Word of God to man &edoine Mediator between God
and man*® That is to say, ‘the incarnation shows us thatl Geveals himself (God)

in terms of what is not-God (man), that revelati®given to us only in terms of what
it is not, in the humanity of those whom it is giyeso that from first to last we have
to reckon with an essential bi-polarify® The implication of this bipolarity of

revelation is that we cannot get behind the ‘whatshnot to the what he is in himself,
any more than we can get behind the back of Jesuket eternal Son of God'.

Torrance therefore claims that ‘Revelation is nolyact from the side of God but

 Ibid.

% bid., 131.

% RET, 91. In other words, the hypostatic union betw&ed and man in Jesus Christ includes a union
between the Word of God and the word of humanity.
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also from the side of man’. He asserts that thdéram the side of humanity towards
God takes place fully and solely ‘in the form oé thlumanity of Christ which is of
the very substance of revelatidfi? Torrance is adamant that humanity alone has no
understanding of God'’s revelation. We cannot cean@od and talk about him apart
from the Word made flesh. To Torrance the evenhodrnation evidences the fact
that we know nothing of the Word of God except tivhich is revealed to us by the

Word in the incarnate Christ. Torrance says,

Revelation involves, then, the freedom of God topbesent to man and to open up
man for God and to realise from the side of manuniderstanding of revelation and
his obedient respond to it, to effect in man reaétimg with God in revelation and to

give him capacity for revelatiof?”

Torrance underlines that this capacity for revetais not to be judged by
humanity. The realisation of it depends fully oad3wvho by the activity of the Spirit
enables humanity to receive it. It is the Spiritoveffects from the side of man and
issuing out of man’'s life a really human undersiagdf revelation and a really
human obedience to t* It is noteworthy that in Torrance’s thought theneent of
human obedience is intimately related to the moverné humanity towards God in
revelation. Revelation to Torrance is not mereilyaat of God in humanity, but the
act of perfect human obedience achieved by the Vdb@od in and from humanity.
Because the act of perfect obedience is unatta@raypfallen humanity, it has to be
achieved by God. Torrance says, ‘Incarnation whasliyw act of God but it was no
less true human life truly lived in our actual hunty® ‘Jesus Christ is not only
Word of God to man, but Believer’; in ‘his obedidife he yielded the perfect
response of man to the divine revelation whicthit revelation in human form®
The act of perfect obedience of the incarnate Wsrohtegral and essential in the
man-Godward movement because it achieves for haynahat humanity could not
do if being left alone. Torrance pointedly saye' are not concerned simply with a

divine revelation which demands from us all a humasponse, but with a divine

192 |hid. Torrance claims that as the substance@flaion, Jesus is identical with the Truth of God.
He says, ‘Jesus Christ is the Truth, Truth as God@ruth, and that same Truth in the form of Man,
Truth answering itself, Truth assuming its own tfoen from the side of man, but the Truth for man
and in man, and therefore the Truth of man.’

193 hid., 131.
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195 |hid. Torrance says that the doctrineanhypostasia and enhypostasia could be applied to our
understanding of revelation. He says that in egi@h we are not concerned simply wéthypostasia
revelation and with human response, but watihypostasia revelation and true human response
enhypostatic in the Word of revelation.
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revelation which already includes a true and appatg and fully human response as
part of its achievement for us and to us and i {s.

One important aspect of Torrance’s thought withard to the movement of
humanity towards God is about the mediation of nediation. Torrance says that
divine revelation and reconciliation are insepagalbés revelation does not achieve
its end as revelation apart from reconciliatiory, émly through reconciliation can
revelation complete its own movement within mannding out of our humanity the
obedient reception of revelation which is an esakepart of its very substanc&’
Revelation thus necessarily ‘involves a communtmough the reconciliation of the
estranged parties, a reconciliation of the will amed of man with the will and mind
of God.”®® In this regard, we may comment that the recaatigih of will and mind
as mentioned here in someway reverberates oureradiscussion of the
embracement of human brokenness by the unity of GBdrson, Word and Act.
They both pivot on the redemption and restoratibhuwmanity in Christ. Torrance

aptly says,

By being completely and unreservedly God's Wordainate in the fullness of grace
and truth He was able from within our estranged amghired existence to deliver
man from subjection to futility and negation, redee his relation to God, realise
perfect humanity on the earth, and to offer in ahtbugh Himself man’s true
response in person, word and act to God the Cr&tor

The key concept here is the reconciliation of huitgaie God through the
revelation of the incarnate Word involves a transfation of human existence and
being in such a way that there gives rise to a @né appropriate response of
obedience from the side of humanity to God. Thé&caue is the birth of a new

humanity, or a new human existence, in Christthis new creation the adaptation of

106 1hid., 132. With regard to the normative pattefrrevelation in Jesus Christ, Torrance says that
‘Jesus Christ the Word made flesh is not only thieat of our theological knowledge but he is the
Lord of it: as the Word becomes man, he is theah of our knowing and as the man assumed into
oneness with the Word he is the pattern of our kngw He is not only the content of our theological
knowledge but he provides for us in himself the wayich our theological knowledge must take.’
According to Torrance, all of that is said in tiight that ‘I am the Way, the Truth, and the Lifdo
man cometh unto the Father but by me.’

97 |bid., 132-33.

1%8 |pid., 133. Torrance claims that the reconcitintiof human will and mind with divine will and
mind in the incarnation has implication on dogmétieology. He says that in the reconciliationhsf t
incarnate Word we have a divine-human Word that cameot be separated from the other. It is of
this reason Torrance says that ‘the Humanity afisi€hrist is of inescapable and essential impagtanc
for dogmatic procedure and method: for it sets feefs the actual Way which the divine Word has
taken and takes in our human communion with it @mdhuman knowing of it.’
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human understanding to divine revelation is redliggough ‘his distinctive response
toward God in the fullness of his creaturely freedand integrity.110 The
actualisation of the true response of humanity twd @& part of the fulfilment of
divine revelation, since the movement of humarntydrds God is constitutive of the
bipolar relation of revelation. Thus, through treaticipation of divine revelation, the
renewed humanity is able to mediate and articutserevelation of God. However,
having said that, we need to underscore that, toahoe, the mediatory action of the
renewed humanity is one wholly and solely dependgydn the vicarious act of
Christ through the work of the Spirit. That is fherpose of the coming of the Word
in flesh, to set the normative pattern of the un&m communion of divine and
human action of revelation and mediation. No openes to the Father except
through the Son, and no one comes to the Son ekgejpie Spirit. Thus Torrance
says conclusively,

Such was the life and mission of Jesus Christ tl@rdWnade flesh who mediated
between God and man, reconciling them in and thrddignself, and so established a
correlation and correspondence between God's Béffgg and man’s receiving

within which alone God’'s revelation could be adsed in man and a true faithful
response could be yielded by man to Gdd

We have thus far analysed Torrance’s thought onirtigortance of Jesus
Christ as God’s revelation and mediation. We artha¢ Christ to Torrance is the
sole Mediator between God and humanity, and inlg m and through him that one
could locate the complete reality of God’s givirgdaman’s receiving of revelation.
In relation to our first section on Israel as themb of the incarnation, certain
correlation may be drawn between the mediationsoédl and the mediation of
Christ. In alluding to Torrance’s analogy, we nsay that Christ is the ‘ultimate and
perfect tool’ that God has forged out of IsraelheTtwo-way movement of Israel's
covenantal relation with God is culminated in Cisisfulfiment of the God-
manward movement and man-Godward movement of ieveland mediation. It is
clear from our discussion that the activity of iverd of God to Torrance does not
begin only in the moment of incarnation. The namweapattern of revelation and
mediation that is initiated by the Word of God #mdel finds its ultimate completion

in Jesus Christ, the one from Nazareth who is It God and fully man in one

110 |hid.
11 1bid.,144-45.
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person. On this note, it is evident that the argothof Torrance necessarily hinges
on the hypostatic union of Christ. Any attempisturb the cornerstone, that inner
constitutive divine and human action, would indviyacause the understanding of
Christ as the sole Mediator between God and hushamt all that it entails to
disintegrate and collapse.

One more issue awaits our attention before we badséction. It concerns
the human person of Jesus as the medium of God&datmn and mediation. We
would like to ask Torrance that since Jesus inshisrt span of life on earth has
fulfilled the purpose and accomplished the tasketliating God’s revelation, would
Jesus as the medium of revelation then be effawed the economy of God? This
question is not unlike the one we post earliereiiation to Israel as the medium of

God'’s revelation. The answer of Torrance here igreequivocal. He says,

It is thus in the form of sheer humanity in all isvliness, weakness and darkness
that God’s Word has reached us and made provisiofrde and adequate response
on our part,but in such a way that far from being a dispensable medium to be
discarded as soon as the target is reached, the humanity of the Word, God’s
condescension to be one with us in our humanitpanes the proof that in His own
eternal Being He is not closed to us, and the restaifion of His freedom to unveil
Himself to man and share with him His own divinéeli*?

From the citation it is manifest that Torranceassistent in his understanding
of the validity of the media of divine revelatiofike Israel, the human person Jesus
is not a dispensable medium. Thus, it may be ##@t any move by Torrance to
discard or efface the medium soon after it haseskits mediatorial function will go
against the grain of his argument. The media @indirevelation indeed play a

significant role in Torrance’s scheme that could @ swept away lightly.

Conclusion

This chapter has underpinned our claim that Goeéi§dssclosure in Torrance’s
theology takes the form of mediation instead of edimcy. Our analysis suggests
that as the Mediator, Jesus Christ to Torrancéasculmination and fulfiiment of
God'’s revelation and mediation. The election ofd$ as the mediation of God is an

integral part of Christ's revelation and mediatidhe revelatory movement of the

12GR, 138-39. My italic.
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pre-history of the incarnatior> The former is the womb of the latter, and thieeta
is the recapitulation of the former.

Torrance’s discourse of the two-way movement ofisEHrings to light the
significance of the union and communion of divimel &aauman action in revelation
and mediation. The crux is revelation in Torrascetheme is far from being any
type of divine monologue. Revelation to Torraneeolves God and humanity, the
subject and the object, the giver and the recether speaker and the hearer. Itis a
form of ‘relational-revelation’, if we may coin &nm for it. It explains, as we our
argument shows, Torrance’s endeavour to approaehstue from the covenantal
relation between God and Israel. In the case eofititarnate Son, within the
Mediator of the new covenant who bridges perfeb#yween God and humanity,
there are the perfect subject-object relation, gagect giver-receiver relation, and
the perfect speaker-hearer relation.

Our discussion also suggests that Torrance indeessegses a rich
understanding of multiple mediations. His expositdf the painstaking covenantal
relation between God and lIsrael in forging the Htigools’ evidences the point
without which God’s self-revelation in human histowould be impaired.
Approaching Christ in this light, the incarnate Waf God is to Torrance tretual
medium, or the ‘perfect tool’, because in him we have ¢benplete unity of Person,
Word and Act in revelation and mediation.

An aspect of Torrance’s thought that has also dmrted to the richness
regards the embodiment of revelation in the medi&e highlight that Torrance uses
the Old Testament texts as example to supportrgisn@ent. This leads us to the
question about the term of participation. The t¢joasof which we have put to
Torrance twice is whether the medium would effdselfi soon after it has served its
function. The answer of Torrance, as our discussielearly indicate, is
unambiguous. If Torrance is consistent in claintimat the medium of Israel and the
medium of the human person of Jesus would not effaemselves after they have
served their mediatory function, there is no cawsenake the medium of scripture
the exception; here involves the second claim eftliesis that would be addressed in
full in chapter five and six. Thus, we may condudur argument by stating that
God-reveals-Godself is essentially about mediadioth not immediacy in Torrance’s

theological scheme. As Christ is the sole MediatoGod, it is in and through him

13CACl, 288. SedC, 10-11.
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that the human and earthly media by the work ofSpeit continue to mediate divine

revelation to humanity in the course of human histo
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Chapter Two

Dualism: The Eclipse of Divine Revelation

In the preceding chapter we discuss Torrance’sstdtoigical formulation of
revelation and mediation. Our discussion showg thaTorrance’s theological
scheme Christ is the sole Mediator of God and ihiand through him that divine
self-disclosure is fully revealed and mediated.cd&rse Jesus is who he is in himself
as the Son of God, he completes the revelatorynaediatory works that God has
initiated painstakingly with Israel in the coursehmman history. Being fully man
and fully God in one person, Christ fulfils andaddishes the normative pattern of the
union and communion of divine and human action efefation and mediation.
Torrance is adamant that the christological fouintiabf revelation and mediation
has to be guarded unreservedly against any dmtorés our apprehension of divine
self-disclosure and the integrity of the Gospelndtar fall by it. Approaching
Torrance in this light one could appreciate theso@aof his relentless criticism of
dualism. On this note, it is the purpose of thmpter to argue that Torrance’s
conviction to safeguard the revelation and medmetibChrist is best evidenced in his
persistent attacks on dualism.

However, what is dualism? Or, to be precise, whatualism to Torrance?
This question in the first instance may appear dmes as superfluous. Is not it
conspicuous? Dualism is so much an important thémaeTorrance has addressed
immensely throughout his corpus; the compass isambe covers almost the whole
spectrum of Western thought spanning from ancidatoRic dualism to modern
Newtonian dualism. There is some justificatiortie comment that one of the main
aims of Torrance’s theological reconstruction isbiing to light and correct the
ramifications of dualism that are so much embedaedurrent Western theolody.
Notwithstanding dualism commands such a centreestagTorrance’s theological
enterprise, to one’s surprise little effort has rogait in to define the term. The
meaning of dualism and its implications within @@ntext of Torrance’s theological
works particularly in relation to divine revelatioand mediation remain to be

explored. To attend to these issues is insepatab&ehieving the purpose of the

! John D. MorrisonKnowledge of the Self-Revealing God in the Thoaffihomas Forsyth Torrance
(1997), 28-30.
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chapter. Thus, to set the stage, we would firgfflgtouch on from the standpoint of
Torrance the historical thrust of dualism and hisrsdefinition of the term. We then
attempt to delimit Torrance’s understanding of éualand its implications within

the theological context of his criticism of Ariamaism and Newtonian dualism. We
hope, in the course of discussion, to argue inwag or another that the intent of
Torrance’s criticism is to safeguard the integofyGod’s revelation and mediation in

Jesus Christ.

Historical Thrust and Meaning of Dualism

The purpose of this section is twofold. Firstisito set the stage by sketching, in a
brief fashion, the historical terrain of dualisnorin the perspective of Torrance. Our
aim is to show that what Torrance has gathered ruheéerubric of dualism is indeed
vast and complex. Second, we attempt to demoastinat Torrance’s definition of
dualism is inadequate in supporting his theologeradeavour, and the appropriate
way to go is to delimit the term within the contexthis theological discourse.

The main concern of Torrance about dualism is tbgardless of the form it
takes, it has the undesirable outcome of distortireg revelation and mediation of
God in Jesus Christ. This concern is conspicuaugarrance’s criticism of some
modern theology for distorting the revelation ofd3wy gravitating the understanding
of it from the centrality of God to humanity. Tance calls this shift of apprehension
the ‘eclipse of God’, a concept he borrows from titaBuber who uses it to
underline the failure of ‘new theology in distinghing God from human
subjectivity’ Torrance says, ‘An eclipse of the sun, Buber neisius, is something
that occurs between the sun and our eyes, noteirstim itself. So it is with the
eclipse of God that is now taking place, for sonmgtthas stepped between our
existence and God to shut off the light of heavent that something is in fact
ourselves our own bloated selfhood.” The identification of ‘ourselves’ as the

primary cause of eclipsing God is indicative of theong starting point of

*GR, 29.

% lbid. Author's italic. In congruence with Bubdforrance claims that the theological impairment of
‘new theology' with regard to the knowledge of Gadabout the ‘boasted selfhood’ being in the way
between human existence and God. The ‘new theokbgy Torrance generally refers to is the
theology of John Robinson, Harry Williams, Paul \Buren and Werner Pelz. To certain degree, that
includes the ‘God is dead’ theology of Thomas Astiand William Hamilton as well.
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apprehension if divine revelation is to be propenyerstood. To Torrance if our
understanding of God’s self-disclosure does nobsepupon and is not controlled by
the reality of God in Jesus Christ, but somethivag ts thought out or devised out of
our a priori conceptualisation, distortion is inevitable. Tanrte remarks that this
form of modern dualism takes its definitive shagpeeially through the thought of
Descartes, Newton and KanhtTo Torrance the separation of the mental and niaéte
realms has led Descartes to the epistemologicdisduaf separating the subject
from the object, locating truth in the pure reasrthe knowing subjectivity. In
Torrance’s view, Newton’s dualism that separatesabsolute and relative time and
space has given rise to the receptacle notion af 8adering the revelation of the
incarnate Word impossible. Kant's imposition ofogctive conceptual order to
objective reality, according to Torrance, has @éat hiatus between the phenomenal
and noumenal world. By limiting the qualificatioof scientific knowledge to
observable phenomena, Kant dichotomises faith oience and deprives faith of its
objective and ontological reference. To Torradeedualisms of Descartes, Newton
and Kant have adverse impact on successive thinkach as Schleiermarcher,
Ritschl and later, Bultmarth. However, Torrance underscores that the problem of
dualism in fact goes back through the centuriegh® foundations of classical
Western culture in Greece. Torrance says, ‘| reé&e to the irreducible dualisms in
the philosophy and cosmology of Plato and Aristatlich threw into sharp contrast
rectilinear motion in terrestrial mechanics andwiar motion in celestial mechanics,
which were related to the dualisms between the ®capiand the theoretical, the
physical and the spiritual, the temporal and tleenat, the mortal and the diving.’

As indicated, the terrain Torrance covers is anrmoos one that spans
almost the whole history of Western thought. Adiog to Torrance three main
periods of change could be highlighted to demardhte major cosmological

*GGT, 21.

® With regard to Bultmann, Torrance considers himorgnthe modern theologians the one who is
deeply caught in dualism. Torrance says that tiaistic mindset of Bultmann has kept God outside
of this world of objective reality and rendered tieselation and mediation of Christ in human higtor
impossible. The story of Incarnation and Resuigagctand other miraculous stories as recorded in
scripture are being demythologised and deprivetheir ontological relevance ‘on the ground that
they would rupture the continuum of historical hemipgs through the alleged inference of
supernatural, transcendent power.” Torrance s@igs, effect of all this was to make Bultmann offer
an existential reinterpretation of the Christianssage, in which it would be made safe from the
critical investigation of science--—-or, otherwisgpeessed, in which the advances of scientific
understanding of the universe would be quite iuaaé for Christian existence and faith.” S@6eT,
18-19.

® Ipid., 21.
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mutations. The first change takes place betweens#dtond and fourth centuries
when the primitive cosmology of the Greeks mutatés the Ptolemaic cosmology;
to Torrance it is the period when the dominant doed of Plato and Aristotle
congeal into the comprehensive dualism of Ptolencasmology. Torrance says,
‘[A] new astronomical system was elaborated in gagfion with a theory of radical
disjunction between the heavenly and the eartldime. A vast shift in outlook took
place to which there corresponded an equally gskét in meaning and in the
reference of statements. In such a period of pmadomutation the really basic
epistemological questions come to the surface auisidns have to be takeh.
Indeed critical decisions have to be made espgaigthin the church with regard to
the dualisms of Gnosticism and Arianism. The sdamitation takes place from the
fourteenth century and reaches its zenith in thergeenth century. The period is
marked by the change from Ptolemaic cosmology tovthieian cosmology.
Torrance says that it is the time when ‘the newustaered in with Galileo continued
to be characterised by an inveterate dualism thas given its philosophical
expression by Descartes and Locke and its scemipression by Isaac Newton---
who built into his great system of the world thessige dualism between absolute
mathematical time and space and relative appareatand space that was to become
paradigmatic for all modern science and cosmolqmyouEinstein® This leads us to
the third change that, according to Torrance, ccd@urthe twentieth century, when
Newtonian cosmology gradually makes way to Eingeircosmology. Torrance
regards this as the ‘great mutation’ because thgaanof relativity and quantum
physics has caused a change from the old duafistispective of the world to the
new understanding of the rational unity of the ense’ However, it is within this
context of profound transition that Torrance cisigs modern theology in general for
failing to appreciate its significan¢. The main problem to Torrance lies precisely
in the fact that the entrenched dualistic mindsedtill having a strong grip over its
subjects, as shown in the phenomenon of ‘the eclipk God’. Nevertheless,
Torrance is not without hope. He believes that miedern return to realism in
scientific advancement will be the beacon of lighttheology. In other words, he

believes that theology will go back to the realegtproach of grounding our

"GR, 29-30.

8GGT, 23.

9GR, 29-31. Se&GT, 21-27.
VGGET, 17.
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understanding of divine revelation in God as he feagaled to us in Jesus Christ.
Torrance says, ‘This is the soil in which the “néweology” has sprung up, but it
must be regarded as a symptom of change and conftlgt will pass, for we shall

find our faith more adequately grounded and ourapgnsion of God in Christ more
clear and rational than beforé.’

The panoramic historical sketch suggests that simails a complex term to
Torrance. It may be said that the term is a cotu@@gool for Torrance to articulate
certain bipolar division ranging widely from thegio to philosophy and to
cosmology. Torrance’s general use of it is nothait difficulty® The main
problem lies in the fact that Torrance has ofteledato account accurately the
nuance of the term in the light of its complexitydadiversity, especially when it is
used in association with the works of Plato, AtistoDescartes, Kant or Newton.
However, to be fair to Torrance, it has to be painbut that the term is one that
cannot be defined easily. R. M. Mclnerny rematiat talthough it is possible to
reduce the uses of the term dualism to a finite memof meanings, the term remains
vague and of wide carrying applicatidi.” The difficulty is apparent particularly
when it is associated with compound concepts sscRlatonism, Aristotelianism,
Cartesianism, or Kantianism. Thus, it is not sisipg to know at times one may say
that ‘it is easier to find different usages of tieem while still finding the concept
itself hard to explain?4 In Belief in Science and in Christian Lifender the section

‘Notes on Terms and Concepts’, Torrance brieflyréef dualism. He says,

dualism--the division of reality into two incompatible lsgres of being. This may be
cosmological, in the dualism between a sensibleaamnthtelligible realm, neither of
which can be reduced to the other. It may alscefistemological, in which the
empirical and theoretical aspects of reality argassged from one another, thereby
giving rise to the extremes of empiricism and rmaiesm. It may also be
anthropological, in a dualism between the mind #rel body, in which a physical
and mental substance are conceived as either dtitgrawith one another or as

GR 31.

12 | uoma comments that Torrance’s definition of dsrliis too general and imprecise. He says that
Torrance seems to presume that his reader is welteaof what he is talking about concerning the
meaning of the term. Luoma is not alone in thgard. Muller pinpoints the same problem by saying
that Torrance’s ambiguous use of dualism has lethisheading outcomes. In alluding to Muller's
criticism of Torrance, Luoma remarks that Torrasceroblem has caused Muller to claim that
Torrance is actually a dualist because he dravtindi®n between God and the creation. See Tapio
Luoma,Incarnation and Physics: Natural Science in thedlbgy of Thomas F. Torrand®lew York:
Oxford University Press, 2002), 86, 192. And RichA. Muller, ‘The Barth Legacy: New Athanasius
or Origen Redivivus? A Response to T. F. Torrdritieomist no. 54 (1990): 673-704.

18 R. M. Mclnerny, ‘Dualism’ inNew Catholic Encyclopaediel. 4 (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967),
1073-75. Cited in Luoma, 82.

4 Luoma, 82.
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running a parallel course without affecting onethen In the Judaeo-Christian
tradition man is regarded as an integrated whol& & soul of his body and body of
his soul*®

Few points could be noted. The explanation of idomaks ‘the division of
reality’ indicates that the reality to Torrancanbkerently one even thought it is being
perceived as ‘two incompatible spheres of betfig.’With regard to the ‘two
incompatible spheres of being’, Torrance does fadiceate adequately the nature of
incompatibility. From the definition, however, wmaay say that in relation to
cosmological dualism, the relation between the spberes is that of irreducibility.
In relation to epistemological dualism, it is oné disassociation. And, to
anthropological dualism, it is either interactionparallelism. Our preceding sketch
shows that out of the three dualisms identifiedsneological and epistemological
dualisms are the central ones Torrance consistel@dls with in his theological
discourse.

One observation regards the nature of formulatimg definition deserves
some attention. Tapio Luoma indicates that thentiien is taken from a book ‘with
a greater interest in theological implications fegience and vice versa than in

theology itself.*”

In other words, the definition may serve well ‘assecondary
definition with a special interest in modifying tiegical intentions to a more
readable form for scientifically orientated readéfs It is insufficient to represent
fully Torrance’s understanding of dualism from a&dlogical standpoint. In this
regard, what is needed is a theological undergstgndf the term. While some
dictionaries are helpful in offering definitionsckuas ‘Any view that is constituted
by two basic or fundamental principles such asitspitd matter or good and ewif,

or ‘The philosophical system which presupposes wvinal and independent

principles in the universe, one good and the oghé,

they are too general for our
cause. The appropriate way to go, as we suggdst,approach the term from within

Torrance’s theological discourse that has givea tsit. By doing that we hope

>BSCL 136.

6 Luoma comments that the ‘two incompatible sphefeseing’ means that the separation is not an
inherent feature of reality itself but a conseqeent a mental attitude in which the reality is seen
through a framework of two spheres. See Luoma, 86.

" Luoma, 87.

8 hid.

1° Donald K. McKim, Westminster Dictionary of Theological Terthsndon: Westminster John Knox
Press, 1996), 83.

2 Alan Cairns, Dictionary of Theological Term§Greenville: Ambassador Emerald International,
2002), 140.
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Torrance’s understanding of dualism and its impilices may become clear, and his
conviction to safeguard the revelation and mediatib God in Jesus Christ through
his persistent criticism would be apparent as wells indicated, dualism is a big

topic in Torrance’s works. We would, among all tiscussions, focus mainly on his
criticisms of Arian dualism and Newtonian dualisrArian dualism is crucial to our

discussion because through criticising it, Torraaddresses the problem of God’s
revelation in Christ. Newtonian dualism is seldcteecause to Torrance it shares

similar detriment of Arianism.

Arian Dualism

In this section we attempt to delimit the meanimgl amplications of dualism by
analysing Torrance’s criticism of Arianism. Thrduthe analysis we would argue
explicitly and implicitly that the intent of Torrar’s criticism is to safeguard the
revelation and mediation of God in Jesus Christshbuld be noted from the outset
that Torrance avoids making a clear distinctionMeein the teachings of Arius and
his supporters. To Torrance they are both takdisenminately as one representing
Arianism and the problems of Arian dualism. Whetlome would agree with
Torrance’s generalisation is an issue outside itnéeld compass of the current
section. Nevertheless, it does serve the purpbakoaving Torrance to focus on the
issues that matter to him most.

In an important statement Torrance says, ‘Athasasidl doctrine of the Son
is developed over against the radical dualism betwidecosmos noetoand the
cosmos aisthetpsand between God and the creation, that lay ahéast of Arian
theology.?* Torrance claims that the basis of Arius’ teackiegsentially originated
from a particular disjunctive view of dividing tteosmos into the intelligible world
and the sensible world, and thus separating Gad the creation. That is to say, to
Torrance, the root of Arianism does not come frdva Judaeo-Christian mode of
unitary thinking that Athanasius would regard toéacripture as its foundation, but

from the Hellenistic framework that builds primgriipon Platonic dualistf.

21 :

TRci, 224.
2 According to Torrance the main challenge the eehlyrch faces is the cultural clash against the
Graeco-Roman civilisation that is fundamentally Ichtie in religion, philosophy and science. The
dominant philosophical teachings of Plato and Atistaccording to Torrance govern the mindset that
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Torrance’s juxtaposition of Athanasius and Ariantlie statement is indicative of
what he perceives as the irreconcilable conflidivieen the two modes of thinking.
Torrance maintains that Arian dualism has provideel theological backdrop for
Athanasius and the Nicene Fathers to develop ti®adox doctrine of the Son. The
conflict between the two is clearly shown in thetained struggle of the church with
Arianism that eventually leads to the formatiortted Creed of the Council of Nicaea
in 325. A struggle that would not only bring tght the theological debates about the
nature of Christ and his relation with the Fatliea)so enables Torrance to recognise
the entrenched dualism as the main hindrance tmjep theological understanding
of God'’s self-revelation in Jesus Christ. As iadéxl by Torrance, the theology of
Arius is essentially dualistic because it is bpliilosophically upon the foundation of
Platonic dualism that postulates the radical divisbetween theosmos noetoand
the cosmos aisthetosThe separation between God and the creatidreignevitable
outcome of perceiving the singtesmosnto two irreconcilable spheres. If this is the
heart of Arian dualism, we could say that it hasthb@pistemological and
cosmological implications in terms of how we undeamng God and his revelation in

Christ. And in both cases they have the same unadkes results to Torrance.

leads to the separation of the empirical from theotetical, the temporal from the eternal, and the
material from the spiritual. The challenge becoraeste when certain quarter of Judaism that is
influenced by the Hellenistic culture begins totptate a transcendentalist notion of God which $ead
to the accentuation of the gulf between God andccthation. For example, the influential teachifig o
Philo of Alexandria that advocates the need of raerinediate realm of ideas to correlate the vast
distinction between the Creator and the creatuassdirectly and indirectly underscored the dualisti
mindset of the time. The transcendentalist notidvocates that God is so utterly otherworldly thet

is virtually ineffable and unknowable in his ownirige It rules out the possibility of knowing God a
he is in himself. In other words, God could notKm®wn other than his external relation to the
creation. To Torrance, epistemologically, knowledgeGod on this ground contradicts the self-
revelation of God in Jesus Christ because it iedas a detached and abstract way through a cbntras
between the Creator and the creatures. Accordingotrance the ‘yawning chasm’ that is the
outcome of the disparate separation of God fromvitbed is also evident in the mythological system
of Gnosticism. The Gnostic sects, generally carsid to be heretic by the Church Fathers, such as
Irenaeus, hold the view of dualistic realm whichrréiace regards to be ‘a suprasensual, utterly
transcendental realm of eternal and divine realidied a very earthly, material realm of transiert a
murky existence.” The chasm is so wide that theosBos believe any interaction between the
desperate realms is only made possible by the trmdiaf mythological hierarchies of sub-divine
agents. The influence of Gnostic mythology is se&hin the church. What is at stake to Torrarse i
the mythologisation of the act of God in biblicastory among the semi-Christian Gnostics indeed
renders the impossibility of a real physical in@dion and resurrection of Christ. The mythologmat
and its ‘high-flown philosophical’ interpretationf gcripture which Torrance reckons as negative
products of radical dualism threaten the understandnd the knowledge of God'’s revelation. In this
regard, Platonic dualism in Torrance’s view is thain problem faced by the early church both
externally and internally. S€EF, 47-48, 66 and5GT, 38. For fuller reading of Gnosticism, see G.
Vesey and P. Foulke®ictionary of Philosophy(Glasgow: Harper Collins Publishers, 1990), 127;
Denis Minns,Irenaeus (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1994), 15; Terranc&iessen, ‘Gnosticism as
Heresy: The Response of Irenaeudgllenization Revisiteded. by Wendy E. Hellenman (Lanham:
University Press of America, 1990), 340; Pheme iRefhe Gnostic Dialogue: The Early Church
and the Crisis of GnosticisfiNew York: Paulist Press, 1980), 167.
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We would first focus on the epistemological imptioa of Arian dualism.
Torrance underlines that the radical separatiothefintelligible and sensible world
as advocated by Arians has the consequence of gnakie knowledge of divine
revelation in Christ inconceivable in two ways.rsEi if Arians were right to claim
that God is inherently separated from the creatibmould mean that God has no
personal relation with the world. If God is voideflany possible interaction with the
world, then, according to Torrance, divine selfetbsure would be unthinkable and
‘theology in the strict and proper sense is impaesf® Torrance maintains that the
outcome of dualism could only be mythology. HessaWlythology is possible only
on the axiomatic assumption of a radical dichotamghorismosbetween God and
the world, for then our attempts to think of Go@ anlyepinoeticacts grounded in
our own this worldly self-knowledge and projectedioi God across the great gulf
between us® To Torrance the projection of human thought andgjination into
God is theologically unscientific because it lagksification and correction from the
revelation of God® The situation however would be very differenttlie gulf
between God and the creation is removed. Torraag® $lianoeticway of thinking
is possible, in which our thoughts, while remainiatly human, nevertheless reposes

upon the reality of God himself and are determir®d his hypostatic self-

B TRci, 240. To Torrance the economy of God in the wixrlthe basis of our theological knowledge.
He says, ‘Theology must moves from discerning titerdy structure of the savingikonomiato the
inner relations of God in himself.” The importanckthe correspondence betwettreologia and
oikonomiacannot be undermined. Essentially to Torrancet whalism has done is to impair the very
theological structure and rendéreologiaimpossible. On this note, LaCugna is in agreematt
Torrance. LaCugna comments that Arius’ views a@stnvulnerable in his interpretation of the
relationship between theikonomiain Christ andtheologia She says, ‘Arius affirmed that even
though God cannot suffer, still God suffers in gfegson of the Logos, though it is a lesser God who
suffers. In this respect Arius disjoinéldeologia from oikonomia’ However, LaCugna continues,
‘The pro-Nicenes argued in the opposite fashionln. this respect they operated out of a correlation
betweenoikonomiaandtheologia At the same time, they could not countenaneeidiea of God
suffering, and since for them Christ was not ade€¥d but true God, the Logos could not be said to
suffer. In this respect the pro-Nicene solutiontlte Arian problem also created a gap between
oikonomiaandtheologia’ LaCugna argues that it is the schism betw@&anomiaandtheologiathat
eventually leads to the downfall of the doctrinelohity. LaCugna’s emphasis of the correspondence
betweenoikonomiaand theologiais in congruence with Torrance’s assertion. BRei, 250. Also
Catherine Mowry LaCugndzod for Us: The Trinity and Christian LifgSan Francisco: Harper San
Francisco, 1993), 35.

2 pid.

% |t has been the main aim of Torrance’s theologicignce to safeguard the integrity of the revetati

of the Gospel. Torrance says that his intentioftasclarify the processes of scientific activity i
theology, to throw human thinking of God back uptim as its direct and proper Object and thus to
serve the self-scrutiny of theology as a pure seien Kruger aptly remarks that Torrance ‘is
concerned with the purity of Christian theologySeeTS xvii. Also C.B. Kruger, ‘Unpublished
Doctoral Dissertation: Participation in the Selfedivledge of God: The Nature and Means of Our
Knowledge of God in the Theology of T.F. TorranCEhe University of Aberdeen, 1990), 12.
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communication to us in this world® Second, by insisting on the dualism between
God and the world, Arians are rejecting the pobsitof the incarnation of God.
Because God to Arians is transcendental and ideffabod could not be
condescended in Jesus Christ. If God could noinba&nated in Jesus Christ, the
truth of God'’s revelation and mediation in Jesusisths rendered null. That is why
according to Torrance the radical dualism betwéerdsmos noetoand thecosmos
aisthetosinevitably points to the contentious issues of lagure of Christ and his
relation with the Father as the Son. The matterbagh christological and
epistemological. Torrance underlines that Atharsgsin order to reprimand the
dualism of Arians and to defend the orthodoxy @& ¢hurch, insists on the deity of
the Son and his oneness with the Fatheflorrance says, ‘Jesus Christ himself, the
Word made flesh, is here not only the Life and Theth but also the oné/ayto the
Father: “through Jesus Christ we have access td-altieer in one Spirit.” That is
why the relation between the Incarnate Son and Fa¢her constitutes the
epistemological heart of Athanasius’ theolofy’. In responding to the dualistic
separation of God and the world, and the postulatd the transcendental and
ineffable nature of God, Torrance defends the iglidf Christ's revelation and
mediation by underpinning the importance of thejaion participation of the divine
and the human in revelation. He says, ‘[W]e thtotlge same Spirit may participate
in the relation of the Son to the Father and offtther to the Son... even though he
infinitely transcends our conceiving and speakihim.’

To Torrance the cosmological implication of Ariaruadism takes its
manifestation in Arians’ understanding of the beafgChrist and the nature of his
mediation. Torrance underlines that the separatfo@od from the creation has the
setback of drawing a line of division between th&knowable Being of God the
Father and the knowable Logos or the Son. He $aysl so they [Arians] held in
their doctrine of creation, that God first creathd Logos or the Son as the principle
by which he created the rest of the universe; eiowords, they interpreted Christ in
terms of cosmological principlé®. That is to say, according to Arians’ cosmology as
Torrance reads it, God is so other-worldly thankeds first to create the Logos as

his agent, the highest of God’s creature, and themugh him to bring about the

% TRcj, 240.

7TTF, 121-22.

2 TRci 240. Author’s italic.
2 1hid., 241.

%0 1hid., 224-25.
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creation of all thingd> ‘The Logos,” Torrance says, ‘was thus regardedcasipying
the status and role of a created intermediary betv@od and the world? Torrance
remarks that the cosmological argument of Ariarhisiregard is not without logical
basis. If Arians were right to claim that God idtedy unknowable and
undifferentiated, such nature of God would necdgsaake the idea of the incarnate
Christ as God inconceivable. However, if Christevdivine, it would logically mean
that apart from the Father there is another dilemg existing along with him, and
that to Arians would mean that God’s being is ddlesand even plural. The thought
that God’s being is divisible is one Torrance st Arians would unquestionably
reject. Thus, if a being really exists beside Flagher, it is only acceptable to Arians
if the Father brings it into existence out of nogii® That is why Arians are able to
say that ‘There was a time when the Son was ¥iotAnd they claim that the
incarnate Son of God has to be created out of mptthirough the will of the Father
even though he is adopted as the Son. Since thesSoreated through an act of
God’s will, Arians conclude on the basis of lodgiat he cannot share the same being
of God and his deity is therefore denf&d.

To Torrance the argument of Arians is essentiallylogophical. He
underlines that because Arians interpret Chriséims of cosmological principle, the
Platonic dualism that is embedded in their cosmplegds them to undermine
Christ’s deity by cutting the essential bond betw#ige Son and the Fath&r. It is
noteworthy that in their rejection of Christ's deihe Arians are not without biblical
proof. They appeal to biblical verses that paftidy indicate the poverty and
weakness of Christ and his need to offer obedieara#® prayer to the Father to
substantiate their arguments of Christ's createsfffleswhile Arianism rejects the

deity of Christ, Torrance says that it underpins tlogos as ‘a creature, but not as

*! |bid., 115, 85.

% TF, 136-37. By relegating the Son to a mere creaffmerance claims that Arian dualism deeply
distorts the orthodox teaching of the mediatiorCbfist that is defended relentlessly by the Nicene
Fathers. Se€F, 118-20.

* |bid., 118.

*TRcj, 62.

pid., 48.

% TF, 1121-125.

3" The popular text used by Arians is taken from Erow8:22 which says, ‘The Lord created me a
beginning of his ways for his work’. Concerning ttveakness, poverty and obedience of Christ, the
common verses cited are Philippians 2:9 f. and élebr3:1 f. Although Arians use the biblical verses
to argue for the creaturely nature of Christ, Teceasays that Athanasius, in countering Arians, has
interpreted the texts within the general scopeaoipsire and in the light of ‘the Apostle mind'.
Athanasius claims that the human nature of Chasttb be interpreted in terms of the condescension
of the Logos to be one of us for our sake. ThusjsCs taking up of the human flesh is done inhsac
manner that he may act in our place and on ourtieéfare God. Se&F, 62; TRci 151.
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one of the creatures; a work, but not as one owitwks, an offspring, but not as one
of the offsprings®® The endeavour to elevate the Logos above alltwores has
unintentionally made the Logos neither fully diviner fully creaturely, and the
outcome to Torrance could only be a distorted higiimsunion of Christ? Without
question, the interpretation of Arians is entirs#yected by AthanasilfS. And the
rejection is significant to Torrance because Ariasssmological interpretation of
Christ indeed has a twofold undesirable repercussibirst, as indicated earlier, it
makes the revelation of God in Christ impossibleChrist is the created Logos of
whom all things are subsequently made, he doe#hete eternally in the Being of
God. Like all creatures the Logos is alien anddiiéerent from the being and
propriety of the Father. Thus, his knowledge efBather could only remain external
because the ‘Son or Word cannot have or mediataathentic knowledge of God,
for he can know and understand only what is “inpomtion to his own measure” as a
creature* In the final analysis, he constitutes only a de¢al and a changeable
image of God'? This leads us to the second point that if Ariaz@ncept of Christ
remains unchallenged, it would impair, in Torrasceipinion, the doctrine of
soteriology. Torrance aptly says, ‘[T]he atoniragrifice of Christ would then be
understood only in terms of some kind of supefdfidacio-moral or judicial
transaction between God and mankind which doegpenétrate into the ontological
depths of human being or bear savingly upon theodexd and corrupt condition of
man’s actual human existenéd’. If we recall Torrance’s stress of the closeness
between revelation and reconciliation in our préwgdchapter, any distortion of
Christ's revelation to him would indubitably leas tthe impairment of our
understanding of Christ’s salvation.

We have thus far analysed Torrance’s understandinglualism in the
theological context of Arianism. As discussed, I[duato Torrance, as represented
by Arianism, is about the separation @dsmos noetoand cosmos aisthetothat
inevitably leads to the logical conclusion of sepiaig the Creator from the creation.

By separating God irreconcilably from the world,igkr dualism deprives God of

¥ TF, 118.

% Ibid., Torrance comments that according to Epipisrand Theodoret, Arius has a defective
conception of the humanity of Jesus; it is showrhis idea that the Logos in the incarnation has
assumed a body without a human or rational sodl has replaced the soul with itself.

“TRci, 224-24;TF, 118.

“TF, 118.

*TRcj, 224.

“TF, 158.
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having any interaction and relation with the waaltd thus renders the incarnation of
the Son impossible. On this note, the hypostatioruof Christ and hisomoousion
with the Father are impinged. When God’s actiomldonot take place in the
creation, the normative pattern of the union anthrmoinion of divine and human
action of revelation and mediation is damaged; heset is an absence of divine
participation. When what is left is only humaniawct or the action of the created
Logos, Torrance asserts that the definitive outcaoad only be the projection of
human thought and imagination into God; it couldydme mythology and not the
hypostatic self-revelation of Christ. To put icsinctly, Arian dualism to Torrance is
the nullification of the revelation and mediatioh @hrist. It is for this reason that
among the discernible heresies Torrance regardmim to be the archenemy of the
church, ‘forcing’ the church subsequently to criiseits faith in the form of creetf.
The reprimand of Arian dualism by Athanasius anel Micene Fathers is seen by
Torrance as the critical theological defence ofdherch. If we approach Torrance’s
criticism of dualism in the same light, we may coeminthat his intent to address the
issue today is to defend the essentiality of Chrigtvelation and mediation from
being eclipsed by what he perceives as ‘some maitheniogy’. Fundamentally the
problems of dualism that confront us today are cminpletely new to Torrance.
Torrance says, ‘Today too we have the same sarvwiusion... The real issues are
basically the same as in the third and fourth aggyuwhile we have the same kind
of popular theology that in Gnosticism and Arianignpped the imagination of the
popular mind but menaced the foundations of thés@4n Church™®

One issue demands our attention. Torrance’s tiefiniof dualism, as
mentioned in the preceding section, is generalgmidsophical, and is inadequate in
supporting his theological usage. It is therefoue aim to elicit some result from the
current discussion to complement his definitionotbgically. Three main points
may be drawn from our analysis. First, it concethe irreconcilable relation
between the poles in dualism. The dualism of Aviatearly underpins that the
cosmos noetosndcosmos aisthetoare two poles of existence. The relation between
the two poles is one of opposition, or even comttaah. The irreconcilable relation

between God and the creation is indicative of timposing bipolar relation in

* Ibid., 42. Torrance says that although heretieathing is no stranger to the church, it is ‘@ th
critical junction in its history brought about byet Arian heresy which called in question the unity
the Holy Trinity by asserting the creaturelinessha@ Son, thereby separating him from the being of
the Father and introducing inconsistency into Gadtie

®GR 31.
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dualism. It is noteworthy that the hypostatic umiof Christ that involves the
bipolarity of God and man is not considered asidomaby Torrance. The crux is that
the nature of relation between the two poles of @od man in Christ is not seen as
opposing or contradicting, but union. The problemArian, Ebionite or Docetic
version of Christ lies precisely in its dualisticopensity to see the two poles as
irreconcilable. Thus, we may suggest that thegdeyplem of dualism to Torrance is
not about the existence of bipolar poles, but theconcilable, opposing and
contradicting relation between the two poles. ®&dcodualism is not merely a
technical term appropriated for the descriptiothef phenomenon of opposing poles;
it is also about an internalised mindset that shap@erson’s perception of reality.
The Arian controversy shows that the issue is mondre than a debate over a
definition or conception. It involves one’s entthad pattern of thinking and mode
of conceiving reality® Third, dualism posts a threat to realism. Framdiscussion

it is apparent that dualism in Torrance’s mind esgnts certain form of destruction
or distortion. The reality of one cosmos is ditdly perceived as two opposing
poles ofcosmos noetoand cosmos aisthetos The relation between God and the
world is misstated by the irreconcilable separatiomhe knowledge of God,
revelation, mediation and salvation in Jesus Claist all destructed by dualistic
interpretation. Thus, from the analysis, we mayingedualism in Torrance’'s
theological context as an internalised mode of gieirgy reality into two opposing
poles of the Creator and the creation, negatingraal relation between them and
rendering God'’s revelation and mediation in Chmist.

A question has to be raised as we approach thefethé section. We need to
ask how accurate is Torrance’s reading of Arius &igl supporters. We have
mentioned from the outset that by taking their vgoiikdiscriminately as one,
Torrance is giving his critics the occasion of icisim. And the inducement to
comment critically is there especially when readir@yrance’s account, one could
not but to feel that on certain occasions his pregations appear simplistic. The fact
is Torrance has developed his line of argumeninagdéirianism fully and uncritically
from the discourse of Athanasius without taking dmstorical context, textual
difficulty or current patristic scholarship into gideration. John Webster comments

that Torrance’s premises may or may not be corbrdtthe ‘arguments against those

% Luoma, 92. Luoma’s discourse has been a sourctirofilation in formulating our delimitation
here.
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premises are sufficiently strong to warrant venyases attention: recent work on the
theology of Arius, for instance, suggests both thatissues are more complex than
Torrance allows and that early Christianity mayehawich less theologically firnf”.
Torrance, however, is not without defence. Herglespells out his methodology in
The Trinitarian Faith Torrance says, ‘I have tried to let the patristieologians
concerned, almost entirely from the Greek Eastalsger themselves, without the
intrusion of material derived from later sourceshave deliberately refrained from
discussing the interpretation of modern authordlenguch references to their works
as | have made are mostly of an incidental kffid.’

Notwithstanding Torrance’s clarification, one mayegtion the workability of
his methodology. The issue is not merely aboutpghgistic theologians concerned’
are able to speak for themselves ‘without the sitmu of material derived from later
sources’. It is as well whether modern readerghouit the intrusion of material
derived from later sources’ could adequately apgpmdhthe message given the
incompleteness, complexity and particularity of vherks of the patristic authors and
their contexts. Even if we could claim to know th&in sense’ of the texts without
being too occupied with historical issues as adwesthy John Bartoff, one may still
need to ask if Torrance’s exposition of the mateiy itself should be or should not
be considered as an ‘intrusion of material derirech later sources’? The question
is particularly relevant in the light that someticg, such as John Morrison, have
commented that to some extent the Greek Fathennhere reflections of Torrance’s
own larger theological prografl. In addition, Torrance has some questions to

answer in relation to his use of Athanasius againsis. On this note, the caution of

4" John Webster, ‘Review: The Trinitarian Faith: Teangelical Theology of the Ancient Catholic
Church,” Themelios16 (1990): 32. Webster remarks that Torrance selenrely on two premises.
First, there is a straight line from the New Testatnto the theology of Nicaea. Second, the
glgistinction between orthodoxy and heresy in théygatristic period can be drawn very clearly.

TF, 2.
% When giving the Croall Lectures at the New Collégehe year 2005, John Barton argues that
textual studies have often over underscored therit@pce of historicity at the expense of the plain
meaning of the text. He advocates that the teatilshbe interpreted as it is in order for the plain
meaning of the text to surface without being irge¥fl too much by historical issues. In respontting
a question raised, Barton says that when the tmiteb the pen of the author, it then becomes a
dynamic entity free from domination and is ablésfeak’ its plain meaning to the reader; thus,itpla
sense’. Although the main focus of Barton’s thdsion the discipline of biblical criticism, the
fundamental principle concerning the relation bemveéhe text and its ‘plain sense’ is universally
applicable. For argument of ‘plain sense’ and aesvwof the key factors and developments in recent
biblical studies, see John Bartdrhe Nature of Biblical CriticisniLouisville: Westminster John Knox
Press, 2007).
%0 John D. Morrison, ‘The Trinitarian Faith: The Ewgatical Theology of the Ancient Catholic
Church,’Calvin Theological Journa25 (1990): 120.
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Rowan Williams desires our attention. He says]higTwritings of Athanasius, have
to be handled with caution---not total scepticisndeed, but with the recognition
that, divorced from their own original literary dert, they are, in the works in which
they are now found, very far from presenting tahes systematic thought of Arius as
he himself saw it™ Not unrelated to the present discussion, we neebk as well
the legitimacy of Torrance in associating Ariushailatonism in the discourse. This
is a worthy question in the light that Torrancensedo project the impression that
Arius’ argumentation, particularly on the mediasdrole of the Son, is built upon the
ground of Platonic philosophy. On this issue, RowWtilliams provides us with an
alternative view. He says, ‘Arius’ cosmos is nadttof “Middle Platonism”; ascent
to the first principle by graded sequence of imageswledge of God through the
created works which show his wisdom and throughpttmary eikon, the Son, are
not at the heart of Arius’ understanding... he is a@hilosopher, and it would be a
mistake to accuse him of distorting theology toveethe ends of philosophical
tidiness.*

An observation picked up by Luoma about Torrancesective use of
materials has to be highlighted. Luoma commends ¥hile Torrance associates
Platonism and dualism, he suggests at the samethiateAthanasius has no such
Platonic influence. Luoma says, ‘This interpretatis, however, quite limited and
not at all as simple as Torrance would have useteli It has been convincingly
shown that Platonic thought had a remarkable infteeupon Athanasius and the
other Greek Fathers to such an extent that thepstitinction Torrance draws
between Platonic dualism and the thought of theehdc Fathers can hardly be
justified.™®

The above are valid remarks and questions thaiafoerindeed cannot avoid.
However, we should not neglect the fact that whiderance could be more complete
in substantiating his arguments, his ultimate comég to safeguard what he regards
as the most fundamental in theological construgtioamely, the revelation and
mediation of God in Jesus Christ. The Arian covergy as stated by Athanasius
provides Torrance with a window to identify dualissthe formidable threat that has
to be harnessed resolutely. Torrance’s associafitine ‘eclipse of God’ with some

modern theology, his criticisms of Descartes, Newamd Kant, and Aristotle and

1 Rowan Williams Arius: Heresy and TraditiofiGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 95.
%2 |bid., 230.
53 uoma, 88-89.
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Plato, as shown in our historical sketch, are miiie of the understanding. By
working with a general definition, it enables Tawa to gather easily under the
rubric of dualism any threat to Christ's revelatiand mediation that is operating
along the bipolar division. In someway that acdasdar Torrance’s difficulty, as our
argument shows.

We have in this section defined dualism theologicahd ascertained its
detrimental implications within the context of Tance’s criticism of Arianism. Our
discussion suggests that the main motive of Togdancattack Arianism lies in the
defence of the realism of God’'s revelation and raah in Christ. Torrance’s
endeavour, however, is not without problem. As tuen to his criticism of
Newtonian dualism, it would be clear that the intexi safeguarding Christ's
revelation and mediation continues to shape Tog’ar@rgument and his reading of

the works of Newton.

Newtonian Dualism

The aim of the present section is to examine Tegancriticism of Newtonian
dualism. We attempt to argue, after delimiting ldua within the theological context
of Torrance in the preceding section, that the weodif safeguarding God'’s revelation
and mediation in Christ is constitutive of his rie@mdand judging of the work of
Newton as dualistic.

The relation between Newton and Descartes accotdirigorrance is one of
‘hate and love’. In spite of Newton’'s apparent lides of Descartes, he is
unquestionably indebted to him. J. Herivel say$ie' arguments here advanced, if
sound, point to a very important influence of Deseson Newton in dynamics,
direct in the case of the principle of inertiacailar motion, and collisions, indirect in
the case of Newton’s concept of foréé.’ Notwithstanding the influence, Newton
rejects Descartes’ rationalistic abstraction ofheatatics and his method of deriving
positions by pure intellection. Newton takes upmare realist conception of
mathematics that is closely coordinated with exge®. Torrance observes that

Newton’s reaction against Descartes has led him anstronger notion of causality,

54 John Herivel The Background to Newton’s Princip{@xford Clarendon Press, 1965), 53. Cited in
TCFK, 13.
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and a more rigidly mechanical conception of theversie>®> Besides mechanics, the
metaphysics of Descartes has also left an indeiibfgact on Newton. Torrance
comments, ‘[Newton] took over more or less uncaiticthe Cartesian development
of Galileo’s phenomenalism as something that beldn@/most axiomatically, to the
new science which he championed and of which harbeche supreme exponetft.’

Although Newton underpins the relatedness of sifientoncept with sense

experience, he essentially builds the Cartesiatistmaf the independent mind and
matter deeply into his scientific system. Thisthe root of Newton’s dualism to
Torrance.

To be in line with his rejection of Cartesian’s fpumathematics’, Newton
conceives nature as a mechanism operating accotdimgtural laws! His main
focus is to give a mathematical account of thelligiieility and rationality of the
universe. Newton rejects questions of hypothetiediire. Questions that cannot be
mathematically deduced from phenomena have no piackis schemé® For
example, with regard to the question about theirod gravity, Newton makes this
axiomatic statement, ‘I frame no hypothes@sTorrance could appreciate Newton’s
claims that the scientific principles of mechanicalses in the universe could not be
extrapolated to account for the origin of the ursee as a different kind of
explanation is required for the ‘cause’ of its &xime®® If hypotheses and
speculations are disallowed in Newton's scientiygstem, the inevitable question is
what ‘different kind of explanation’ could we haf@ the cause of the ultimate and
inherent intelligibility of the universe? It is tee we judge that Torrance has
manoeuvred his way deftly to relate science analdgy within the scheme of
Newton’s discourse. According to Torrance, Newpmiceives the universe as a

mechanical system complete and consistent in ibs@¥f if it is related to theounsel

®TCFK, 13.

% |pid.

5 Ibid., 16. Einstein has commented that natur&léaton is like an open book that he can read
without effort. He says, ‘The conceptions whichused to reduce the material of experience to order
seemed to flow spontaneously from experience jtfelfn the beautiful experiments which he ranged
in order like playthings and describes with affectite wealth of detail.” See A. Einstein, forewtwd
the Opticksas reprinted in 1931. Cited by Torrance.

% |bid., 18.

% |bid., 16. To Newton a mechanical account of bebaviour of contents in the universe does not
need to question the ultimate nature of the costenutch as gravity. Scientific operation shouditli
itself mainly to the system of phenomenal conneatsl avoid speculative and hypothetical
assumptions that are not mathematically deducibla phenomena.

% pid., 24, 27.
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of a voluntaryandintelligent Agenteyond it* Neither chance nor necessity could
suffice an intelligent answer for its operation aexistence. In the final analysis,
Newton says that we are thrown back to the ultinvgteof God, the Creator who
creates and sustains the stability and regulafitthe universe. This indeed is an
important point because it implies that the unigessan open system towards God
and dependent on God in spite of its determingtid mechanical character. On this
note, we may comment that Torrance has no difffaaliconcurring with Newton as
he himself recognises as well the importance oht@e contingence; a crucial
thought of Torrance in his understanding of thatreh between science and theology
that will be explored in greater length in chaysier

There is, however, in Torrance view, a problem iewtbn’'s idea of
associating God with the universe. Although actwydo Newton the limitation of
mechanical causes could reveal nothing about Gedpdtieves that ‘it may yield
exact and coherent knowledge of things only in geaihan absolute reference-system
constituted in the inertial conditioning of alltigs by God®? This brings us to what
Torrance believes to be the crux of Newton’'s disseu namely, the dualistic
distinction between the absolute and relative tané space, and the identification of
the absolute time and space with God as the ihesygtem of reference for the
phenomenal reality. Torrance maintains that timeé space in Newton’s notion are
on the one hand absolute, undifferentiated, undéhgngnd bear no relation to
anything external, on the other hand they could dxperienced through the
coordination of sense and motion. However, theerafrelative time and space)
should not be confounded with the former (absotutee and space) because it is
essentially the inference of our sense experienc€orrance claims that the
undergirding principle that is at work here is dative of the Cartesian dualism in
separating the real nature of the universe fromrelative observation of it. In the
final analysis, the independent role that is giteerabsolute time and space inevitably
implies an irreducible gap between the way we exglae mechanical world and the
mechanical world itself is to be explain&d.This is the precise reason to Torrance
why God is needed in Newton’s scientific framewtokoe ‘the kind of explanation’

for the cause and origin of the contingent creation

81 |bid., 25. Author’s italic.
82 |bid., 27.
& Ibid., 24.
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In alluding to General Scholium, Torrance undedirghat Newton has
grounded the independent ontological status ofath&olute time and space in the
eternal and infinite God who, ‘by existing alwayadaeverywhere, constitutes
duration and spacé® That is to say, in Torrance’s reading, ‘Newtoerss to have
identified absolute time with the eternal duratafrGod and absolute space with the
infinite presence of God> The outcome of such identification is the recejeta
notion of understanding God as the ‘container’ amimg all events and objects in
objective reality. Torrance claims that in thisywewton is able to account for the
rationality and intelligibility of the mechanicalosld as ‘the movement of thought
from God to the world®® But to relate the mechanical world to God asaiheolute
referential point as indicated is not without diffity. Torrance asserts that the
immediate theological challenge is the possibiitya synthesis between the Creator
and the creation, the ‘grand mythological synthédis The outcome of such
synthesis is detrimental as it leads to eitherdigleasement of divine transcendence or
the elevation and deification of the material wobeyond its creatureliness. The
question is could this truly be the view of Newton?

In responding to the question, Torrance’s argunanthis point makes a
striking turn. He says, ‘Certainly Newton himsetbuld have denied this, for he
clearly intended to guard himself against such agdn He explicitly wrote in the
General Scholium that God is not identical withreitg and infinity, i.e., with
infinite time and spacé® Torrance’s discourse on this note appears ambiguo
especially in the light that he is drawing from th@me source to substantiate two
opposing points. However, to be fair to Torranteshould be said that even in
Newton’s own words the phrases are not without lgrob. Luoma comments that
Newton certainly writes ‘[God is] eternal and i@ omnipotent and omniscient;
that is his duration reaches from eternity to etgrmis presence from infinity to
infinity.” % ‘But,’ Luoma says, ‘Newton determinedly rejectsyaidea that the
adjectiveeternal or infinite could be used as subject predicates referringdd i@
phrases like “God is eternity” or “God is infinity’he is just eternal and infinité”"

If Luoma is right in his analysis, one could eitlgay that Newton has or has not

54 1bid.

% bid.

3T, 38.

5 GGT, 24.

BTCFK, 25.

8 uoma, 95.

bid. Author’s italic.

63



identified the absolute time and space with Gadallidepends on how God's eternal
duration and presence are being interpreted inctirgext of Newton’s writings.
Taking Torrance’s work in its proper setting ofticising Newtonian dualism, we are
not inaccurate to judge that he inclines to subscthe view that Newton does
identify God with absolute time and space, and rmldeceptacle view of God’'s
duration and presence. Our judgment is also basdbe following analysis.

One thing, however, is unequivocally clear. Tocedefinitively claims that
Newton has identified the absolute time and spaitie the mind of God. He says,
‘[T]his fixed frame of reference---absolute, matlaival time and space---Newton
identified with the mind of God, which contains angposes objective order upon the
universe. God contains the universe, however, ouithbeing affected by it
impassibly and immutably---that is what Newton nielayr the termabsolutein this
connection.”* By establishing such a link, Torrance perceivedléwton’s concept
an implication that reaches not just the realm @érge but also theology. It is
important for us to recall that the root of Newt®moncept, as Torrance indicates,
lies in his acceptance of Cartesian dualism thabeates the separation of the mind
of the observer and the objective structure ofmegtu Thus, to make a statement that
the mind of God is identified with the absolute d¢inand space, Torrance is
pinpointing the dualistic division between the dbs® and relative time and space
has now been transposed into the dualistic separbgtween God and the world. In
this regard, God’s relation with the world becorte@syential. There is an absence of
dynamic interaction between God and the world bsedhe dualism of Newton has
mutually excluded one from another, and made the G@Gbscripture esoterically
incomprehensible. God in Newton's scheme has beciompersonal and ineffable.

Torrance says,

But if God inertially contains and regulates thevarse without being affected by it,
there is no interaction between God and the ureviershe biblical or patristic sense-
--that is why Newton found himself having to rejébe incarnation, and even to
support Arius against Athanasi(s

And,

LGGT, 68. Author’s italic.

2 TCFK, 13. Torrance says that Newton’s mechanics isfithié of his inheritance in Galilean
phenomenalism and Cartesian dualism adapted aadtriecthe distinction between the absolute and
relative time and space. Also SBEFK, 20.

B GGT, 68.
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If God Himself is the infinite Container of all tigs He can no more become
incarnate than a box can become one of the sewbjatts that it contains. Thus,
Newton found himself in sharp conflict with Nicertbeology and its famous
homoousionand even set himself to defend Arius against Aabais’

From the arguments it is self-evidenced that Taearegards the dualism of
Newton as problematic and objectionable as theistnadf Arian. The identification
of God with the absolute time and space that indbbi leads to the receptacle
notion of God has the serious setback of separ&wmd from the world. It renders
incarnation andhomoousionimpossible. To Torrance that would only mean one
thing---the nullification of God’s revelation andeghation in Christ. By associating
Newton with Arius, the move of Torrance is indigatof why Newton is to be taken
seriously as the proponent of dualism; namely, éregives in him a mirror of Arius.
The crux is Torrance believes he has detectedasihilalistic patterns between Arius
and Newton. To Torrance the Platonic dualism obisthas given rise to a highly
transcendental view of God that separates God isifgggrom the interaction of the
world. Similarly, the Cartesian dualism of Newtornngs forth the identification of
God with the absolute time and space, and createsridgeable schism between
God and the phenomenal world. Arius believes maton is impossible because the
ineffable God cannot become an object of creatibikewise, the notion of God as
the Container will rule out the possibility of imoation; as Torrance says, the
Container cannot become an object of its contentsus, it should not come to us as
a surprise that Torrance indeed regards the dualfshewton as the ‘revival of the
old Hellenistic dualisn{® that should be handed with utmost severity, jssAduUS
was critically challenged by Athanasius in his days

Our analysis thus far touches on the reasons favtdieto use God as the
explanation for the rationality and intelligibilitgf the universe. One aspect of
Torrance’s reading has to be highlighted here. rdrme says notwithstanding the
notion that God is the absolute inertial systemwlbich the deterministic and
mechanical world refers to, God is also needed éntdn’'s scheme on scientific
terms to manage certain ‘irregularities’ in thevense that ‘require constant divine

intervention in order to preserve harmony and Btalwithin the solar and stellar

78T, 39-40.
S 1hid., 40.
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system.76 In other words, there are deficiencies in theirclodh mechanical causes
that require God to play the regulative role inartb guarantee consistent harmony
and perpetual on going of the universe. Torram@ens that Newton’s appropriation
of God in this regard entails significant implicais. First, it implies a rejection on
Newton’s part of a complete deterministic and maats world. Second, God is
seen as an active Agent whose ‘divine causes ade meaoperate in interconnection
with and on the same level as mechanical cau$e<On this note, the transcendence
of God as identified with the absolute time andcsp®s compromised. Torrance
comments that that could not be the desire of Newit contradicts the arguments
of the separation of God from the world, as indidaiarlier. Torrance thus
concludes that Newton ‘appears to have confusethistakenly run together, the all-
important comprehending and containing role of Gorklation to the creation of the
universe and its continuance as an entire systedhthe role of God in regulating the
chain of mechanical causes and coping with the gemeies resulting from
irregularities within the universé®

Is there really some confusion between the twosroleGod by Newton? Is
Torrance’s assessment justifiable? Luoma commtms this problem troubles
Torrance a fair deal because he has based his angsion the presumption of
Newton’'s deterministic views and restricted underding of the contingency of the
universe. The remark of Torrance about Newtonigusion is, according to Luoma,
a ‘satisfying explanation’ for Torrance to justifys interpretatiol? We however
believe the key lies in the accuracy of Torranceading of Newton. We have, in the
earlier discussion, mentioned the association af’&duration and presence with the
absolute time and space. Now the question conddesmind of God and the
absolute time and space. In order to know the enswe need to go back to the
meaning of Newton’sensorium Deto which Torrance has translated as the mind of
God. The translation is not unambiguous becausesignificance of Newton’'s
sensoriumin this context is a matter of debate. In relatio Newton’s controversy
with Leibniz, it has been argued that the term &hbe understood as an analogy and

not literally, as it refers to God’s ability to betimately aware of the world and

TCFK, 27. SedsGT, 69.
7 Ibid.

78 |hid., 28.

 Luoma, 103.
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events in i€® In addition, according to Edward Craig’s analysidhe Mind of God
and the Works of Marhe says that theensoriumaccording to Newton is ‘where the
brain meets the mind, where the physiological pseeg give rise to a representation
of the world in consciousnes¥, not quite the ‘actual’ mind of God as Torrance
would have us believed. Notwithstanding the isstiganslation, what is important
is that Newton himself has given the impression Kigais after all not too keen of the
association, and the&ensoriumof God has only been mentioned once by Newton in
the wider context of his works, as Luoma indicdfes.This is a significant
observation. If Luoma is right on this note, itwle mean that there is no ‘confusion’
on the part of Newton because, in the first plabere is no strict identification
between ‘the mind of God’ and the absolute time space in his framework. Thus,
there is no contradiction here for Newton to givedGhe regulative role to mend
irregularities in the phenomenal world.

If that is the case, the vital question now is wiguld Torrance in his reading
of Newton put so much stock in the identificatioh tbe mind of God with the
absolute time and space? A possible answer, agesiegl by Luoma, is that
Torrance’s interpretation of Newton's works is stjg&l as he has not only made
the direct identification on behalf of Newton, hestalso read more into the thought
of Newton than is justified® While there is certainly some truth in the exalion,
we suspect there is more to it than meets the ey would argue that when
Torrance approaches Newton with his frame of doebsid detects in someway that
Newton did associate the mind of God (and God'saitleim and presence, as shown in
our earlier discussion) with the absolute time apdce, he believes he has found the
root of Newton’s dualism. By firmly pounding onetlassociation, Torrance could
gain mileage and establish a case out of it. Th& meason for Torrance to pin on
the association is that dualism is too much a fdafie threat to God’s revelation and

mediation in Christ. To Torrance the account ol runs the risk of separating

8 | uoma underlines that Torrance is inaccurate yingathat Newton has linkesensoriunof God to

the absolute time and space. The fact is, acapridin.uoma, only space is involved. It is clearly
evidenced in th®pticks the work that gives rise to the discussion, whienvton says, ‘And these
things being rightly dispatched, does it not apfean Phaenomena that there is a Being incorporeal,
living, intelligent, omnipresent, who in infinitep8ce, as it were in his Sensory, sees the things
themselves intimately, and thoroughly perceivesmthand comprehends them wholly by their
immediate present to himself.” See Luoma, 96.

81 Craig, EdwardThe Mind of God and the Works of M@gdxford: Clarendon Press, 1987), 31. Cited
in Luoma, 96.

821 uoma, 96
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God from the world by creating an irreconcilablaism between the two; it deprives
God of having any real interaction with the worlddathus makes the incarnation of
God in Christ questionable; it distorteomoousionand hypostatic union. When
divine action could not take place in the worldg tiormative pattern of the union and
communion of divine and human action of revelataomd mediation is impaired.

Christ's revelation, mediation and salvation arendled, as implicated in Arian

dualism. The stake is simply too high for Torraniceignore, even though the
association in this regard is tenuous.

We have in this section centred on Torrance'sctsiti of Newton. Our
discussion suggests that the main cause of hipmtieaal lies in perceiving the
dualistic threat that is embedded in the works e#bbn; which, to Torrance, would
inevitably lead to the subversion of God’s revelatiand mediation in Christ.
Torrance’s intent is manifest when he relates Neiato dualism with Arian dualism,
and to regard the former as the revival of the lddlenistic dualism. Thus, it may
not be inaccurate to conclude that Torrance’s tntensafeguard the realism of
Christ’s revelation and mediation in the contingergation has motivated him to read

more than what is required into the work of Newama to regard it dualistic.

Conclusion

This chapter focuses primarily on Torrance’s petiogpof dualism as the detriment
to the proper understanding of God’s revelation aneédiation in Christ. By
sketching the historical terrain of dualism via teeses of Torrance, we show that
what Torrance has gathered under the rubric is aadtcomplex. Notwithstanding
Torrance’s immense effort to engage the issuk hitis been put in to define the term
theologically. Our first endeavour therefore isdelimit dualism theologically in
accordance with Torrance’'s understanding so thatmay complement his
philosophically inclined definition. We then idéntthe ramifications of dualism in
Torrance’s criticism of Arians and Newton. We agihat the main problem of
dualism to Torrance lies basically in ies priori approach in separating God
irreconcilably from the world, and depriving God ledving any actual relation with
it. By rendering the incarnation of God impossitdealism distorts the hypostatic

union of Christ and hisomoousiorwith the Father. It impairs the normative pattern
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of revelation and mediation by denying Christ of HWivinity. On this note,

Torrance’s criticism of Arian dualism and Newtonidoalism, as our argument
shows, is carried out principally in the interettsafeguarding God’s revelation and
mediation in Christ. The task of defence is ofgpaount importance to Torrance
particularly in the light of what he perceives t® the problematic eclipsing of God in
some modern theology. Unquestionably Torrance rdsgahe problem as the
inappropriateness of human action in understandivige self-disclosure. However,
it would be an oversight for one to take Torrancersicism as a debasement of
human participation, for human action is as impar&s divine action in this regard.
The crux is human action has to be carried outgoaance with divine action, as
Torrance would argue. How could human action aehits proper and rightful role

in Torrance’s theology of revelation and mediatisnthe primary question we

endeavour to answer in the next chapter.
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Chapter Three

The Epistemological Realism of Theological Science

The primary purpose of this chapter is to examirm@rdnce’s appropriation of
scientific realism as the repair of dualism in a@nding divine self-disclosure in
Jesus Christ. We attempt to show that by advagditia importance of the scientific
nature of theology, Torrance underscores the ap@tepess of scientific inquiry as
the human action of the normative pattern of réieiaand mediation in mediating
the knowledge of God in Christ. Thus, to set tlaekdrop of his arguments, we
would begin with Torrance’s understanding of thelisen of the Einsteinian-
Polanyian science. Torrance’s postulation of thgplas a valid discipline of science
and the essentiality of scientific inquiry as thentan action of theological science
will be analysed. As Torrance’s approach couldiescribed as critical realishye
would discuss the relation of objectivity and sehjgty in the process of inquiry.
Finally, question about the reasonableness of Tioe’a scientific approach would be

touched on in the conclusion.

TheRealism of Einsteinian-Polanyian Science: A Per spective of Torrance

Torrance claims that we are now living in a greansition in the history of Western
thought. To him a deep paradigmatic change irdtheelopment of science is taking
place as the realist perspective of objective memireplacing the dualistic approach
of perceiving the world cosmologically and epistémgacally. In this unitary
understanding of objectivity of which theorem amperience are integrated to set the
basis of the attainment of knowledge, it opens ag,Torrance says, ‘a dynamic,

open-structured universe, in which the human spsritbeing liberated from its

! McGrath comments that the position adopted byaFare is best described as critical realism, a term
defined in accordance with the description of N.Wright. See Alister E. McGrathlhomas F.
Torrance: An Intellectual Biography (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1999), 217-18. Also seeeRatterson,
Realist Christian Theology in a Postmodern Age (Cambridge: Cambridge, 1999), 12-32; P. M.
Achtemeier, ‘The Truth of Tradition: Critical Restn in the Thought of Alasdair Macintyre and T. F.
Torrance,” Scottish Journal of Theology 47, no. 3 (1994): 355-74; John D. Morrison, ‘Hejger,
Correspondence Truth and the Realist Theology afnEs Forsyth Torrance,The Evangdical
Quarterly 69 (1997): 139-55.
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captivity in closed deterministic systems of caws® effect? Such profound

transition in modern scientific advancement is diogrance claims that theologians
in general cannot ignore. According to Torrance the shift from Newtonian to
Einsteinian-Polanyian science is characterisechbyconviction of the self-disclosure
of objective reality and a realisation of the néadscientific inquiry to be apposite to
the nature of the contingent rationality of theateel world. On this note, Torrance
recognises that the scientific return to realisraldserve as a reminder to theology,
calling it back from the entrenched dualism to pprapriate human action of realist
thinking of God'’s revelation and mediation in ChridBefore we continue, it has to
be made known from the outset that the presentose meant neither to be a
comprehensive study of the relation between scieam@ theology in Torrance’s

framework nor in itself an exhaustive analysiste# science of Einstein and Polanyi;
as either attempt warrants a magnitude that isrimkyar current compass and aim.
The purpose of the section, however, as the heagliggests, is to touch on the
essential characteristics of Einsteinian-Polanysarence from the standpoint of
Torrance so to set the backdrop of his theologicence as the legitimate scientific
activity of human action of the normative patterihrevelation and mediation, a
proper corrective to dualistic distortion of Godalf-disclosure in Christ. Thus, we
will primarily touch on the self-disclosure of obj&e reality of Einstein and the

personal knowledge of Polanyi.
Albert Eingstein and the Self-Disclosure of Objective Reality

To Torrance one of the greatest contributions oftin lies in his success in finally

going beyond Newtonian science by postulating tlealigm of scientific

2RST, ix .

3 GGT, 17. For that matter, Torrance argues that theldpment of natural science has long been
associated with Christian tradition. There is éepler interaction between theology and scienceithan
often realised’, and ‘Christian theology has hathldmeneficial and harmful effects upon the rise and
progress of empirical and theoretical science.’rrdrice relates the rise of empirical science to the
contribution of Greek patristic theology of whidhetradicalised ideas of contingence and contingent
order lay the foundation of the unitary understagdbf the universe. However, according to
Torrance, the unmoved Mover of the pervasive medlagoctrine of God has injected the dualistic
mode of thinking and caused the derailment of seieinom its integrated foundation. The Arian
concept of the impassibility and ineffability of Gbecomes to Newton an explanation of the inertial
relation between God and the universe. When Gathderstood as only the referential point to the
phenomenal world, it inevitably gives rise to aedstinistic and mechanistic notion of the universe.
The Newtonian dualism rules the scientific worldilutihe late nineteenth century when true scientifi
thinking, according to Torrance, begins to takepst® restore cosmological and epistemological
realism. SedCFK, 218-19.
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epistemology, and thus opening up the way for thgolto return from the
entrenched dualism to a realist approach of unaeigtg God’s revelation and
mediation in Christ. Torrance is unequivocal ttieg achievement of Einstein is not
possible without the significant influence of a areChristian scientist, Clark
Maxwell. Torrance regards Maxwell’'s works as thajon breakthrough in the era of
Post-Newtonian mechanics as they steer the develoipf science progressively
back to realism. To Torrance Maxwell’'s emphasis on the integratidrform and
being of scientific inquiry reorients the conceptiof knowledge in a new way
departing from that of dualism. Torrance claimet tlaxwell’'s formulation of field
theory has left an indelible impact on the follogigeneration of scientists by
opening up a new frontier of relational understagdiowards the objective reality.
Because Maxwell has prepared the ground for astef@irm of scientific thinking,
Torrance says that Einstein is able to stand oshusilders and continue to advance
scientific realism. It is in Einstein’s works th@brrance regards the transition from
mechanical thinking to relational or ‘field’ thimlg started by Maxwell reaches its
culmination. The realist characteristic of Eingi@n science according to Torrance is
best demonstrated in the theory of relativity. I8uag upon the field theory,
Torrance says that it operates with the integrat@nempirical and theoretic
components of science, and lays bare the dynamictstes and self-disclosing
nature of the objective reality. The developmenofi particular significance in the
light of the increasing failure of mechanistic scie to account satisfactorily new
discovery made possible by the advancement of eferTo Torrance it essentially
brings forth the erroneous basis of dualism andnadf the validity of realism in
approaching the objective reality. On this note, mvay briefly discuss Torrance’s
accounts of Einstein’s mathematical formulatitimory and principia in order to
substantiate the suggestion that it is from sdierntealism that Torrance finds the
useful apparatus for theology.

4 CTSC, 50-51. Also see Torrance’s introduction to tbekoby Maxwell,A Dynamical Theory of the
Edectromagnetic Field (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1982), ix.

> TCFK, 272. This ‘enormous stride’ of moving forwardHinsteinian science according to Torrance
involves ‘a step back to Newton.” That is to say,Torrance’s view, although Einstein appropriates
the deduction of classical science, his cognitivérument is free in the sense that it has no prior
logical control from fixed premises. He allows thlgjective comprehensibility in the nature of thing
that is independent of our observation to ‘spealitively’ to us. Thus, with regard to the notioh
time and space in the theory of relativity, Einstisi able to reject Newton’s postulation of thecdie
time and space and to define them in terms of tiedaétion to the human observer’s physical frame of
reference. To Torrance, Einstein is deeply coradnof the independence of the objective realitge S
TCFK, 273 andCFM, xx.
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By rejecting traditional dualism that separates ‘thgic formal’ from ‘the
objective or intuitive content’ of mathematics, Wamce says that Einstein, in
following the heels of Maxwell, has turned his thbtufrom abstract to embodied
mathematics. Torrance comments, ‘This was themgdbrtant switch from Euclidean
to four-dimensional geometry and the physical byrtaghic space-time concepts it
entailed, which meant working with ontological gnoked objectivities and
intelligibilities that can never be completely regd to conceptual explications or
mathematical formalisation8.” However, instead of debasing the validity of
mathematical components in physics, Torrance umagsrEinstein’s claims that they
have a more basic and heuristic role to play iergtic discovery when they are in
intuitive contact with the objective reality. Bynderpinning the importance of
integrating form and being, Torrance asserts thast&n has overcome the old
dualism of Kantian phenomenalism by fusing together logical-formal aspect and
the intuitive content of mathematics. Thus, Toceurlaims that Einstein has
changed radically our perception of reality frone thnclosed dualistic-mechanistic
model to an open realist-disclosure model. Thecame is the consequential
awareness that the constancy of objective realsyrepresented by mathematical
invariance in physics, is essentially contingentl aelf-disclosing, and cannot be
imposed upon or reduced to anything simphalqyriori principle. Torrance regards
the epistemic change as an important step in Igathe way of a needed repair of
what dualism has done not only in science but @lsbeology, especially in relation
to our understanding of the revelation and mediatibGod in Christ.

The new approach towards the understandinghedry and principia in
Einsteinian science is one theology cannot overlesgecially with regard to its
apprehension of revelatory knowledge as the conpation of the divine and the
human, and its construction and revision as dogriarrance remarks that in the
context of the new scientific developmetitgory is no longer considered as the
working hypothesis which involves ‘convenient agement of our observational
concepts for certain pragmatic or technological seritiat has no metaphysical
relation to the inherent order of the natural wdrl@heory, in its proper sense, is ‘a
speculative penetration into the structure of thirand to ‘allow it to disclose itself

to us.® Similarly, principia are not fixed but fluid axioms. They are cogmitiv

6CTSC, 57.
"TCKF, 273.
8 |bid.

73



instruments used to penetrate into the objectivaprehensibility of the universe.
Torrance says, ‘We are not concerned here, theth, axioms in the old sense of
fixed premises or principles in which we argue freertain accepted position to
necessary conclusions.... What we have here are @peble structures used
postulationally, and therefore with fluid revisitime further they penetrate into and
lay bare the “inner logic” of the field under intigation’® With the discovery of the
inner logic or the inherent order of the intelliginature, Torrance says that ‘we
realise that we “invented” or came upon them beedhey came at us from the side
of the universe itself, compelling us to formulateem as “laws” through the
astonishing correlation between our human thinking empirical reality®

The significant redefinition otheory and principia could be said to have a
twofold impact to Torrance. First, it reveals theakness of Newtonian and Kantian
epistemological dualism by showing that the maiobegm ofa priori approach in
making scientific statement is nothing more thampsnconceptual schemata that
build upon the dichotomy of knowledge and the ofjjecreality’* With the

® Ipid., 274.

10hid.

" Torrance regards Einstein’s works as the antitiptee deterministic dualism of Newtonian science
and Kantian epistemology. To Torrance absolute tamd space in Newtonian physics are considered
as the inertial system to which the phenomenaltesed experience take reference to in order to make
logical sense the casual structure of the worldrrahce claims that Newton has derived the concept
out of the need to establish a fixed point for deteing position, since no object is at rest in the
universe and all coordinate systems are to be titoofgas movable systems in time and space. On
this note, Torrance underlines that Einstein i€kjtd point out this ‘fictitious character’ of Newvt's
postulation because it arises not by empirical mbsien but by ‘free inventions of the intellect’.
Thus, Torrance remarks that Newtonian science bas bperating with fundamental axioms that are
‘placed at the beginning of the theory as formanpses’. In Torrance’s view, the problem of Kant
to certain degree is not unlike that of Newton.rraioce says that Kant, when responding to Hume’s
analysis, has ‘transferred’ absolute time and sfraoe the mind of God to the mind of the knower in
order to maintain their absolute character andgoeathat they are not affected by sense experience
Through his theory of ‘synthetic a priori’, Torransays that Kant, instead of reading law of nabute

of nature, ultimately imposes conceptual order upature through the processes and structures of
active reason. Like Newton, the outcome of Karpsstemological approach is a closed system with
its premises being detached from the process dfimpg To Torrance this inevitably leads to
axiomatic abstraction and imposition of theoretipabsupposition upon the object of investigation.
However, with the advent of relativity theory, Tamce underlines that the deterministic dualismibas
make way for the rediscovery of the contingent doee and objective reality. Scientific premises
according to Einstein could not be preconceivedadvance; they need to be the integral parts of
scientific inquiry, postulation and verificationtifiey are to be relevant. They can onhalmosteriori

and are accepted ‘on the ground of that they gielligible and unifying form to the inferential
relations in which they are incorporated.” The keynt of Torrance is about the reciprocal dynamic
between the scientific-axiomatic formulation ané thherent rationality of things that is beyond our
comprehension. And it is at this point Torrancel§ the relevance of Einstein’s theory of relagiuit
providing the integrative solution that the Newtmi mechanistic postulation or Kantian
epistemological presupposition has failed to dbusl to Torrance, the achievement of Einsteinities
initiating a new way of axiomatic thinking in phgsij eliciting the inner logic of contingent ordand
laying bare the premises embedded in the intringimections of objective reality. S&EFK, 23,
272-73;GR, 99-100;GGT, 25-26.
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meaning oftheory andprincipia redefined, Torrance argues that relativity theway
made possible the advancement of scientific knogdethrough the remarkable
epistemic correlation between the inherent thoygtiterns of the human mind with
the intelligible order of nature embodied in objeetreality. As Torrance aptly says,
‘for if nature is not in itself that which we claito know of it in its relations toward
us, then we do not really know nature but are mgeoglerating with convenient
symbols or useful arrangements of observationabh.dat Second, since the
development of theological knowledge is not comgijetinlike that of science, the
redefinition that underscores the correlation betwéhe self-disclosing nature of
objective reality and the appropriateness of sifienhquiry has implication in our
understanding of God’s self-revelation in Christiaglving necessarily the union
and communion of divine and human action, if ittasbe genuine. In addition,
because revelatory knowledge of God attained tsydht of union and communion
between the divine and human is essentially fluid aot static, the forming of it as
dogma by the church thus logically calls for constevision and correction under
the on going compulsive influence of the revealdwd in Christ by the Spirit. This
is the vital argument that undergirds Torranceicism of the aberrance of dualism
especially in the context of defending not only swvereignty of God, but also the
appropriateness of human participation as scieniifquiry in the revelation and
mediation of divine self-disclosure in Christ. Bhit may be said that the Einsteinian
revolution has provided Torrance with what he wodard as the ‘appropriate tool’
to argue for the imperative return of theology frasnepistemic course of dualism to
realism in understanding divine revelation and ragain.

We may end our discussion with a short demonstraiicdhe effectiveness of
the ‘tool'. When commenting on Einstein’s stre$gmunding scientific knowledge
on the self-disclosing nature of objective intélflitity, Torrance says, ‘This all
important point, theologically speaking, may bdezhthehomoousion of physics, the
basic insight that our knowledge of the universeoiscut short at appearance or what
we can deduce from them, but is a grasping oftyaalits ontological depth, and that
we are unable to pierce through appearances aneélegm the structures of reality
unless we operate with the ontological integrabbform and being, or of structure

and matter, which is, after all, what E = MC2? dstdf Just as the concept of

2GGT, 162.
13 |bid.
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homoouson comes about through the Nicene Fathers’ theolbgeadisation of the
inherent truth of God’s self-revelation and mediatin Christ, the concept of the
‘homoousion of physics’ emerges through Einstein’s scientifiscdvery of the
revelatory nature of objective reality. Both, asrfBnce argues, pivot on the
undeniable fact that the true nature of thingsreigly is what they are inherently in
themselves. ‘Nature does not deceive us or pielstwith us,” Torrance says, ‘it is
everywhere trustworthy and reliable. Thus lleenoousion of physics represents an
epistemological revolution of very far-reaching rgiigance for natural [and

theological] science*

Ibid. Notwithstanding the groundbreaking achiegstrof his scientific works, Torrance says that
Einstein is not blind to the fact that science itgmtimitation. At least, according to Einsteigjence is
unable, as a process of inquiry itself, to esthbliedependently the basic belief of the objective
rationality of reality. Thus, Einstein is convimncthat without profound faith that derives fromigain

and revelation, science would be inconceivable.cdngruence with Einstein, Torrance would argue
that the essential breakthrough of modern scierisesaout of that fundamental conviction of belief
and faith. Torrance says that both Einstein angvi#l hold the view that the fundamental beliefs ar
intuitive and religious in character. The intuiticharacter of belief is associated with the ‘pre-
established harmony’ between human thought anéhttependent empirical reality. It makes possible
the human mind to discover and understand thensitristructure of natural order; as Einstein claims
that it is only through intuition, resting on syrtipetic understanding of experience, that we are @bl
derive the basic laws that govern the natures itmportant to note that, like Maxwell, Einsteinedo
not consider these fundamental beliefs ‘primitiveegses’. They are however rational insights
impressed upon the human mind by the compelling disdosing nature of the contingent reality.
This leads Einstein to comprehend the religiousatdtar of such belief. Einstein says, ‘To the sphe
of religion belongs the faith that the regulatioradid for the world of existence are rational, tet
comprehensible to reason. | cannot conceive afraiige scientist without that profound faith. The
situation may be expressed as an image: scient@uwtiteligion is lame, religion without science is
blind.” What about the reciprocal dependence @bim on science? Torrance underlines that
religion is dependent on natural science to purgé‘the dross of its anthropomorphism’; partialya

the abstract form of anthropomorphism found in phgjection of idealised concepts into God by the
liberal theology. It would be mistaken in this aeg) for one to think that Torrance is rejecting
anthropomorphism totally. In fact anthropomorphibas a role to play in Torrance’s theological
reconstruction if it is appropriated on the babit it derives from a profound reciprocal relatioith

a personal God who interacts with the world throtgg Word. Torrance is able to underpin the
relation between anthropomorphism and Christiantroes because God to him is essentially
relational and personal. However, could the saesdid of Einstein’s God? What is this ‘God’ that
Einstein refers to on certain occasions as ‘the@id’'? Arguably the most famous saying of Einstein
concerning his understanding of God’s nature i Bad does not play dice’. The statement is made
in the context of expressing his disagreement thi¢hidea of ‘indeterminacy’, or ‘uncertainty’, thiat
associated with a form of contemporary quantum rsheolf ‘God does not play dice’ is about
Einstein’s profound belief in the regularity of net, ‘God does not wear his heart on his sleeve’
stands for the conviction that the deep secret l@ality of contingent nature cannot be deduced
simply from phenomenal appearances. When refetan@od is deep but not devious’, Torrance says
it expresses the complexity and subtlety, ultimsitaplicity and reliability of the universe. The
question is what can we make out of these? Howtlagse sayings to be interpreted? If one is
suspicious of an element of pantheism, he may $mpports as Einstein indeed has equated ‘the
rationality or intelligibility of the world’ with & superior mind that reveals itself in the world of
experience’ to express his concept of God. Intaadiby associating himself with Spinoza’s notion
of God, Einstein seems to subscribe the idea thdt i the ‘impersonal infinite Being immanent in
the universe’. In this regard, it is not surprgsite know that Karl Popper in fact regards Einsgein
thought as ‘theistic’. Notwithstanding his thedbad position, the important point to Torrancehstit
Einstein, standing on the shoulders of Maxwell, ha$d firmly to the end the importance of
fundamental belief and faith in scientific inquirgeeCTSC, 7-8, 58-60GGT, 112, 119, 127.
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Michael Polanyi and the Personal Knowledge

Michael Polanyiexplains inPersonal Knowledge that when he sub-titled the book
‘Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy’, he had in chimow is the ‘critical moment’ for
us to challenge the validity and superiority ofaaalism. Citing from St. Augustine,
he argues that all knowledge is a gift of grace ‘aemust strive under the guidance
of antecedent beliefis credideritis, non inteligitis’®™ To emulate Augustine’s
success in bringing the history of Greek philosofghg close by inaugurating, for the
first time, a post-critical philosophy, Polanyi wendins that fundamental belief, as the
source of all knowledge, is critical and essentialscientific endeavour. Such
acknowledgement is, according to Polanyi, a readisathat ‘we can voice our
ultimate convictions only from within our convictie.™® The problem of rationalism
and the need to return to the fundamental beliefcience as Polanyi underscores
point to that which Buber regards as the eclipsé&sofl in theology to Torrance.

Unquestionably, belief, or faith, arises out ofgmeral convictiort! However, unlike

! Michael PolanyiPersonal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1969), 266. Hereafter abbreviate®kas Polanyi cites from St. AugustinBg libero
arbitrio, Book I, par. 4: ‘The steps are laid down by theppet who says, “Unless ye believe, ye shall
not understand”.’

' Ibid., 267.

1 Torrance underlines that although belief or faittses out of personal conviction, it is not meiaty
individualistic activity. The quest for knowledge not a solitary occupation. It involves ‘inter-
personal relations with one another’. It is wheogle are open to sharing the intimate experiefce o
reality that a communal conviction can be reachkds in the context of a believing community that
certain common beliefs can be shaped and uphetdany? asserts that since ‘no body knows more
than a tiny fragment of science to judge its vaidind value at the first hand... he has to rely on
views accepted at second hand on the authoritprafrunity of people accredited as scientists.” This
implies that in every scientific community, thendsés a form of organised authority and tradition.
They function as touchstones to facilitate both thkie and growth of knowledge. Polanyi and
Torrance recognise the role of authority and trauitn setting boundary for scientific field. Thaye
there to assess and verify the outcome of resedichvever, with the intent to enlarge and deepen it
content, Torrance claims that authority and tradittannot have the final verdict because they (like
the outcome of research) are subject to the aciisalosure of reality and are consistently being
relativised by the truth. As Torrance says, ‘TH@es not imply that we must operate uncritically
within the knowledge or wisdom accumulated in oultural tradition, just because we are unable to
extricate ourselves from involvement in it. On twmtrary, it is because our thought is so powisrful
influenced by culture that we must bring its lateaasumptions out into the open and put them to the
test.” Polanyi makes the same point as well. Hewein adding an ‘essential qualification’ to the
principle of authority, Polanyi goes beyond Tormairt claiming that ‘Every acceptance of authorsty i
qualified by some measure of reaction to it or exgainst it. Submission to the consensus is always
accompanied to some extent by the imposition ofsoviews on the consensus to which we submit.’
While both agree on the importance of applicatiod anodification of authority and tradition, the
implication of Polanyi's view is that he acknowledgthe possibility of fundamental changes within
science. Polanyi believes that a reasonable ctionepf science ‘must include conflicting views
within science and admit of changes in the fundaahebeliefs and values of scientists.” While
Torrance clearly identifies the common ground betwscience and theology, he would certainly be
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the belief and conviction of dualism that esselgtialork with a priori principle,
Torrance stresses that the postulation of Polamyolves basic acts of
acknowledgement in responding to the revealindlimitality that is inherent in the
nature of things and thus cannot be reduced to mesctivity’® Regarded in this
way, Torrance claims that fundamental belief anditiogent rationality are
intrinsically bound together, and the correlatiogtvieen them forms the basis for
Polanyi to focus on the importance of belief as sharce of rational knowleddé.
Thus, Torrance says that Polanyi, together with Widikand Einstein, have rejected
the positivist emphasis on abstract and detacheaisfaf thought, and attacked
dualistic separation of mind and matter.

A crucial area Torrance believes Polanyi has moswegificantly beyond
Maxwell and Einstein regards the argument thatethesin be no knowledge of
material realities apart from the personal activityhe knowe?! The argument is of
particular importance to Torrance not only becamiderings to light the place of
personal judgement in scientific epistemology,Isbaaffirms Torrance’s claim of the
indispensable role of human participation as sifienhquiry in theology. Having
said that, it is unequivocal to Torrance that tleknawledgement of personal
participation does not sweep the import to freergdic knowledge from personal
biases and subjective prejudices as argued bydbigists under the carpet. Citing
the argument of Polanyi, Torrance asserts thatptistivists have overlooked the
vital fact that it is only ‘person’ who is capaldé self-criticism and of distinguishing
what he knows from his subjective states.Essentially, as Polanyi says, ‘the
discernment of a coherence, the appraisal of ottlerassessment of a probability,

the choice between two theories, the ability to &ee to guess rightly the informal

hesitant in applying this to the fundamental bsli&fthe Christian faith. SdeST, 111-112;RET, 17;
CTSC, 13, 68;PK, 163, 167, 208; Colin Weightmafheology in a Polanyian Universe: The Theology

of Thomas Torrance (New York: Peter Lang, 1994), 227-28.

8 CTSC, 68. As Maxwell and Einstein have underlined ihag the ontological anchoring of belief in
transcendent reality that prevents it from beirlgjettive or arbitrary, Torrance points out thathrto
Polanyi is essentially about the external polesadieh. Thus, belief is about the obedience ofrified

to the truth in the recognition of its universaliohs and normative authority.

¥ 1bid., 62. According to Torrance no one has gimere explicit discussion to the priority of belief
in rational knowledge than Polanyi.

% polanyi is concerned to free science from the danme of positivism. In particular, according to
Torrance, Polanyi has in mind the conventionaliat positivist notions of science advanced by Ernst
Mach. SedCFK, 110-111.

2L CTSC, 62. Weightman underlines that in his stresshanrteed for natural scientists to keep free
from selfish desire, Einstein apparently assocititespersonal with a negative self-centrednesss Th
seems to prejudice him against personal, resulimgn impersonal model of thought. See
Weightman, 219

2 |bid.
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decisions that enter into the process of veriftiagtand so on, are all personal acts in
which the scientist is constantly engaged throughdis inquiries.® By
underpinning the necessity of personal participatiborrance claims that Polanyi
does not reject objectivity but objectivism in pmral knowledge. His emphasis on
personal elements does not entail any subjectivimm,a refusal to it. Indisputably
certain degree of detachment is needed in ordenamtain necessary impartiality.
Yet a total detachment is impossible as persondcgmation is an integral part of the
knowledge process. The discourse of Polanyi haseinse significance to Torrance.
It provides Torrance with the needed support inusg that personal belief and
conviction in theology are legitimately objectivenda scientific. It endorses
Torrance’s claim that personal participation inology is essentially the human
action of scientific inquiry in responding appobitéo the divine action of self-
disclosure in Christ.

To continue to set the stage, we would mainly foousthree aspects of
Torrance’s use of Polanyi in theology that areteeldo our discussion. First, it is the
principle of ‘indwelling’ of which Torrance regard® have an epistemological
overlap between science and theology. Polanyaegthat ‘indwelling’ is about the
use of a framework for unfolding human understamdim accordance with the
indications and standards imposed by the frame#fbrk. is an interactive process
whereby we as the subject interiorise the objecs@ek to know and make ourselves
dwell in it in order to develop new facilitié3. Torrance paraphrases it as ‘the activity
in which we let our minds dwell within some context experience, using the
framework which it supplies to help us gain acdesdeeper and fuller meanirg.’

To both Torrance and Polanyi this is the way primaoncepts that are intuitively

B TCFK, 135. Polanyi concedes by saying that there syl a ‘residue of personal judgment
involved in deciding whether to accept any particybiece of evidence, be it as proof of a true
regularity, or, on the contrary, as a refutatiormofapparent regularity. This is how | saw anckpiex

the fact that, strictly speaking, all empirical swe is inexact. And as | came to realise that all
integration is, like perception, based largely aitt elements, of which we have only a vague
knowledge, | applied this also to science, andd#etithat science was grounded on an act of personal
judgement, and called this knowledge, therefongeraonal knowledge.” In congruence with Polanyi,
Torrance delineates, ‘In the nature of the casejeker, this is not a logical or impersonal movement
of thought carried out merely through formal operat according to definite rules, but one that lsan
undertaken only by a rational agent in the exeroferitical appraisal and judgment as well as
intuitive discernment and apprehension. Formagand impersonal instruments do, of course, play a
considerable and indeed an utterly essential rokientific activity, but they have to be directad
controlled by the scientist, as from an active geas centre of intentionality, if they are to flifheir
g)urpose.‘ SedCFK, 123, 134.

* Michael Polanyi,Knowing and Being: Essays by Michael Polanyi, ed. Marjorie Grene (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd, 1969), 134. Hereadtsreviated akB.

pid., 148.

*®TCFK, 93.
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connected with the object take shape in our mimds teansform our thoughts. It
enables Torrance to argue scientifically that tlmenpulsiveness of God’s self-
disclosure takes place in shaping human inquirig participates in ascertaining the
knowledge of God in accordance with the intent iging revelation and mediation in
Christ. The principle is of particular importanas Torrance claims that ‘Polanyi
should use here the language found in the Fourp@pwhere Jesus speaks of the
mutual indwelling between himself and his disciplé®ir dwelling in his Word and
his dwelling in them through the Spirit, enablifgemn to enter into more intimate
knowledge of his mind as the revelation of the Egthnd so be led forward into the
truth.””” However, Torrance’s use of Polanyi in this regardot without criticism.
Colin Weightman comments that Torrance is keen moeuscore the objective
character but undervalue the subjective aspectndielling as understood by
Polanyi®® The inescapable bodily-rootedness of personalwetithg is not
mentioned as well in Torrance’s explication. Instead Torrance focuses on the
indwelling of the object and not on the equallyn#figant indwelling of the knower
and his culture. Weightman’'s observation is natgurate. Nevertheless, the matter
in question may not be that Torrance has ‘ignotéd crucial aspect of Polanyi's
thought. Torrance, in his discussion of the pembcand social coefficient of
knowledge, clearly demonstrates that he has in ramavell the importance of the
subjective aspect of indwelling, both bodily andlturally.®® However, in his
appropriation, Torrance is sometime caught up wheéh concern to safeguard the
absolute obijectivity or the sovereignty of God ihriSt's revelation and mediation
and thus, unlike Polanyi in natural science, urnglto maintain the equilibrium; but
to put more weight on the objective reality. lh@&twords, Torrance’s appropriation
of Polanyi is selective and critical; as McGratlyssaéTorrance himself regards his
use of Polanyi as a means of developing and strenmig his own fundamental
theological ideas, and is empathic that those idgasnot grounded in Polanyi’'s
writings.”®* The upholding of God in Christ’s revelation anddiation to Torrance is

the critical task beyond any negotiation in theglogs any compromise in that

7 |bid.

2 \Weightman, 220-22.

% |bid. According to Polanyi, knowing fuses our sigdiary awareness of the particulars belonging to
our subject matter with our subsidiary awarenessusf own bodily and cultural beingThus, he
emphasises that all thought is incarnate or emHodihis aspect, however, has not been the focus of
Torrance’s discussion.

%0 For detailed discussion, see Torrance’s articldhé Social Coefficient of Knowledge’ iRST, 98-

130.

3 McGrath, 229.
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department would run the risk of falling into thifagdl of dualism, particularly the

Arian dualism and Newtonian dualism. On this nete ,would argue that Torrance’s
theological consideration has circumscribed himmfrappropriating Polanyi lock,

stock and barrel.

The second aspect of Polanyi's discourse thatigsifisant to Torrance
concerns the tacit character of personal knowledigerrance remarks that this is the
distinctiveness of Polanyi in providing an impottenswer with regard to the
relation between human thought and experiéhcéolanyi claims that ‘we know
more than we can tell, for in addition to our “fb@wvareness” and the explicit
knowledge to which it gives rise, we always openaih a “subsidiary awareness”
and an implicit knowledge on which we rely in allreexplicit operations® Polanyi
underlines that this tacit dimension is evidentha scientific discovery through ‘an
unaccountable intuitive apprehension of a structume reality, and in the
development of knowledge through ‘a process ofgiaton in which largely
unspecifiable clues are organised in responseeantimation of a true coherent in
nature.®* In appropriating Polanyi’s thought, Torrance miai that all explicit
knowledge, be it scientific or theological, arises of the tacit dimension. On this
note, Torrance has no difficulty in incorporatiragit dimension to his discussion of
ultimate beliefs, such as the belief of order omiity, simplicity, and contingendy.
However, one area of Torrance’s appropriation lbabe addressed. It regards his
claim that the tacit dimension provides the cordimsi epistemological field that
integrates the sciences and arts, and overcomeduhlksms that have led to the
fragmentation of human cultur®. Although Torrance’s intent is clearly to argue fo
a solution to the entrenched dualism, he would havace two issues in relation to
his use of Polanyi here. First, Polanyi althoudfirnas the presence of tacit
dimension in knowledge, he does not state thatréspective tacit dimensions are
continuous from one field to another. No doubteadlicit knowledge is rooted in

tacit dimension in a subsidiary-focal manner fotaRwgi, this however does not imply

%2 TCFK, 112. In Torrance’s view, Polanyi has moved bey&instein in thinking out further the
coordination between idea and phenomenal reality.

 pid.

* Ibid.

% For example, with regard to applying tacit dimensio the discussion of simplicity, Torrance says
that it will neither yield specific information iiiself nor a particular view of reality, but proedh
framework through which the reality can be glimpsdebr this reason, simplicity could be seen as a
form of cognitive means required in Torrance’'s abdaioefficient of knowledge. For detailed
discussion se€CFK, 191-214.

% BSCL, 145.
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by default a principle of continuity. Moreover, IBayi does not affirm continuity
between science and religidh. This leads to the second point that Torrancédyjsn
discussion of the social coefficient of knowledgees make a distinction between
social coefficients of theological and non-theotadiknowledge. He says, ‘There is
an inescapable need for a social coefficient ofwkedge in order to establish and
maintain semantic relations with reality...But of c¢e®l our special concern here is
with the social coefficient of theological knowledge, and with the way in which our
basic theological concepts arise in the dynamic amgirical correlation of our
human life to the self-revealing interaction of Guith us in the world® By
making the distinction that has an unintended apumsece of implying a
discontinuity in the tacit substructures of religi@nd natural science, Torrance
indeed cannot escape from receiving criticism Hehas contradicted himself in his
use of the principle of tacit dimensiofis.

The third aspect of Polanyi's thought that is efv&ce to Torrance regards the
acknowledgment that without the independent exitgtesf a transcendent rationality,
scientific knowledge cannot be pursued. Polanys $laat he is often caught up in the
pursuit of a reality that is only partially discéxs and yet he is convinced that it has
an independence and power for manifesting itselfuimhought-of ways in the
future®® Torrance claims that this is the contingent reair objectivity that science
and theology share, as both are open to what sndleip which they have no control.
Because of the overwhelming nature of the transmendationality, Torrance
underscores that any scientific formalisation &f tmiverse must retain not just an
open structure character, it must also to be réadgonsistent revision in the light of
a continuous interaction with contingent reality g@t ‘human reason becomes
enlightened from beyond the limits of created raiiy’."* On this note, the
acknowledgement of Polanyi reinforces Torrance’s of Einstein’s redefinition of
theory and principia in substantiating the argument of the fluid-axitimaature of
theological statement and dogma. Notwithstanding significance of human
participation as involving personal decision inestific inquiry, the conviction of

Polanyi corroborates Torrance’s claim that the whelming presence of

3" Weightman, 214.

¥ RST, 102.

¥ Weightman, 214.

“ GR, 96. Torrance although is unequivocal that ‘theependent existence of a transcendent
rationality’ cannot be confounded with God, it dpeént to the ultimate reality that provides theiba
for social coefficient of knowledgeBSCL, 145;RST, 102, 103-04, and Weightman, 214.

“lpid., 97. Se®K, 384.
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preternatural element, which demands a sense mgceadent awe in us, a point we
will return to later, indeed is to be found in eveliscipline of science. Torrance,
however, clarifies that ‘this transcendental eleimerihe sciences of nature is not of
course to be identified with God, for it comes ataut of the immanent rationality of
nature, but it does cry aloud for God if only besmuhe immanent rationality in

nature does not provide us with any explanatioritssf *?

(see chapter six). To
Polanyi the concept of transcendent reality is marely an object of academic
pursuit in science. It is also the fundamentatlingj belief of scienc&® The creative
life of a scientific community rests upon the bklie the possibility to discover the
still hidden truth. And, according to Polanyi,istalso a belief in ‘spiritual reality’
and the ‘reality of emergent meaning and trdth’.As noted from the outset,
Polanyi’'s conviction of the ultimate belief is riest irrational nor subjective fancies
to Torrance. It is in fact a genuine commitmenthaf mind to the objective reality in
distinction to the regulative principles of Kdnt. It is as well a matter of faith
Although Torrance is justifiable to underpin thgeative ground of belief and faith,
he is rather quiet about Polanyi’s understandirsg truth and transcendental ideas
are human ideas as well, since both arise onlyinwidm articulate framework
provided by society! Furthermore, there is a dynamic between objedtsaject in
this accessibility of truth and Polanyi has givesttbeven attentions. However, in
Torrance’s discussion, as noted earlier, his attenbn the object outweighs the
subject because of his theological consideratidrhus, Langford comments that
‘Torrance certainly wants to keep the subject abgai in dynamic tension. But he

moves in an entirely different way from Polanyi whiee stresses the initiative and

“2 |bid.

43 Michael Polanyi,Science, Faith and Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964), 76.
Hereafter abbreviated &S

“Ibid., 17.

*®TCFK, 196-97.

“6 When commenting that no one has written more hamity about the need for faith than Polanyi,
Torrance says, ‘Any account of science which dassemplicitly describe it as something we believe
in is essentially incomplete and a false pretentteamounts to a claim that science is essentially
different from and superior to all human beliefattrare not scientific statements---and this is
untrue...for the great scientists realise that behkimd permeating all scientific activity, reachimgnfi
end to end of their inquiries, there is an elememéuitive, unshakable faith in the significardatore

of things in the universe, faith in the intelligiby of the universe, faith in its pervasive anditary
character, faith in its regularity and stabilitydasonstancy and simplicity; but faith also in the
possibility of grasping the real world with our cepts, together with the faith that the intelligtlyiof

the real world holds good when it transcends oaceptions and formulations, faith in the truth over
which we have no control, but in the service of ehhbur human rationality stands or falls.” See
TCFK, 195-96.

47 Michael Polanyi,The Study of Man (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959), 60-7See
Weightman, 223.
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controlling character of the object in questionolaRyi's position rests upon the
complete interrelatedness of the t®.’Nevertheless, the difference on this matter
could not undermine the importance of Polanyi tardioce, especially in relation to
how he understands and uses Polanyian sciencedology.

To set the stage we have in this section touchedhenmain features of
Einsteinian-Polanyian science from the standpoinftarance and their implications
in his theological endeavour. Our discussion shthas Torrance, in recognising the
importance of the self-disclosure of objective itgadnd the necessity for human
participation to be genuinely scientific and perdan the attainment of knowledge,
affirms the realist epistemology of the integratafrform and being, and underscores
the intrinsic reciprocity between the object ane sibject in the process of scientific
inquiry. Torrance sees the dynamic interactiorwigen the scientific inquiry of the
subjective knower and the compulsive self-disclpsiature of the objective reality
in Einsteinian-Polanyian science as analogous & of the normative pattern of
revelation and mediation in theology which mairgaine importance of the dynamic
union and communion of divine and human actiorha knowing of God in Christ.
On this note, the inherent similarity between soéeand theology has provided the
ground for Torrance to appropriate science for seevice of theology. The
advancement of modern science, as our argumentsshwg enabled Torrance to
regard it as the beacon of light in directing tloggl from the entrenchment of
dualism to a realism of knowing God in accordandé the revelation and mediation
of Christ. It essentially provides the needed eseiment for Torrance to make the
legitimate claim that the human action of the ndiveapattern of revelation and
mediation of theology is essentially scientific apérsonal, and is carried out
appropriately in accordance with the nature ofréivself-disclosure. As Torrance
says, ‘Theological and natural science each hasafser objective to pursue but their
work inevitably overlaps, for both operate throutle same rational structures of
space and time... each is what it its as a movenfemirman inquiry because of the
profound co-ordination between human knowing andcegime structures of the
creation.*® On this note, the importance of Einstein and Réle Torrance in his

theological reconstruction cannot be underestimated

“ Thomas A. Langford, ‘T. F. Torrance's Theologi@tience, a ReactionZcottish Journal of
Theology 25 (1972): 196.
9 Thomas F. Torrance, ‘Newton, Einstein and Scierfiheology,’Religious Sudies 8 (1972): 233.
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Theology as Scientific Discipline

In the preceding section we have touched on thendab characteristics of
Einsteinian-Polanyian science that Torrance reckor®e of significance to theology.
Our aim of this section is to bring the discussinstep further by analysing
Torrance’s perception of the scientific nature ltgdlogy; namely, his understanding
of theological science.

In the prefacef his magnum opugheological Science, Torrance refers to A.
E. Taylor and says, ‘If knowledge is to be morentip@rsonal opinion, he argued,
there must be control of our personal intellectaaistructions by something which is
not constructed but received. In our human knogdedf God this is humbly to
acknowledge that what is genuinely given has uriiprezble right to control our
thinking and acting, just because it is so uttgilyen to us and not made by us...
[Thus] Professor Taylor held that we might entertaope for the future of theology

"0 According to

as “a genuine, assured, and yet progressive sciehdgod.
Torrance the teaching of Taylor aptly encapsuldiesssence of theological science.
Fundamentally theological science is a philosophthe science of God. The core
engagement here is the independent reality of Guldtlze authority of the givenness
of God’s self-revelation. As God is the object aiir theological knowledge,
scientific theology is our cognitive response toddo obedience to the demands of
his objective reality and self-revelation. In athlvords, it is an attempt ‘to allow
God’s own eloquent self-evident to sound throughgon His Logos so that we may
know and understand Him out of His own rationaditd under the determination of
His divine being> On this note, we begin properly with God’s setfetbsure in
Christ and seek to clarify this knowing by rigorosentific inquiry. Regarded in
this way, theological science is the science of Godthe science of God’s revelation
and mediation in Christ.

Theological science demands us in this processadfication to be open to
God so that we may respond faithfully and trulyhte self-disclosure. ‘It is through
this disciplined obedience of our mind to God asgite Himself to be known by us

that we advance in knowledge of Him,” Torrance owws, ‘in the course of this

0TS, viii. See A. E. TaylorThe Faith of a Moralist (London: Macmiillan, 1930), 235-241.
51 hid., ix.
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inquiry that we raise the question of the possjbitif the knowledge of God”
Torrance claims that this process is critical ie tlyht that our understanding of
God’s self-disclosure often suffers from ‘doublsion’.>®* The problem mainly lies
in our erring attempts to bring to its apprehengwaconceived ideas that are not
appropriate or wrongly extrapolated from anotheidfiof experiencé® Torrance
says, ‘It is always the nature of things that nursiscribe for us the specific mode of
rationality that we must adopt toward them, andsgibe also the form of
verification apposite to them, and therefore ianisnajor part of all scientific activity
to reach clear convictions as to the distinctiveireof what we are seeking to know
in order that we may develop and operate with tkendtive categories demanded of
us.® Hence, Torrance says that theological statememd concepts are
characteristically analogous to the Einsteiniarothef relativity as they refer to the
ultimate invariance of objective reality and arenstantly relativised by it. Torrance

elucidates,

Its task [theological science] is to bring to viehe new and distinctive kinds of
connection that obtain in the relation of God tonmathin space-time structures of
the creation, and to generate, under the objedfivacientific pressure of the divine
self-revelation, appropriate modes and system$iaight, as open and as simple as
possible, through which those distinctive connestican come to expression in our
human representations of them, and yet to do thatich a way that the constancies
of the divine economy, invariant for any and evésfiever, stand out in their
distinction from and are yet served by, the varifnmulations and interpretational
systems which we develop in the progress of ounitgg Thus, theological concepts
and statements have a feature similar to that edpin relativity theory, for they
refer to what is greater than we can ever conceiwd, are themselves relativised
precisely by the revelation of that transcendealityewhich they servé®

This is the cardinal principle. It undergirds tlogpcal science if it is to
overcome the ‘double vision’ and to faithfully mat# the self-revelation of God not

by any preconceived idea, but in accordance wstinitinsic nature and ordat. The

*2pid., 9.

% Ibid., x. Torrance explicates that although Goesinot cease to disclose his reality, humanity on
their own are unable to trace the thought of Gazk te God without suffering from distorted vision.
He says, ‘All a man may be able to do then in kisse of the presence of God is to give it oblique,
symbolic, meaning only to discover that he hashimst himself into its content, or he may try to
straighten out the connections of his thoughtsraakle them point beyond him, only to find that they
break off and point into emptiness and nothingnett®ough he remains haunted, as it were, by the
ultimate rationality of God around him.’

% Ibid., xi.
%5 Ibid., xii. SeeGGT, 7-9.
S TCFK, 276.

S TS, x-xii. However, one point remains rather puzglishen Torrance claims that the attainment of
knowledge involves a ‘give and take’ between tHgesi and the object, and that ‘all knowledge is by
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Gifford lectures delivered by Taylor in 1927 maywédelped Torrance to recognise
the importance of scientific thought in theologgowever, it is in his later encounter
of Barth’s Church Dogmatics that convinces him that it is ‘here one could lyegét

at a scientific theology® Barth has provided a reformed theological stmectior
Torrance to relate theology to science in a profoway>® The emphasis of Barth
that theology is the scientific self-test of chulehguage determined by the object
which is God revealed in Jesus Christ makes arlilmelémpression on Torrance. In
order for us to have a better grasp of Torrandesight, we need to touch on the
foundation of which he builds upon and the reastas$ cause him later to move
beyond Barth in order for theology to truly engagth science in the understanding
of God'’s revelation and mediation in Christ.

We have mentioned that Torrance rightly shares \Bifinth the view that
theological science is the evaluation of the lagguaf God grounded in his self-
revelation in Jesus Christ. ‘The question of tyuBarth says, ‘is the question as to
the agreement of the Church’s distinctive talk ab&@od with the being of the
Church.® The test of the agreement, which is the charamftescientific exercise,
ranks theology as theological science independeaiftlyg with other sciences. Barth
says that theology does not by default possessiapeys to special doors,’ it has
not at its disposal an extraordinary knowledge thdieyond the attainment of other
science$® In fact it has been criticised by many such asgohian, educationist,
philosopher and so on, within the framework of otseience$? And the outcome is
an increase in self-alienation of the church arttkgeneration of the language about

God®  Barth is adamant that the task to criticise eeMse theological language

the way of being a compromise between thought amdgbh He says that our knowing is like ‘a sort
of lens through which we allow nature in its infim patterns to reveal itself to our apprehensiang
through ‘the process of refining the lens or theayr basic images and concepts undergo radical
change’. In other words, the correction of ‘double-visidalls on the part of the beholder to do the
necessary adjustment as he focuses on the objs8tiould the vision remain unclear, then, in
Torrance’s word, ‘If something is inherently ratabnand not merely accidental or surd-like, theis it
our fault and not that of the thing itself if wel feo understand it.” Torrance reiterates, ‘AltlgbuGod
does not cease to disclose His power and deitlyaim finquirers] the truth becomes stifled, forfa t
very roots of their knowledge, as St. Paul saidy tiwist it into untruth.’ If our reading of Tomae is
right, he does not seem to suggest that with regattle attainment of knowledge, God is going to
compromise or to ‘give and take’ when we are oftfa

%8 John 1. Hesselink, ‘A Pilgrimage in the School @frist---An Interview with T. F. Torrance,’
Reformed Review 38 (1984): 53. See Mary Doyle Morgan, ‘A New Visi of Wholeness,’
Presbyterian Survey (1980): 22.

* TCFK, vii.

®cp, 111, 4.

% Jpid., 5.

62 pid., 5-6.

% Ibid., 6.
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cannot be done apart from the standpoint of thacymie peculiar to the church.
Theology is scientific as it sets itself to thiskaletermined solely by the yardstick of
‘the being of the Church, of Jesus Christ as isispaoal and content” Although
Barth ranks theology along with other sciencesistedamant that such juxtaposition
should not, in the slightest possible way, accoma®dheology to the concepts of
other sciences. He has made it clear that byrpéne title ‘science’, theology does
not ‘allow itself to be disturbed or hampered & @wn task by regard for what is
described as science elsewhére.In fact he argues that in order for theology to
perform scientifically, it must completely subordia and sacrifice every single
consideration of what ‘science’ means elsewfigreBarth’s firmness on the issue,
which Torrance fully subscribes, could not be madee explicit in the rather heated
discussion after the delivery of a paper by hisrit, Heinrich Schol?’ The incident
deserves our attention for two reasons. Firsic@entuates Barth’s perception that
Torrance ardently supports. Second, although Tioeravas unquestionably on the
side of Barth, the influence of Scholz is deteaadblhis later developmefi.

The issue of contention essentially is about thereaof the scientific status
of theology. To Scholz the decisive factor to stiE (wissenschaftlich)
qualification is fundamentally not about the subjeat the method ‘which it applied,
which required to take the form of an axiomatic dediuctive approach, based upon
clearly formulated proposition§” Out of the six conditions of Scholz’s proposition,
the first three are the essential ones that hawsiderable bearing on theology as a
scientific discipline. First, all propositions iructed by the subject in question
have to be free from contradiction. Second, thigywt all propositions has to be
observed. Third, all propositions formulated must capable of test and
examination’® Barth's rejection is expected. Apart from thestficondition that ‘is
acceptable by theologian only upon the very limitgerpretation’, Barth says, ‘Not

an iota can be yielded here without betraying thepl for any concession here

® Ibid., Barth underpins three criteria for theotmiscience. Like other sciences, theology islyits
human effort enquiring into a specific object ofolledge. Secondly, it follows a definite, self-
consistent path of knowledge. Finally, like oteeiences, it has the duty to be accountable favits
justification.

% |pid., 8.

% |pid.

57 Barth has recorded the discussiol€, I/1, 8-9.

® The incident is narrated by Torrance in the pefafSTR. The impression of Scholz on Torrance is
evident.

% McGrath, 141.

" Heinrich Scholz, ‘Wie Ist Eine Evangelische Theji#oAls Wissenschaft Moglich?Zwischen den
Zeiten (1931): 8-53.
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involves surrendering the theme of theology.Barth argues that if theology is to be
in its own right a subject of science, it cannotdianeously succumb itself to ‘the
obligation of submission to standards valid foreotisciences’> Barth delineates
that if theology were to be placed in a systemagiationship with other sciences, it
would have to regard its own existence, like otkerences, as fundamentally
necessary within an ordered cosmos. That, hetasg&unacceptable as theology is
not a member of the ordered cosmos but a ‘stop-gagn unordered one. With that
argument, he claims that it is not possible to haw®ncept of science common to
theology and other sciencEs.To certain extent Barth’s argument is the opjeosit
Scholz. The criterion is not the method but theject. The ‘scientific starting point’
in theology has to be the resurrection of Christ ant epistemologf’ To Barth
even the good intent of formulating a better d&bni of science has to be rejected by

theology. His keynote, which is shared by Torrawoeild be identified here,

The only way which theology has of proving its st character is to devote itself
to the task of knowledge as determined by its a¢heame and thus to show what it
means by true science. No science has any manmigiés$ to the title, nor does any
theory of science have absolute power either totga withheld the title...
Theology has no reason not to call itself a sciéhce

In order to do justice to Scholz, we must say tieindeed does not impose
the conditions to theolody. Scholz however undoubtedly believes that theology
should justify more of the assertions it has maBannenberg, when commenting on
the controversy, expresses that ‘Barth’s argumentHe scientific status of theology
on grounds of appropriateness to its object is siomes used to justify far-reaching
assertions with no mention of Scholz's disagreemétit him and the problems it
has raised’”” Notwithstanding the difference, Scholz’s argursemhake an

impression on Torranc&. We could detect, in addition to the influenceEdrstein,

co, 11, 9.

2 Ibid., 10.

3 |bid.

STR, X.

>CD, I11, 10.

® Weightman, 133-34.

" Wolfhart Pannenbergheology and the Philosophy of Science (London: Longman and Todd, 1976),
270. Pannenberg accepts Scholz’s proposition.béfleves if theology is to be called a disciplirfe o
science, it has to meet the conditions as Schallerlined. See Weightman, 134-35 and McGrath
207-08.

B STR, ix-x. The influence can be seen in Torrancegeagess to discuss with Barth the philosophy
and logic of science taught by Scholz in their faseting in Basel, 1968. It could also be deteated
Torrance’s review oMathesis Universalis, a collection of Scholz’s essays published in 1961
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Scholz’s propensity for axiomatisation in Torrarsceature works where he argues

for the correlation between theology and scienterrance writes,

The claim is put forward that theology is a pureogalist kind operating on its own
proper ground and governed by its own proper objaet comparison are drawn
between theological science and natural sciendadese respects. Thus understood
theology is a positive and progressive inquiry ittie knowledge of God proceeding
under the determination of his self-revelation..t isl a human enterprise working
with revisable formulations in a manner not unlit&t of an axiomatic science

operating with fluid axiomg®

One may comment that Torrance appears to have takdmoard the precise
position which Barth rejected in his encounter v@itholz.8° However, it is not the
case as the fluid axioms that Torrance refers ¢oo@en to change and modification
in relation to the object in questiéh. Torrance says, ‘The kind of scientific theology
that arises in this way may be callfidid dogmatics... because it is objectively
oriented in the living God, operates with fluid @xis, i.e., axioms that are
progressively modified in the light of the realitithat are disclosed to us in G&&'.
In other words, scientific theology could be axidised into concepts without
compromise as long as they are open and subjéattteer renewal in the light of the
deepening knowledge of God’s revelation and meghatn Christ. Torrance is
prepared to take the argument a step further liyicig that ‘even when it attains the
status of a physical law, is rather like a refideds through which we discern ontic
structures in the univers&. With that assertion, it may be said that Torrarmsehe
matures in his thinking, has gradually moved bey8adith in his understanding of
scientific theology. While Barth claims that thegy ‘has nothing to learn’ from
other science¥ Torrance has shown otherwise without sacrificing quintessence
of the objectivity of God in his self-disclosure.

Arguably the theological tension between Barth &odrance lies in Barth's
attitude towards natural science. Torrance cledewntifies it as he says, ‘Rigorous
as that concept of dogmatics as a science mighas#,was in Barth’s ow@hurch

Dogmatics, it appeared to be little more than a formal smeand fell somewhat

RST, xiv; RET 48-51

8 weightman, 135.

8 |bid. SeeRET, 50.

82 RET, 49-50. Author’s italic.
8 Ihid., 50.

8co, I, 7.
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short of what | had been seekiffg.’In Torrance’s view, scientific theology needs to
‘advance through and beyond Barth’ on two accoufisst, notwithstanding Barth’'s

significant contribution in substantiating theolcai dogmatic in its own right as a
critical science, he has not tried or succeedddrmulating an appropriate cognitive
instrument to bring forth theologically what Torcanregards as the ‘profound
harmonies and symmetries of the divine grace irclwig enshrined the inner logic of

God’s creative and redemptive operations in thearse.®

If scientific theology is
to be faithful to its object, Torrance claims titatnust move beyond what it is and
come up with an apparatus that is analogously sparding to the four-dimensional
geometry of Einstein. Second, theology as a stiediscipline cannot be a form of
monism, especially in the light that modern scientidvancement has called for a
cross-fertilisation and synthesis of disciplineSorrance says, ‘[T]he future will be
altogether different---that we can already sewiilitbe a synthesis of new structures,
hierarchically ordered in multiple levels, and mitiely open to the transcendence of
the living God.®” The importance of reciprocity between theology acience leads
us to the point that ‘a closer relation must beld&hed between natural theology
and revealed theology’, if theological science asaccount seriously the relation
between the incarnation and creation in God’s vghioliplan of salvatiof® It
however, could not be done in the old traditiomahf of natural theology, as Barth
rightly criticised (see chapter si%j. Thus, in full recognition of the need to ‘advance
through and beyond Barth’, Torrance could not rédgaarth’s notion that theology
has nothing to learn from science as an acceptaige

In fact the relation between theological sciencd aatural science takes a
turn for the better when Torrance focuses on bpsiblems both face. Torrance
claims that the constant challenge awaiting theofogl science is threefold: ‘how to
refer our thoughts and statements genuinely beyondselves, how to reach
knowledge of reality in which we do not intrude seives distortingly into the

picture, and yet how to retain the full and intégrace of the human subject in it

8T F. Torrance, ‘My Interaction with Karl Barthifi How Karl Barth Changed My Mind, ed. Donald
K. Mckim (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 53.

8 TCFK, 282.
8 Ihid.
% |hid., 281.

% |bid. Torrance claims that Barth’s attack of matitheology is based on a twofold reason. First,
Barth disapproves traditional natural theology beeait establishes an independamriori system of
conceptual idea and distorts revealed theologycor®k Barth claims that the prior epistemological
system of natural theology that is detached froenrtiaterial of God’s self-revelation in Jesus Chgst
itself methodologically unscientific.
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all In this quest both theological science and natsciegnce are to be allies as

each faces ‘the same insidious enemy, namely, nmaseli assuming the role of the
Creator'?* Torrance is confident that the prospect for aualtearning between
theology and science is encouragifigWithout doubt, Scholz is not the only person
who has served as a stimulus to Torrance in hisypuof the correlation between
science and theology, a subject that is close sohbart from yound® The early
influence of Daniel Lamoft and later that of Einstein and Polanyi cannot be
overlooked in Torrance’s development. Thus, itas surprising at times to hear the
claim that Torrance should not be called a Barthgaven the fact that as a mature
theologian he has moved through and beyond BarthHowever, McGrath,
Weightman and Langford’s assessment about Torrampeesenting the further
working-out of the methodology of Barth’s theoldgylikely to be an accurate ofe.
Essentially Torrance anchors his cardinal principie¢heological science to Barth’'s
assertion of the objectivity of God in the revedatand mediation of Jesus Christ.

We have thus far analysed the scientific natureTofrance’s theological
science. Our analysis shows that although Torrancleraces a different approach,
he is much indebted to Barth at least on two sctias eventually become the
hallmark of his theology; namely, the convictioratththeology in its own right is a
discipline of science, and it is in its entiretysaience of God’'s revelation and

mediation in Christ Jesus. On this note, Torram@&jenuity, as we judge, lies in his

0TS, xvii.

! pid.

9 bid., xiii. Torrance says, ‘As | see it, thistise great story of modern thought, whether itrbe i
theology, science, or philosophy: the strugglefifielity, for appropriate methods and apposite nsode
of speech, and therefore for the proper adaptatidche human subject to the object of his knowing,
whether it be God or the world of nature or mart;ibis also the story of the struggles of man with
himself, for somehow the more he comes to know,ntbee masterful he tries to be and the more he
imposes himself upon reality, the more he gethiinviay of his own progress. It is here that pasiti
theology should have so much to offer, for it im@@ned with right relations between man and God,
with the healing and repairing of the human subjlemugh humility before God, with the control of
his convictions by what is ultimately given andlyesith emancipation from arbitrary individualism,
and thus with genuine objectivity in which man heato love God and his neighbour, not for his own
sake, but for their sakes.’

% Torrance’s initial thought of a possible topichi$ doctoral thesis is in the area of scientifituna

of theology. However, after knowing his intenti®@arth encourages Torrance to write on the doctrine
of grace of the Church Fathers on the ground thas ltoo young to handle subject of such magnitude.
See McGrath, 45-46.

% Daniel Lamont lectured in New College when Torem@s a student. Torrance’s interest in science
and its relation with theology in clarifying theiesatific structure of Christian dogma is to no smal
extent stimulated by Lamont. See McGrath, 33-34.

% Richard Gelwick, Review: ‘Transformation and Comance in the Frame of Knowledgdgurnal

of the American Academy of Religion 54, no. 1 (1986): 198.

% McGrath, 133-40; Weightman, 132; Thomas A. LargjféT. F. Torrance's Theological Science: A
Reaction,’Scottish Journal of Theology 25 (1972): 155.
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theological creativity to espouse and appropriage dpistemic tools of Einsteinian-
Polanyian science in theology without sacrificihg tquintessence of the objectivity
of divine self-disclosure in Christ. By postulatitheology as a scientific discipline,
Torrance is affirming the importance of scientificjuiry as the human action of the

normative pattern of revelation and mediation.

Scientific Inquiry of Divine Self-disclosurein Christ

With Torrance’s emphasis of the scientific statéisheology in mind, the aim of this
section is to examine, as remedy for dualism, g@E@priateness of human action as
the inquiry of God’s revelation and mediation inriSh We attempt to focus
primarily on the factors that determine the inquasy properly scientific. Thus, we
would examine the transcendent awe, the predicamfehtiman existence, and the
proficiency of language of the scientific inquiryBorrance’s theological science.

The attainment of knowledge begins with the ruditasnsteps of inquiry.
This feature is shared by all quests of knowledgduding both theological and
natural science. In this regard, inquiry, particlyl scientific inquiry, to Torrance,
has the task of formulating questions that are sp@oto the nature of the
investigating object in order to derive knowledbattis in accordance with its self-
disclosure’” When open to the objective reality, Torrance ulinis that scientific
inquiry takes ‘the form of questioning in which \a#ow what we already know or
hold to be knowledge to be called in question ke dbject.’® The pivotal point
gravitates from the subject to the object as wanatburselves to be ordered around
the object of inquiry. This change of focus, astiemed, is the key characteristic of
scientific inquiry in Einsteinian-Polanyian sciencdf theological science is to be

considered scientific as natural science, Torraax=erts that it has to develop ‘a

% CFM, 65-66. Torrance underlines that a detrimenti &om objectivity of empirical reality to the
autonomy of legislative reason takes place in tte @ dualistic and deterministic science has
distorted the epistemic nature of inquiry. He sgyighere arose the view that the laws of natue a
not readout of nature but are in fact readto nature, along with the claim that we human beings
understand and accept as real only what we hatéofeed by our reason for ourselves. When we
consider this “constrictivist rationalism”... we area position to appreciate the serious damagetwhic
such a narrow view of scientific inquiry was to dot only to human culture, but eventually to the
nature of science and scientific inquiry as sucho’ Torrance the distortion persists until thedatialf

of the nineteenth century when Newtonian scieneaitenally gives way to a mutational change in the
foundations of knowledge initiated first by Maxwelfield theory and later culminated in Einstein’s
relativity theory. Se€FM, 68-72.

% TS, 120.
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scientific inquiry in which we learn how not to [peot ourselves into the centre of the
picture but rather how to allow the rationality®bd to throw its masterful light upon
the whole area of human experience and knowletigén’ responding to Polanyi who
claims that in every change of scientific valuer¢heorresponds a change of maxims
of procedure in scientific methdd® Torrance advocates that thépistemological
inversion is crucial for theology as a scientific discipliffé It has implication in the
way questions are being asked. Advancement ohtfaeknowledge is made
possible if we dare to ask new questions. New tipesoften require a change in
language of expression and representation. Thgyiree corresponding changes in
the framework of concepts and the structure ofclddi However, should we fail to
design the questions properly, Torrance is ceitzan they would have a backward
effect on us as a form of criticism. The objectjurestion is not responsible for our
failure of observation and cognition. Thus, Toomamunderpins the importance for
scientific inquiry to be ‘ruthless and unrelentimypbing into the deepest depths of
our knowing in order to uncover and cut away aditthinders us from behaving in
terms of the nature, and in order to allow ourseteebe “told” by the object what we
cannot tell ourselves about it, and so genuineljeton what is beyond what we
already know or think we know® Such rigor is inevitable if human action is to be

appropriate to the demand of divine revelationrrdioce says,

[T]heological science is a form of human inquirywhich we can only seek to grasp
as far as we can what is communicated to us throudérly constructions of our
forming, and in which we have to distinguish thdstance of the truth from our
scientific formulations of it, so that all dogmasush be regarded as relative to and
relativised by what we seek to cognise through thent would be a grave error to
identify them as such with the transcendent forioh laging of the divine Truth, but it
would also be a grave error to treat them as symieapressions of our encounter
with reality with no ultimatéundamentumin re 04

P GR, vii.

10 Michael Polanyi,Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy. (Chicago: University

of Chicago Press 1974),169-71.

0175 131, 121.

192 pid., 122.

193 Oppenheimer expresses similar view when he sajsstiience is a painful and disciplined process
of revealing errors and purging questions thatnateappropriate to the reality. He underlines that
need to learn to remove ‘those instruments of actind those mode of description which are not
appropriate to the reality we are trying to dis¢eand in this most painful discipline, find oursedv
modest before the world.” See J. R. Oppenheiniehysics in the Contemporary WorldGreat
Essaysin Science, ed. Martin Gardner (Oxford: Oxford University Pre$997), 212. Cited ifiS, 122.
1047s 287-88
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Three key determinative factors could be identifieste. In order for the
human action of the theological science to be pigpientific, we need to ask
whether there is a sense of transcendent awe imdjery? Is the predicament of
human existence the basis of the inquiry? Andllfin@ould ordinary language

communicate and mediate divine revelation in tihecpss?

The Transcendent Awe

Torrance asserts that the interpretive method a&dojpt theological science and the
theological statements it formulates are not unltkat of empirical science.
Although Torrance admits that statements in theol®@ ‘heard statements’ in the
sense that they derive from the self-revelationthef living God, theological inquiry
remains very much as human scientific action piggtag in that divine disclosure.
Like natural science, theological science needslistinguish the substance of the
truth from our scientific formulations of it. Molseor analogues are only ectypal,
and not archetypal. They are always subject tticisrn and revision at every
moment of revelation so that the ultimate objetticontinues to retain its authority
and majesty over them®> Torrance’s concern of the confusion is not withcause.
He is conscious of the power of autonomous reasothé process of inquiry.
Although reason can serve us, it can also hinder lnsalluding to lessons learned
from Kant, Torrance says that if we fail to undanst the proper place of human
reason and let it assumes the masterful role,liiingist on shaping what it seeks to
know, and so becomes its own the greatest obsf&cl&keason is constantly at work
in formulating analogues and constructing modekh@process of inquiring in order
to elicit answers from the reality. Unless reasabmits itself to the authority of the
ultimate objectivity in its theoretic constructiothe danger of confusion and the
temptation to replace truth with the abstract folatian of it is still lurking.

To Torrance the confusion is indicative as welloof failure in recognising
that there is a line to which human inquiry, howeseientific it is, cannot cross
without making error or inconsistency. Weizséckays that ‘we do not know what
lies beyond that limit, or else it would not be it of our knowledge. Still, we

assume that something does lie beyond it. Andalure is already an assumption

105 |hid., 288.
106 1hid., 121.

95



about something that we do not knoW." Weizsacker recognises that human inquiry
has a limitation, and we have to accept the unknspimere that is beyond us as
something outside the boundary of scieéeHence, when facing the unknown, one
needs to learn to scientifically maintain a resfailence’® Broglie, in Physics
and Microphysics, asks, ‘Undoubtedly it is a triumph for the hunraind to have
again able to unravel laws... but can it be assdtiatthis success is bound to be
maintained indefinitely?*'° Broglie underscores that even in nuclear physiese is

a limit as to how much we can comprehend. Inelyitdi® range of scientific inquiry
has to be limited within what is determinable oph@nomenological basis and leave
out the aspects of reality that are not asses$dbl€orrance is in full agreement with
Weizsacker and Broglie. Being a theologian, Tozess articulation is, expectedly,
theological. He says that this is ‘the distinctloetween earth and heaven or between
the visible and expressible and the invisible ameffable’’'? On this note, it seems
that Torrance is drawing a direct comparison betwesural science and theological
science. However, it is not the case notwithstamai reasonable parallel between

them. Torrance clearly identifies the basic défeze. He says,

There can be no direct comparison between the ephsfr the knowable and the
unknowable in the natural science and the two realith which theology operates,
but there is a distinct parallel between the refatof the determinable and the
indeterminable in exact science and the relatioeasth to heaven in theology. By
the latter is intended the relation between thénreaf objectivity and intelligible
intuition and the realm where theological knowledgegiven objective but not
specifiable reality but where it can only suspamdyement and maintain a respectful
silence before the depth and majesty of the objecti This is the eschatological
frontier which a scientific theology that is faithfto the nature of its given Object is
bound to acknowledge in refusing to trespass begbadimits imposed upon it by
the self—ﬁ\glelation of God in His Word as well ag His transcendent Glory and
Holiness

The acknowledgement of our incapability to trespaissout making error or

inconsistency is not an acceptance of ignorance Tdrrance it is the scientific

07.C. F. von WeizséckeThe History of Nature (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1951), 61. Cited
in TS 291.

18 C. F. von Weizséckefhe World View of Physics (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1952), 176-
79.

1975 291.

19 | ouis de Broglie,Physics and Microphysics (London: Hutchinson’s Scientific and Technical
Publications, 1955), 233-34. SE&8§ 291.

111 |hid.

11215 290.

13 |bid., 291-92.
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recognition of the ‘forced acceptance of a limif. While the unknown faced by
natural science is in fact unknowable, the unknéawed by theological science is the
eschatological frontier that cannot be trespassgdriml what God has ordained in his
revelation and mediation in Christ. Be it natusalence or theological science,
human inquiry, if it is properly scientific, has axcept its finitude and maintain a
sense of respectful silence and transcendent avgeebthe majestic depth of the
ultimate. Hence, the scientific inquiry of thealsy science ought to submit itself to
God'’s self-disclosure in Christ especially when,Tasrance aptly underscores, ‘we

can only seek to grasp as far as we can what isnconicated to us'™®
The Predicament of Human Existence

Could doubt be cast upon the unknown as one behblafs respectful silence?
Although Torrance is quick to dismiss the validifydoubt in scientific inquiry® he
cannot avoid the question as it leads to the paegént of human existence. Doubt,
together with anxiety and uncertainty and the whalege of human experiences,
constitute the materials of questioning. Whenrguiry is made in the predicament
of human existence, where does it lead? TilliciissaThe existential question,

namely, man himself in the conflicts of his exisi@nsituation, is not the source for

14 bid., 291. Torrance explicates that ‘it is tfedfng of a barrier over which we cannot force our
knowledge since we are confronted by what is indetete either because we cannot transcend the
limitations inherent in our scientific methods dfservation and conception or because an element of
indeterminacy belongs to the nature of things iledepntly of our observing and conceiving of them.’
5 pid., 287-88

8 Torrance’s rejection of doubt is unequivocal aslaéms that scientific questioning is not the same
thing as doubt. His rationale is that doubt regien a form of self-certainty, but scientific ingui
rests upon the certainty of the object in whichare open to question. Torrance cites Descartas as
example. He remarks that the program of Descanttich builds upon the platonic method of
inquiry, is essentially dualistic in nature. Thetame of such inquiry is a division between the eg
and the world; the mind and matter. Such divisiiows the sophisticated doubt to anchor to the
certitude of self, to make self-certainty the startpoint and basis for methodological doubt. THus
think, therefore | amgogito, ergo sum. There is a deep-seated element of false sulijgati doubt.
Bertrand Russell aptly remarks, ‘Since the scedties not consider it rational to doubt what he
himself believes, the advocacy of “rational douist'merely the sceptic’s way of advocating his own
beliefs’. Polanyi makes similar remark and say$ieTest of proof or disproof is in fact irrelevdat

the acceptance or rejection of fundamental belaeisl to claim that you strictly refrain from beliey
anything that could be disproved is merely to clgalr own will to believe your beliefs behind asfal
pretence of self-critical severity.” Doubting gtiess are fundamentally unreal for Torrance as they
are posed in self-isolation from the object. Stfienquestioning, however, is the exact reversé;at
posits itself in the certainty of the object. $tific questions are questions directed toward ahjigy

and are open to await its disclosure. Torrancehesipes that it is critically important for our
questions to be genuinely scientific. Unless ouestions are genuine, open and without ulterior
motives, they will be blind questions. SE®122-23. Helmut Thielickeylodern Faith and Thought
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 51-57. MichaeaBa| Scientific Thought and Social Reality:
Essays by Michael Polanyi. (New York: International University Press, 197270-71.
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the revelatory answer formulated by theology. @manot derive the divine self-
manifestation from an analysis of the human predaat.**’ When in predicament,
the inquirer is the question and not the answee. hbs to ask and inquire. And he
cannot stop asking since his very being is the tipre®f his existence. Thus, as
Tillich says, ‘The question, asked by man, is miamsklf.™*18

This is one moment Torrance is in congruence witlicil. Torrance says,
‘It is true that in every inquiry question and saver are correlated and that a
measure of independence as well as mutual depemdenivolved, as Tillich has
pointed out. It is also true that in the last resthe question, asked by man, is man
himself”.**® Torrance’s remark is central for it indicatesttha is not unaware of the
intrinsic relation between question and answerhi ¢ourse of inquiry. However,
how does this relation work in theological sciencdd®w does it work in relation to
Tillich’s existential approach, especially when flarce is in agreement with him in
this regard? Since Torrance shares Tillich’'s made&orrelation, let us use it to help
ascertain the answer.

According to Tillich the first condition of the med of correction is the
independence of question and ansif@r. Based on Torrance’s agreement with
Tillich, he will not have any objection to this atiion. The second and more
difficult one is the mutual dependence of questiad answer. In this regard, Tillich
says that two reciprocal factors are at work. tFitsis the ‘directedness’ of the
guestion by the answer, and second, the ‘influent¢he existential question on the

theological answer€! Let us begin with the first factor. Tillich eldates,

While the material of the existential question e tvery expression of the human
predicament, the form of the question is determibgdhe total system and by the
answers given in it. The question implied in hurfiaitude is directed toward the
answer: eternal. The question implied in humaraagement is directed toward the
answer: forgiveness. This directedness of thetimpmss does not take away their
serioui,znzess, but it gives them a form determinedhieytheological system as a
whole

In other words, the question put forth by the imgualthough is independent

of the answer, is ‘directed’ by the answer in theeyvihat it is being asked. Tillich’s

17 paul Tillich, Systematic Theology vol. Il (London: James Nisbet & Co. Ltd, 1960), 14.
8 id., 15.

1975 120.

20 Tillich, 14.

121 |bid.,15-16.

122 |bid., 17.
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notion that ‘question is determined by the answeerh fact in line with the principle
of theological science, since scientific questiagitt to be formulated in accordance
with the self-revealing nature of the ultimate @bje The deterministic effect of the
answer, as Tillich says, does not demean the ibyeaqrd seriousness of the question.
The subjective entity of the inquirer is maintainethe process is not mechanical as
the inquirer retains his freedom of choice in mgkpersonal decision. Torrance
assents to the argument. Essentially when comdontith the answer, Torrance, in
alluding to Polanyi, underscores that ‘the disceentof a coherence, the appraisal of
order, the assessment of a probability, the chogte/een two theories, the ability to
see and to guess rightly the informal decisiong #wter into the process of
verification, and so on, are all personal, mentt & which the scientist [inquirer] is
constantly engaged throughout his inquirés.’ Not unrelated to this, Torrance

underlines,

All true knowledge involves a two-fold operationpasitive relation of attachment in
which we submit ourselves to an object, and aicgladf detachment in which we

discriminate between the object and our awareniegs @és Tillich has expressed it,

‘cognitive distance is the presupposition of cdg:-:;itmion.124

Torrance seemingly shares Tillich’s propositionowgver, if we take a closer
look, there is a difference in degree in terms@k lthey understand the effect of the
answer on the question. Tillich although is ungqoal in the tenet of ‘directedness’,
his deterministic emphasis remains very much orsthecture of the question. In the
last resort, to Tillich, it remains wrong to derigaestion implied in human existence
from the revelatory answé?®> It is wrong because the revelatory answer is
meaningless if no question about it is being ask&dcording to Tillich one cannot
receive an answer to a question that he has netldskcause any such answer would
be foolish for hint?® Torrance agrees. But, he is not prepared tostwge Tillich
does. He wants to go further. To Torrance itriscjsely because when a person in
his existential predicament is unable to ask tgbktrquestion, he renders the answer
meaningless. In this regard, the genuine questigght to be thrust upon him from
the side of the object so that he is able to askitiht question and to understand the

1B TCFK, 135.

12475 13. See Weightman, 220.
125 Tillich, 14-15.

126 |hid.
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meaning of the revelatory answéf. Torrance is not rejecting the fact that we
determine and shape the questions according toegistential predicament. He
however stresses that unless our questions arg aestioned down to the roots of
our existence before the object, we are not getingvhere?® Thus, Tillich's
dictum---the question, asked by man, is man himsmslfagreed by Torrance only if it
describes the initial steps of inquiry. After thétought to be the questioner is
essentially a questioned man. It is only when dee$ the supreme and ultimate

guestion, he is able to inquire. Torrance undees;o

He can ask them [questions] responsibly only adisgtens and lets himself be
questioned by the Truth down to the very rootsisflfeing until he is set free from
himself, from his own preconceptions and self-deéoap from self-willed and
arbitrary thinking, from pride of reason and desoeontrol the questioning God. It
is in theological questioning of this kind that veally learn the meaning of scientific
questioning as questioning controlled by the natfirthe given objective reality and
so learn that the truth or falsity of our questiagsletermined by whether they arise
ultimately from the side of the object or ro6t.

We may comment that while Tillich is allowing or@wonder in the world of
existential experience in order to find the possiplath leading to the answer,
Torrance is trying to get the wonderer out byngllhim directly the only way. The
factor that determines the approach in fact lieshm substance of question. For
Tillich, the substance is the whole of human erisé¢ experience; ranging from
language, literature, art, philosophy, science, hmyliturgy and other human
activities. For Torrance, it is God's revelationdamediation in Jesus Christ.
Inevitably the selection of substance determines gpistemological starting point.
Succinctly put, one pivots on humanity, the otherGod. Thus, as our discussion
shows, it should not surprise us that in spitehef tommon ground, they are rather
different in terms of how they comprehend the refatbetween the existential
question and the theological answer in the coufimoairy.**°

Another important observation about the substamaguestion is that it also

determines the form of the question. In Tillichkssheme, his wide range of

27Ts, 120.

128 |hid. Torrance asserts, ‘It is only through theremitting questioning of our questions and of
ourselves the questioners, that true questionpudarato our mouths to be directed to the objecitio
disclosure to us. Formally it is we who put thesjign, but the material constituent of our questsn
radically altered through the impress of the objgmin our questioning.’

129 |hid., 125-26. In theological science, this isavfforrance called thieterrogative form of inquiry.
SeeTRst, 123

130 Although the word ‘existential’ is not quite thecabulary of Torrance.
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existential materials allows the question to takep® in various expressions.
Torrance certainly does not have the same liberty.fact, his emphasis on the
substance will filter away all forms of questioredeirrelevant except the one that is
in conformity to the nature of God’'s self-disclosur How Torrance and Tillich
understand the correlation between ‘substance’‘fmch’ is an important point of
consideration. We have discussed its effect on fite factor, the issue of
‘directedness’. We would now turn to the secondtda the influence of the
existential question on the theological answer.

Tillich asserts that ‘the form of theological ansvi®not independent of the
form of the existential question®* He says that in order for the answer to effebive
engage the question, the answer has to be giveeldtion to the questioli’ A
contradiction, however, seems to surface betweenirttiependent and dependent
nature of the answer. How could the answer retainndependence if it has to
depend on the question? In this regard, the soldies in the correlation between
the substance and form of the answer. As the anbstis independent to the form,
Tillich is able to claim that the influence of tigeiestion will change only the form

and not the substance. Tillich says,

If theology gives the answer, ‘the Christ,” to tlggiestion implied in human
estrangement, it does so differently, dependingnvbther the reference is to the
existential conflict of Jewish legalism, to thestgntial despair of Greek scepticism,
or to the threat of nihilism as expressed in tveghtcentury literature, art, and
psychology. Nevertheless, the question does mateithe answer. The answer, ‘the
Christ,” cannot be created by man, but man carivedeand express it according to
the way he has asked forit

To Torrance the relation between substance and édtime answer works just
the opposite way; it is one of the inseparabiliffillich’s notion that ‘the form of
theological answer isiot independent of the form of the existential questiis
simply unacceptable, or even nonsensical, to Toegamorrance would claim that if
theology gives the answer ‘the Christ, it doeseswlusively with reference to the
objectivity of God revealed in Christ Jesds. If there is any influence, it would only

be from the answer, both substance and form. Tihisapparent that no common

181 Tillich, 17. Author’s Italic
132 |hid.

133 |hid.

13475, ix.
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ground could exist between Tillich and Torrancehwiggard to the influence of the
existential question on the theological answer.

We may conclude our analysis by saying that altholgrrance is agreeable
to the slogan, ‘the question, asked by man, is hiaself’, his understanding of the
correlation between question and answer in humauiry is rather different from
that of Tillich. We would judge that the distiranti of Torrance lies primarily in his
scientific understanding of the subject in questidws discussed, notwithstanding the
accentuation of the subordination of the humaroaabf inquiry to the divine action
of compulsive self-disclosure, the relevance ofgredicament of human existence is
not ignored or undermined by Torrance. Thus, asangue, human action as
scientific inquiry indeed plays an indispensablie i@ Torrance’s normative pattern

of revelation and mediation.
The Proficiency of Language

If theological science is a form of human inquingtt seeks ‘to grasp as far as we can
what is communicated to u¥® the question whether theological language could
measure up to the expectation of communicating raediating accurately God’s
self-disclosure in Christ cannot be overlooked.e Hoint of contention is whether
theological language, as Ronald Hepburn advocasespntinuous with ordinary
languag€e®®  Differing from Hepburn, Torrance draws on the wamgnts of
Heisenberg to underscore that ordinary languagddcoat serve theological and
scientific purposé®’ Due to its ambiguity and inaccuracy, Heisenbeags sthat
ordinary language could not explain scientific aepicwith complete precisiofi
The use of mathematical scheme as the supplemengttoal language is needed in
science to correlate scientific concept to phen@men addition, since the arrival of
quantum physics, the need to define a languagddgmtal patterns are in complete
and accurate conformity with the mathematical sehewh scientific theory has

become critical®®* Torrance argues that same development occutiseiiagy as

135 |bid., 287-88

1% Ronald W. HepburnChristianity and Paradox: Critical Sudies in Twentieth-Century Theology
(London: Watts, 1958), 84.

137 TS, 292. Torrance is inaccurate in his citationhe Tarticle ‘Language and Reality in Modern
Physics’ is not in pages 167 to 186 but in 14560.1

138 Werner Heisenberdphysics and Philosophy: The Revolution in Modern Science. (London: Allen &
Unwin, 1959), 145-49, 157-60.

139 pid.
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well. He uses the doctrine of Christology to sahs8ate his argument. Torrance

says,

In our encounter with Christ we meet new realitlest cannot be explained in terms
of our previous knowledge and reach new conceptiorced upon us by those new
realities which requireew language in which to express them.

Torrance continues,

In this process scientific theology develops aesysbf theological conceptions that
reaches indefinitely beyond the system in whichdbsgerver has a part and which he
construes within the limits of his ordinary notiook space and time, but the more
this takes placéhe more impossible it is to correlate unambiguously the severely
theological language that is created with the ordinary language of our every day

experience.

Two factors could be observed from the citatiolbey are, first, the need to
develop new concepts to correlate the new realitind second, the use of language
to communicate the new concepts. The communicatiorew realities is possible if
these two factors are working together side by.sid&lthough Torrance does not
give us an example of the new reality in the abov&tion, we could suggest, for
example, the unigueness of Jesus as God and mlaa.question is how could we
reach a new conception to correlate this new y@aliThe answer from Torrance

would be the concept dfomoousion.'**

What language is being used to express the
concept? The answer is Greek language. Anottemple of new reality we face in
our encounter with Jesus is that he is the Lordhe flew concept is Jesus is not
merely a prophet, a rabbi, or a lord, but he isltbed. Presently, the language of
description is English. In science, a statement@senberg may illustrate the point.
He says, ‘However, if one wishes to speak abouttbenic particles themselves one
must either use the mathematical scheme as thesopfylement to natural language
or one must combine it with a language that makesai a modified logic'*? In this
statement, the factors are at work as well. Thensfic discovery of atomic particles

poses a challenge for science to devise languadedcoribe it. And the language of

14015 203, My italic. Since the old system cannotstare the new realities, Torrance underlines that
the discussion of the historical Jesus becomesatru¢ie says that unless we anchor to historical
Jesus, theological knowledge would be without thdispensable relevance or applicability to our
existence. Devoid of interaction, language abood @ould render impossible. Torrance thus argues
that notwithstanding the rigor of historico-critidavestigation, theological science cannot disrédga
its historical root in the historical Jesus ifstto be faithful to its object.

1“1 cpgG, 80

142 Heisenberg, 160.
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description is either ‘the mathematical scheme hesdnly supplement to natural
language or one must combine it with a languagentfzées use of a modified logic.’

What is our point? The point is we believe thatréince has overlooked a
basic difference here. While both science andltiggoare on the same journey to
search for new concepts to communicate the newitiesalthe languages of
description used by them are in fact very differefotwithstanding that it is an
expansion of ordinary language, the language oénsei has developed into a
specialised technical languafé. The language of theology, although is
theologically technical, remains very much as tleemf of ordinary language.
Alasdair MaclIntyre reminds us that while some tbg@ns may have their
idiosyncrasy to believe that religious languaga specialised language, it ‘must not
conceal us that such language is nothing moressrtlean Hebrew or English.... As
Sir Edwyn Hoskyns put it, the language of the H8yirit is New Testament
Greek.™* The fact is many theological expressions andrartses derive their sense
of use from other religious and non-religious catse Expressions such as ‘to love’,
‘to forgive’ or ‘to be thankful' are found not onlg theological language but also in
the fabric of our everyday language. When theokgyropriates common language
for theological expression, it hardly confers new different meaning on such
expression. For example, the new reality of olatien with God in Jesus Christ is
that God is our Father. The meaning of ‘Fatherumgjuestionably enriched in
theological language. Such expansion however doéslter radically its original
meaning in common language. The wbhainoousion, as mentioned, is another good
example!* Indeed it is along similar trains of thought thdepburn argues,
‘Theological language is, once more, continuou$ witlinary language**®

Without doubt Torrance, in appreciating the develept of language in
science, desires to draw a line between ordinaryulage and theological language.
The thought that ordinary language is incapableasfelating the new realities with
precise accuracy thus forces theological sciencecreate a ‘new language’ is
certainly in his mind. Torrance subsequently ulaes, though unexpectedly, that
the new realities in Jesus Christ are differeninfrihose of science as what we are

dealing here in theology essentially is ‘a relaginip that is translogical and cannot

143 Eor detailed account of the development of sdierlinguage, see Heisenberg, 46-50.
144 Alasdair Maclntyre, ‘Is religious language so &lincratic that we can hope for no philosophical
account of it?’ Metaphysical Beliefs, ed. Alasdair Macintyre (London: SCM, 1957), 176.
145
CDG, 80.
146 Hepburn, 84. Author’s italic.
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be logicalised’, and ‘a relation between language r@alities that cannot be resolved
into language aloné?’ In order to comprehend divine self-disclosuresraince
underpins the essentiality of the work of the HBprit in human action of scientific

inquiry. But, he immediately concedes that,

invocation of the Holy Spirit does not allow usrtrake light of human experience or
dispense with its natural language since it is after all only with human knowledge
and human speech that we can be concernddnless the most refined theological
conception intersect with our ordinary knowledge at decisive points and our
theological terms bear some relation to ordinary language, if only as the tools by
which they are constructed, it is impossible forassmen on earth and in history to

have any understanding of God or to say anythi|t11g1;nr:\ldim148

The inconsistency is self-evidenced. Hepburn’'susrgnt of theological
language as a continuation of ordinary languageaddholds water. As we end this
discussion, the reminder of Heisenberg deservesattention. He says, ‘We know
that any understanding must be based finally upematural language because it is
only there we can be certain to touch reality, hadce we must be sceptical about
any scepticism with regard to this natural languagel its essential concepts.
Therefore, we may use these concepts as they haea bsed at all timé®*
Torrance’s eventual stress of the validity is iadiiee of the crucial role ordinary
language plays in the process of scientific inqoiryheological science.

We have in this section analysed the appropriaseésscientific inquiry.
Our analysis suggests that for human inquiry oblibgical science to be scientific,
the key points of not trespassing beyond what e lgiven, not disregarding the
predicament of human existence, and not undermithiageffectiveness of ordinary
language have to be upheld. Thus, as we end, yithmaasaid that for theological
inquiry to be properly scientific is consequenti@al Torrance because it is only by
being that it could then become the ‘appropriatel’toot only to surmount the
detriment of dualism, but also to know God as hia the revelation and mediation of

Jesus Christ.

Objectivity and Subjectivity in Revelation

¥ TS, 294.
148 |bid. My italic.
19 Heisenberg, 172. S&S, 294.
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In our previous discussion, particularly on theretation between question and
answer, the import of subjectivity and objectivity the process of inquiry is
implicated. As the relation between objectivitydasubjectivity corresponds to that
of the divine and the human of the normative pattdrrevelation and mediation, it is
thus the aim of the current section to focus on dieamic before we close the
chapter. We would analyse Torrance’s thought om dblf-revealing nature of
objectivity, the reciprocity of subjectivity, andcheé subject-object relation in the

process of the scientific inquiry of theologicaiese.
The Revealing Nature of Objectivity

Torrance says that in all scientific studies wereiur thought externally to the object
of our observatio>® We no longer look at realities from a distancd smdescribe
them as they are from a detached manner. Thenatat of knowledge has to do
with our active and passive participation in theywe understand realiti€és! Since
we are part of the process of knowing, ‘the rigerfrmalisations of our knowledge
are not to be treated like transcripts of reality precisely as scientific instruments
and demonstrative indications referring us awaynfraurselves to the thing we seek
to know, so that by their nature they are engagedhe relentless service of
objectivity.**? As we are open to the disclosure, the computsatare of reality will
force itself upon us through our knowing. It vahallenge and revise our knowledge
and bring us a step closer to what is beyond, agafice says, ‘The relativity of our
knowledge to external reality and its objectivitg &ut the obverse of each oth&t:
On this note, our commitment to regular and criiticvision is inevitable if our
knowing is to be in accordance with the naturehirigs and not our self-imposed
presuppositions. Torrance underlines that thiagtaking process of reworking our
scientific conception is paramount in modern saieas the reality that confronts us
is a much profounder objectivity that is non-detiaistic and is beyond our
comprehensioﬂﬁ4 Thus, Torrance asserts, ‘For any natural scietiEs, to claim

finality for the reference of its theories would HKantamount to rejecting

130 15 259. Torrance underlines that there are diffegsrin objectivity among various sciences as
each special science has its own particular olgéchvestigation. In addition, within one special
science there are also various levels of objegtivit

L bid., 295-96.

152 pid., 296.

153 pid.

%% pid.
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objectivity.***> To Torrance the task faced by theological sciésdredeed similar to

that of natural science. However, Torrance pingsaanradical difference as he says,

In theology our thought does terminate upon whdine and ultimate, the Lord God
Himself, who is implacably resistant and objectteeour formulations in that He

cannot be confined to them. It is because we donkmow God in His transcendent
Majesty and Truth, and know Him to be greater than can ever conceive or
express, that we acknowledge the limitation andltiraety of all our forms of thought

and speech about Him. Thus, theological knowladgarofoundly relative because
it is relative to the Absolute, and profoundly atiee because it has for its primary
Object God who can be known only through Himseld awot by reference beyond

. 156
Him.

According to Torrance, the objectivity of theolagicscience has both the
transcendent and immanent characteristics. Toeracalls them the ultimate
objectivity and contingent objectivity! The objectivity is ultimate because God is
transcendent in his encountering with us. It istibgent because he makes himself
known to us through the structured objectivitiesthed world, but at the same time
distinguishing himself from them. ‘This is the fiaf element in theological
knowledge,” Torrance underlines, ‘the bi-polaritylm-focality of its truth-reference,
but it arises from the unique nature of the Obgext the way He has taken in making
Himself the object of our knowledge. It would bé&dure in scientific exactitude to
ignore this or assimilate theological science tg aithe other sciences as if it were
of no essential significanc&® This is the uniqueness of theological sciencé tha
deserves our attention. In all other sciencesstiigects and the objects are both in
the realm of creaturely reality. They exist tdgetin the same dimension within the

same structure of space and titie. But in theological science both the object and

155 |bid., 297.

% bid. The distinction is remarkable. In natusalence no finality of reference can be made becaus
the quest of truth is a journey of making countleferences of fact from one to another. Since the
objectivity has yet to come to its finality, natuszience has to operate with a relative concepiifon
truth. However, knowledge is relative in theolajiscience because it is relativised first by the
Absolute through its compulsive imposition, andosetfrom its self-critical method of inquiry. Thus
to theological science, Torrance asserts that ithedity of God is its source of relativity and the
ultimate of God is its basis of objectivity. Whibeth natural science and theological science share
rigour of methodological progress, the former dedth creaturely realities and beings, the lattas h
God as its primary object that is the creative sewf all beings.

"pid., 298.

158 |bid.

%9 pid., Torrance says that scientists are the spoka of nature disclosing its wonder and beauty,
and bringing its nature into intelligible articutai. To be the prophets of nature, Torrance unus]
that we have to presuppose some sort of agreenstiwedn our minds and external realities in the
light that our thought and language can be the antitiough which the objectivities of realties are
brought into rational disclosure. As humanity aradure belong to the same level of rationality, we
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the subject are of different realms. Hence, Tarears adamant that God can only be
known ‘in His utter difference from us’ and ‘knowirdl where He encounters us
within the sphere of our contingent existeni¢®’.In other words, our knowledge of
God hinges very much on the fact that God in hiimate objectivity’ has
condescended himself in our creaturely existendbea&ontingent objectivity’. God
to Torrance cannot be known through scientific figziion or demonstratiotf!

Torrance aptly underlines,

This is the way of Grace, for we know God only tigb His sovereign and
unconditionally self-giving. Natural objects, ag Wave seen, have to be the objects
of our cognition when we know them, but it is oplyt of pure Grace that God gives

Himself to be the object of our knowing and thirg(i'ﬁ’2

Two observations could be made with regard to Gadtisonditional self-
giving as the objectivity of Grace. First, Torrandefends the belief that such non-
deterministic nature of theological objectivitynet ‘weak objectivity’ as some of his
contemporaries have criticise¥. Second, through distinguishing the objectivity of
theology and science, Torrance clearly underscthesinique objectivity of God as
revealed and mediated in Jesus Christ. God toahoer essentially is ‘the Lordly

Object over whom we have no power but whom we rmmykonly through humble

are able to bring to open the structure and ordereaturely objectivities when we reduce human
relations with nature to scientific knowledge.
180 |bid., 299. Torrance underlines that we havelaoify ‘our knowledge of Him both in terms of the
creaturely objectivity which His self-revelation tis has assumed in our world of space and time and
in terms of the transcendent objectivity of His ogternal Being.’
161 |bid., 299-300. Torrance delineates, ‘The expental investigation through man-made controls,
and the corresponding demonstration offered by mgaktiings work as we stipulate, are scientifically
inappropriate to the living God, for it would nat the Lord God but an idol that could come under ou
power like that, and it would not be theology buagie that could conjure up and manipulate “the
divine” like that.” Torrance cites Polanyi to stdr#tiate his argument that God's acts cannot be
verified by scientific verification. Polanyi postout that if the resurrection of the dead could be
experimentally verified, this would strictly dispits miraculous nature, for ‘to the extent thay a
event can be established in terms of natural sejahbelongs to the natural order of things. Hesve
monstrous and surprising it may be, once it has li@éy established as an observable fact, theteven
ceases to be regarded as supernatural.... It giddbto attempt the proof of the supernatural by
natural tests, for these can only establish therabaspects of an event and can never represast it
supernatural.” See Michael Polanygrsonal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy
sghicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974), 284.

Ibid.
183 1bid., 296. Torrance underlines that such cstitimplies the equivalent of objective knowledge
with a deterministic description of things. He ats that those theologians who advocate the
equivalent of objectivity with descriptive objedtm tend to confine God to their own subjectivity.
He cites Barth’s criticism of Bultmann as an exagml illustrate that theologians who are charged by
such remark would often claim ‘objectivity’ for Gad indicate that God is a reality apart from human
subjective experience. Such ‘objectivity’ is thguivalent of God’s transcendent unknowability.
Torrance questions the argument. He asks how @®attibe known if this is the case. He says that
such ‘objectivity’ is only an empty movement of thyht.
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service and love!® These observations underpin the importance ttie vGod
graciously gives himself to us as the object of &onowledge, the ‘Gift is not

detached from the Giver’ and he retains his trambeece in our knowing of hitf?
The Reciprocity of Subjectivity

Our discussion thus far shows that the inquirdroend to his object of inquiry. As
much as the inquirer in his enquiry should subjaotself unconditionally to the
object in order to have a true knowledge of thirigs, unwavering fact is he remains
entirely as a free, active, spontaneous, self-oeter and personal agent in his
epistemic relation with the objetf As Polanyi says, ‘There is always a residue of
personal judgment involved in deciding whether tzept any particular piece of
evidence... | applied this also to science, andd#etihat science was grounded on
an act of personal judgement, and called this kedgé, therefore, g@ersonal
knowledge.’*®” Torrance calls it ‘personal-coefficietf® However, by saying that,
Torrance does not imply that impartiality is uninng@amt in scientific inquiry. In fact,
to be impartial and objective in scientific inquido not eliminate the personal-

coefficient. Torrance says,

This is what we mean by ‘disinterested’ and somesirimpersonal’ approach, but
far from involving disinterest in the object it =lfor such an attachment to the
object that we become detached from all alien j@ssitions and thus genuinely
objective, and far from involving the eliminatior personal judgement it calls for
such a profound commitment to the rationality o tbbject that we are able to
distinguish it from our own subjective states aodditions*®’

To Torrance scientific inquiry is a function @ie human mind in which
spontaneity, imagination and judgement play a gt role. We cannot cut our
positive involvement out of the process of knowirgy can we allow our negative

presupposition to taint it. This is the uniquettiea of subjectivity. Torrance claims

184 bid., 300.

165 pid.

186 The role of ‘person’ as the active agent is anairignt teaching of Calvin. Torrance comments that
it has the effect of restoring theological knowledg the field of direct intuitive knowledge of God
his Word and Spirit, and of giving it an essengidialogical character instead of the merely digtat
character it has derived from reflecting upon th&tmactive ideas.

167 Cited by Torrance ifCFK, 123.

8 T5 303. Without personal participation, Torrancessahat the inquirer would only be a
‘mechanical brain’ or a ‘prisoner of mechanical @iens’ abstracting and formulating propositions i
a detached manner.
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that such uniqueness is further underpinned inltiggzal science by the fact that the
objectivity indeed demands and creates a recipn@tation with the subjectivity in

the scientific inquiry of knowing Got°® Our knowledge of God’s self-disclosure in
Christ from the outset involves a relation of uniand communion, and not a
disjunction between the subject and the objectt, Y& not a union and communion

in which God is entangled in our subjectiVify. Torrance asserts,

Face to face with the divine Object the human siibige not allowed to draw back
into monologue or distinguished reflection, for tiself becomes the object of the
active attention and self-giving of the divine QGfjerather is he drawn into
responsive activity, for he is opened up to thee@bjn his innermost being and
made capable of apprehending Him, not merely imgerof his own acts of
consciousness but in terms of the Object Himsetlieameets and experiences Him in
His undiminished and irreducible nature as thendivbubject, the Lord Gad?

The argument of Torrance is significance. Theyeandeed a reversal of
relation between the subject and the object ir¢helation and mediation of God in
Christ. 1t is in this trans-subjective relation &od that the human subject is taken
out of himself and finally made capable of objetyivthus, becoming the true
subject. Torrance is not unaware of the pitfallobjectivism. He argues, ‘It is
essential to its objectivity since this is the foamrationality that the human reason
must adopt if it is to be faithful to the naturetbé divine Subject-Object---a merely
objectivist approach could not be properly objefior it could not do justice to the
divine Reality: it could only abstract from {’® Torrance is not alone in this regard.
Buber, in expressing similar note, says, ‘Anthropophism always reflects our need
to preserve the concrete quality evidenced in titdenter; yet even this need is not
its true root: it is in the encounter itself that vare confronted with something
compellingly anthropomorphic, something commandirgriprocity, a primary
Thou'!™ But it is at this point when the human subjetyiis assuming its full
reciprocal role that he is constantly being tempte@he temptation is to take
masterfully a creative role and to subdue divingecivity into subjective models of
dialectical abstraction and thus unjustifiably altbe objective knowledge. The

ramification in this regard is twofold. First, owbjective knowledge has been

0 hid., 307.

7 bid.

172 |bid., 308.

173 |bid., 308-09.

174 Martin Buber,The Eclipse of God (New York: Harper and Row, 1957), 14. Citedr® 309.
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subjectively subjectivised. Second, the replaceénoérobjective divine encounter
with subjective self-encounter. In other wordst autonomous reason triumphs over
divine revelation. In congruence with Buber abthi$ false subjectivity, Torrance
avers, ‘There cannot be any doubt that this confer@ of God to human subjectivity
is the constant danger of modern Protestantismjtazah only result in what Buber
has significantly called the “the eclipse of God"which we allow ourselves to get
between God and ourselves. It is our own bloatdujestivity that shuts off the

divine light from the world*™

We would judge that the concept of
anthropomorphism to Torrance is an explicationheftranscendent objectivity. God
in his complete otherness gives himself to us apédg himself to our humanity and
at the same time lifts up our humanity into unio &ommunion with him. The

objectivity of God anthropomorphised in the incdiow of Jesus Christ summoning
us to know him in accordance with the way he hgsatified himself. On this note,

the objectification of God in humanity disallows tesread our humanity back into

God or to confound the objectivity of God with durman subjectivity.

The Subject-Object Relation

We have noted that God to Torrance is both thenate objectivity and contingent
objectivity. How could the transcendent God retas objectivity in the contingent
reality becomes an acute question. In this regtirel,answer of Torrance clearly
evidences the influence of Barth. Notwithstand@&gd to Barth as the ‘Subject of
revelation is the Subject that remains indissoluBlybject’, he concedes that in
certain respects ‘God is also the Object, if n@t dbject.”® The notion that God
could paradoxically be both the subject and theabgerves as the key to the door
for Torrance. James Brown’s interpretation of Bartay help us see the influence
and connection. Brown says, ‘God is Object to ¢¥#is self-knowledge in the life of
the eternal Trinity, Object of faith-knowledge toamin revelation, a disclosure
which in turn presents God as Subiject, the liviogd.who calls for man’s obedience,
the active Subject in organising man’'s knowledgéliofiself, both as to its form and

its manner, its possibilities and its substancedeéd, Subject and Object are very

75 Ts, 300.
176 CD, I/1, 438. Cited in James BrowBubject and Object in Modern Theology (London: SCM,
1955), 140.
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ready in Barth to collapse into each othéf. Evidently the Subject and the Object
do collapse into each other in Torrance’s framewarkfact, Torrance is more than

ready to declare definitively that the subject obdGis indeed the object, the

objectivity of God in his transcendence and comtimige. The entanglement between
the revealer and the inquirer in the subject-objetdtion is resolved. Torrance is

able to declare that when facing the divine objewt, human subject will not enmesh

the objectivity of God within his subjectivity becse he then becomes the object of
God as God retains his objectivity.

There is, however, a question. Where is the poirgncounter between the
objectivity of God and the subjectivity of humanuaterpart in this reciprocal
relation? Or, where is the contact so that trugestivity and true objectivity could
evoke and support each other in the process of ikg@w The question may appear
superfluous in the first instance. Nevertheldsaei take a closer look, we could say
that notwithstanding pieces of jigsaw seem toifafplace, one remains to be found.
The missing piece could be what Torrance is tryinget at, but has not fully brought
into open. Let us recapitulate the main points T@rance has highlighted. First,
the way of knowing God is one of divine grace. c@#l, it involves obedience and
trust. Third, despite the potential pitfall, readmas a place in our knowing of God.
The question is what could be the missing pieaelation to the above points in the
subject-object relation between the inquirer anel rievealer in the revelation and
mediation of Christ?

Let us go back to the Gospel to find the answkr.the Gospel story the
saving acts of God are announced as the salvifesage to call upon us a personal
response. There is an origitkaygma in the calling and that we are presented with
an object to which our subjectivity adjusts itdalaccordance with its natut&® we
do not make or discover the object. Neither do psmgject our generalisation of
experience nor our own subjective world-view updn iThe object is the
inconceivable paradox, if we use the expression Koérkegaard. It is
characteristically transcendent, as Barth claindgpart from the self-revelation of
God in Jesus Christ, the contingent objectivitycafd, Torrance would agree that no

object for faith is possible, as any object createdjectively by us would contradict

7 Brown, 141.
178 |hid., 191.
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the authenticity of the Christian faith and thenpiple of theological sciencé® On
this note, faith as the proper response remainsmech an act of human subjectivity
for it involves personal decision, or personal jehgnt, as Polanyi underscores.
Thus, ‘Faith is not wroughéx opere operato’, ‘It cannot be true, as element in a
naturally existing tradition: it isnade true, realised as true, as it is appropriated as
truth in a form of living.**® In other words, Christianity is not a philosofyt the
truth and the way of life in Jesus Christ. We hawenake the subjective decision of
faith in order for us to live and to know the lié truth that is in accordance with
God in Christ, the objectivity of faith. To Torm God is the indefeasible subject
who has condescended to become the object of @wvikg so that we may surrender
ourselves in the obedience of faith. Our faittehility of surrendering, or obedience,
in itself is the grace of God. Thus, the humanjesttlvity is now given with new
scope and strength by the grace of God.

Could faith then be the missing piece in Torrangatgure of the subject-
object relation? One possible reason constituttireginconspicuousness is that the
exposition of faith in Torrance’s theological s@enhas often been marked as
rationalistic. Torrance himself is unequivocalasserting that our understanding of
God is ‘essentially a rational evenf” In more than one occasion he has stressed the
importance of reason in our faith-knowledge of Gdthr example, he says, ‘Faith is
the orientation of the reason toward God’s selelaon, the rational response of
man to the Word of God®? and ‘Faith is the relation of our minds to the €utj.*®?
Torrance’s uncompromising approach has often ledchiics to remark that his
rationalistic faith is construed at the expensetbér faith qualities. On this note, the
critique of Thomas Langford is the representatileangford comments, ‘Torrance
has an extremely rationalistic or intellectualisumderstanding of faith. The
dominant character of faith, as depicted, is it®nality and not its qualities of trust
or obedience. This is a serious matter and onehwhust be set forth clearly for its
consequences dominate the presentatfn.’ Langford’s critical remark is not

without ground. However, Morrison’s response tadgathe criticism of Langford

1 Torrance is in congruence with Barth in relatioritte claim that the objectivity of our faith is/gh

by God in Jesus Christ. To Torrance, faith is ‘tpening up of our subjectivity to the Subjectivity
God through His Objectivity. TS, 132.

180 Brown, 192.

81T, 11.

18 |id., 33.

183 |bid., 132.

8 Thomas A. Langford, ‘T. F. Torrance's Theologi@tience, a ReactionScottish Journal of

Theology 25 (1972): 158.
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deserves some attention. Morrison says, ‘It messdid too that while Torrance has
probably overemphasised the cognitive aspect tf & the proper mode of knowing
God, yet Torrance does not forgo the critical aspeé trust and obediencE® We
would suggest that Torrance in someway has unkrgiyiraused it to be a misfit.
His emphatic reminders of the pitfall of autonomaaason and the importance of
grace and obedience have unconsciously ‘margidalie role of his rationalistic
faith in the object-subject relation. Perhaps,raoce is subtly caught in a dilemma.
While he stands by the importance of the ratiopait faith, it vanishes from sight
when his discourse turns to more of a personatioaleof trust and obedience
between the object and the subject. Such disappearis unnecessary for two
reasons. First, faith, as mentioned, has an imapbrtole in the subject-object
relation. Second, notwithstanding the propensity fationality, Torrance indeed
does not forgo other qualities of faith. In fattie problem may not even occur
should Torrance make explicit other faith qualitig=aith, as underscored as well in
our discussion of the Einsteinian-Polanyian scienmugeed constitutes a vital aspect
of human action of scientific inquiry in Torrancescheme of revelation and
mediation.

We have in this section analysed Torrance’s thoumghtthe nature of
objectivity and subjectivity, and the reciprocalat®mn between them in the process
of scientific inquiry of theological science. Ouliscussion demonstrates that
Torrance indeed possesses a sophisticated accbjustitying the subordination of
human action to divine self-disclosure in the pescef scientific inquiry. Although
Torrance manages to uphold both the subjectivity #re objectivity, the crucial
factor of faith in the dynamic reciprocal relatioequires some accentuation.
Nevertheless, we may conclude by commenting tharafoe has succeeded in
building a coherent account without compromisirtesi the human or the divine of

the normative pattern of revelation and mediation.

Conclusion

18 John D. Morrison,Knowledge of the Sdf-Revealing God in the Thought of Thomas Forsyth
Torrance (1997), 272.
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This chapter pivots on Torrance’s use of scientiBalism as the corrective to
dualism in our understanding of God'’s self-disclesm Jesus Christ. Our discussion
shows that the Einsteinian-Polanyian science hagigred Torrance with the impetus,
as he develops his understanding in and througthBer argue for the significance
of theological science and the appropriateness usham action as the scientific
inquiry of God. Notwithstanding the necessity tloe knowing subject to subordinate
to the revealing object in the reciprocal relatidninquiring is to be properly
scientific, such subordination to Torrance doesd®nean but brings to fulfiment
the subjectivity of the human knower. Thus, we ldgudge that Torrance’s subject-
object reciprocity indeed coheres with his normeatpattern of revelation and
mediation.

Before we end the chapter, the pending questiomhsther Torrance’s
scientific approach towards theology is a reasa@nalnle. Torrance’s endeavour is
well received by Robert Palma as he has contribetedmously to ‘the prospect of a
continuing fruitful interaction’ between sciencedatheology. The success of
Torrance, according to Palma, lies in the rejectbnhe old adversary model as he
helps us to apprehend ‘the dialogue between thga@lod natural science in terms of
complementarity, fortification, and clarificatiof® As Jim Neidhart, in his
commentary of Torrance’s works, says, ‘a dynamimieerence between theology
and science would preserve the integrity of bo#tiglines while healing the breach
that has opened up between théf.’ Indisputably theology to Torrance is a
scientific discipline, the science of God’s seldosure in Christ. ‘He is to be
commended for establishing the scientific naturethefological construction with
such force and erudition,” Thomas Langford says,EasL. Mascall and Alan
Willingale concur'®®

Some, nevertheless, question the relation betwemmce and theology in
Torrance’s framework. For example, David Galileealluding to a statement of
Austin Farrer, says, ‘And so if we ask whetherddeh God is “scientific”, we were
bound to answer Yes and No. Yes, for it can bddahewing out of thoughts started

by science; No, for it cannot be a piece of scidatgsdf... And since God is not a

1% Robert J. Palma, ‘Thomas F Torrance's Reformedldbg,’ Reformed Review 38 (1984): 26.

87 CEM, xI. ‘Introduction’ by Jim Neidhart.

1% Thomas A. Langford, ‘T. F. Torrance's Theologi&tience; a ReactionScottish Journal of
Theology 25 (1972): 170; E. L. MascalTheol ogy and the Gospel of Christ: An Essay in Reorientation
(London: SPCK, 1977), 46; Alan Willingale, ‘Revievitheological Science,The Evangdical
Quarterly (1970): 190.

11¢



part of the world, still less an aspect of it, noghthat is said about God, however
truly, can be a statement belonging to any sciefi¢eAndrew Louth acknowledges
that Torrance is not making an attempt ‘to assimitheology to the exact sciences’,
but rather ‘to derive some illumination for the dlegyical task from the way in which
modern science (and in particular modern physi@g had to grapple with the
problem of epistemology?® However, Louth observes that while Torrance hght
recognises the main difference between theology ssidnce on the ground of
theology's object as God’s giving of himself to hamity through grace, he has gone
‘too far too quickly’ and overlooked that it ha® ‘lo with men and women, with
persons’ as well. Since theology rightly and ajppiately distinguishes itself from
other forms of scientific knowledge because it taslo with the grace of God in
Christ, should not that distinction ‘thus lead Tasrce himself to class theology
among the humanities® The main divergence between Barth and Torrance in
relation to the subject in question, as Louth sed®s in while Barth is not keen to
develop analogies between theology and scienceaioe regards that as at least one
of his central tasks of theological reconstructitn. In alluding to Hans-Georg
Gadamer’s sustained attack on the Enlightenmentiddmental claim that science is
the way and the only way to the truth, Louth queithe validity of conceding all
concern with truth to the sciences. Louth saysd@ner sees sciencesoas way of
apprehending truth, nahe way, and he thus situates science within a tqipfr@ach

to truth, rather than seeking to tailor the waysapprehending the truth to the
methods of the scienceS® Whether Torrance is agreeable to the comments is
potentially a lengthy discussion that we shall wemture out into without deviating
too far from the main concern of the chapter. NMinadess, the remarks are food for
thought particularly in the light of Torrance’s deration that it is out of God’s grace
and our obedience, the union and communion of digimd human action, that God’s

own eloquent self-disclosure may ‘sound througligan His Logos so that we may

% David Galilee, ‘Review: Theological SciencBgligious Sudies (1971): 377. See Austin Farrér,
Science of God? (London: Bles, 1966), 28-29.

190 Andrew Louth,Discerning the Mystery: An Essay on the Nature of Theology (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1983), 52.

9 |bid., 53.

192 |bid., 51.

193 |bid., xii. Author's italic. See Hans-Georg Gauk, Truth and Method (New York: Continuum,
2006), Xx-Xxiv.
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know and understand Him out of His own rationadibd under the determination of

His divine being***

19473 ix.



Part I1

Chapter Four
The Communion of the Holy Spirit

In the first three chapters that constitute pag ohthe thesis, we establish the claim
that God’s self-disclosure in Torrance’s theologytead of taking the form of
immediacy, is the revelation and mediation of thearnate Son Jesus Christ. We
discuss the nature of Christ’s revelation and nigaian chapter one. Our discussion
shows that Christ, being fully God and fully maroime person, culminates and fulfils
the two-way movement, sets the union and commumii@ivine and human action as
the normative pattern of revelation and mediatioNe turn to dualism in chapter
two, the treacherous threat to Christ’s revelatind mediation in Torrance’s opinion.
Our analysis shows that Arian dualism and Newtoniaalism relegate God’s self-
disclosure in Christ by separating the Creator fahe creation irreconcilably. To
Torrance the chief problem of dualism lies in theeeous approach of interpreting
Christ’s revelation and mediation; it gravitates flbocal point from the centrality of
God to humanity. On this note, Torrance advocaesdism as the appropriate
remedy as it pivots on responding in accordanchk thig nature of the self-disclosure
of the objective reality. By building upon the tthegical foundation of Barth and
taking cue from the advancement of EinsteinianiBa@d@ science, a realist
epistemology of theological science is postulatétus, in chapter three, we examine
Torrance’s understanding of scientific inquiry && tappropriate human action of
knowing God in Christ. As Torrance has provided éimswer to the human action,
the question now is what would constitute the @ivarction of the normative pattern
of revelation and mediation, particularly after #mcension of Christ? It is with the
intent to examine Torrance’s response to this gqueshat we enter into chapter four,
the beginning of the part two of the thesis.

The main purpose of the part two of the thesisvis-fold. First, we attempt,
in chapter four, to analyse Torrance’s understandinthe work of the Spirit as the
divine action of the normative pattern of revelatiand mediation. Second, in
chapter five and six, Torrance’s thought on mudtiphediations with regard to

scripture, church, preaching, sacraments, and rggenit creation would be studied.
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As the chapters involve our second claim of thesighelTorrance’s advocacy of the
effacement of scripture would be critically exantina chapter five, and the import
of the normative pattern of revelation and medrationdergirding Torrance’s
framework of multiple mediations would be analyse@¢hapter six. When the thesis
draws near to the end, we would in the final cosioln engage Tillich and Gunton in
providing Torrance with alternate views on scripfunediation. Thus, with the aim
to address Torrance’s thought on the Spirit of @sdhe essential divine action of the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation, veeild now turn to chapter four and
focus firstly on the nature of the communion of tBpirit, and secondly on the
epistemic dynamic of the Spirit in enabling our Wiy of God and validating

earthly media as proper forms of divine mediation.

The Communion of the Spirit of God

To Torrance it is only by the communion of the &ptinat humanity could come
before God in Christ. On this note, the distinetivork of the Spirit in facilitating the
communal process becomes unquestionably crucialus,Tthe primary purpose of
this section is to analyse Torrance’s thought enrthture of the communion of the
Spirit. The guiding question is whether Torranceiglication of the work of the
Spirit is consistent with his overarching princigiethe sole mediatorship of Christ.
We would engage Kruger and Gunton in our discussmilluminate and affirm
Torrance’s understanding.

Torrance, in delineating the nature of the ministiyhe Sprit, says, ‘Since it
is only through himself that God reveals himselgdGimself is the personal content
of his revelation to us embodied in Jesus Christittarnate Son. Since it is only
through himself that communion with God is accdssitb us, God himself is the
personal reality of that communion granted to ughéHoly Spirit." This statement
encapsulates Torrance’s understanding that althabghself-revelation of God is
mediated to us in Christ, it is actualised in ustigh the communion of the Spirit. It
is in and through the communion of the Spirit ttimine revelation is personally and
experientially brought to bear upon us so that veeable to be brought forward to

hear and apprehend the Word of God. Our commumitnGod in Christ is made

1 CDG, 59.



possible via a relation established between thiaeliand the human in the Spirit. As
Torrance says, ‘God creates that relation by tlesgmce of his Spirit within us as a
relation of himself to himself’ On this note, Torrance’s view reverberates thiat o
Barth which says, ‘The Spirit of God is God in isedom to be present to the
creature, and so to create this relation and tiyetiebe the life of the creature. And
God’s Spirit, the Holy Spirit, especially in reviitan, is God himself in that he can
not only come to man but also in man, and thusotpete his revelation in hini.’
In congruence with Barth, Torrance claims that ihitow we are led to think of the
Holy Spirit as we indwell the New Testament Scriptiand listen to the incarnate
Word of God speaking to us in Christ, and through lioly presence of God in his
Spirit finds Christ himself coming to dwell in us such a way that we are enabled to
receive and apprehend God’s revelation of him8elis the Spirit discloses to us the
revelation of the Father through the Son and brumgsnto communion with the
Father in the Son, the Spirit to Torrance, as Gaegddo pointedly underlines, ‘is
rightly identified as the Spirit of the Jesus Chiiee Son of God and the Spirit of God
the Father.” In Torrance’s scheme, Deddo sayse ‘$pirit can only be personally
recognised and identified in relation to Jesus Shrecause the Spirit is the Spirit of
Jesus and Jesus is the place where God the Faithéd@d the Son have provided
access to the knowledge of themselvesie may call the association of the Spirit
with Jesus Christ the Son of God, particularlyetation to the unfolding of divine
revelation and mediation, as the ‘epistemologiegehdence’ of the Spirit.

Torrance although is unequivocal in underscorirg épistemic work of the
Spirit in unfolding divine self-disclosure, he idaanant that the controlling centre of
our knowing of God lies solely in Christ instead thie Spirit. In alluding to
Athanasius’ emphasis of the Son as the &wolyos and Eidos of Godhead, Torrance
pinpoints that ‘it is in and through the incarnkt@wm of God in Jesus Christ that His

Face and Image are revealed and that our humanléagevof Him is shaped and

2 Ibid., 60. Torrance underpins that the Reformedtrihe of the communion of the Spirit is the
communion in Christ through the Spirit. Thus, twenmunion of the Spirit has to be understood as
correlative to the union of God and man workediauthe life and ministry of Jesus Christ. e

cvi; TF, 250-51.

®CD, I1, 450. Cited irCDG, 60.

* CDG, 60.

> Gary W. Deddo, ‘The Holy Spirit in T. F. Torrareeheology,’ inThe Promise of Trinitarian
Theology, ed. Elmer M. Colyer (Maryland: Rowman & Littlefiie 2001), 82.
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formed through the conformity of our minds to Je€hsist.® In other words, only
when we permit our scientific inquiry to respondpapitely to what is revealed in
Jesus, as Torrance says, ‘we allow the basic farirtbeological truth to come to
view... as in the Spirit the being and nature of @GoHdrought to bear upon us so that
we think under the compulsioh.’By pivoting on the controlled knowing of God in
Christ, Torrance claims that the work of the Spsitthere primarily to unveil that
which is hidden. Thus the Spirit to Torrance soathe Spirit of Truth as it is only
through the Spirit that Christ is revealed as tlm ®f the Fathe}. Torrance is
adamant that as the Spirit leads all to Christbbars witness to Christ and not to
himself. The Spirit, Torrance says, ‘does not slhwHimself, but shows us the Face
of the Father in the Face of the Son, and showikaikeart of the Son in the heart of
the Father? The Spirit does not focus on himself becauss ftis mission from the
Father to declare the Son and pay attention t&dme The function of the Spirit is to
‘direct us through himself to the one Word and Fa€eGod in Jesus Christ in
accordance with whom all our knowledge of God #rfed in our minds, knowledge
of the Spirit as well as of the Father and of the.3° ‘By His very mode of being as
Spirit He hides Himself from us so that we do nobw Him directly in His own
hypostasis, and in His mode of activity as transpiatight He effaces Himself that
the one Trinity God may shine through Him to dS.Torrance says that the ‘hiding’
of the Spirit is the diaphanous self-effacing natof the Spirit; by ‘hiding behind’
the Father in the Son and the Son in the FatherSghrit brings the radiance of God'’s
glory to bear upon u¥. Notwithstanding thdomoousion of the Spirit and the Son,
Torrance is explicit that the Spirit, unlike therS@ not of one substance with us ‘for

He incarnates the Son and did not incarnate Himselél thus he is able to direct us

®GR, 166. In relation to the epistemological actiifythe Spirit, Torrance underlines that the Sen, a
the only Logos and Eidos of Godhead, is the inner rationality of the diviBeing that direct and
control our knowledge of God in the Spirit. S&R, 170.

" bid., 166-67.

8 Torrance claims that the Spirit is the living meral Agent of Christ sent by him from the Father as
the Spirit of truth who will guide the believergarall truth. In alluding to the Gospel, Torrarszys
that Jesus has made it clear that in the cominbeoBpirit, the Spirit of God will not glorify hinatf
but Christ; as John 16:14-15 says, ‘He will glonifie, for he will take what is mine and make it
known unto you. All that the Father has is ming] that is why | said “he will take what is minedan
make it known unto you.”CDG, 65-66. Also see Deddo, 83-84.

®GR, 167. Torrance says that the Spirit ‘has no “Famet it is through the Spirit that we see thed=ac
of Christ and in the Face of Christ we see the Batiee Father.” Se€DG, 63.

cpg, 66.

"' GR, 167; TR, 251-52;TF, 211.

2CDG, 66, 151,GR, 167-68.
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through himself to the onkogos and Eidos of Godhead in Jesus Chriét. By
pivoting on Christ as the controlled knowing of id& self-disclosure, and the
epistemic function of the Spirit in pointing all ©hrist instead of himself in the

unfolding of the knowledge of God, Torrance underss that,

[The Spirit] brings the Being and Reality of God @i his hiddenness to bear upon
man, and brings man out of his darkness to havemcmmon with God, in Jesus
Christ.

As,

[The Spirit] is the creative Agent of God's revesatto us and the creative Agent in
our reception and understanding of that revelationHe is the living Action and
Presence of God in it all, who so relates the éiwword to the human and earthly
forms which it assumed in Jesus Christ that in Mienare enabled to meet God face
to face, shining in His own uncreated Light andagp®y to us personally in His own
eternal Word"*

The ‘epistemological dependence’ of the Spirit isoastitutive argument that
cannot be overlooked in Torrance’s scheme of astaby Christ as the sole
Mediator of God. As the Spirit in his communiontiwhumanity points to, and in
that sense reveals, the Son who reveals the Fiathke Son, divine self-disclosure
unfolded through multiple mediations of human aadtldy media in the course of
human history does not finally have the Spirit &sultimate focus but Christ the
incarnate Son of God. The ‘hiddenness’ of theiSpirelation to the Son in divine
revelation and mediation as Torrance argues mayteineriticism that his
pneumatology is one, like Barth, that allows the $o eclipse the Spirit; as Eugene
Rogers Junior says, ‘Barth allows the Son to eelipe Spirit when he allows his fear
of Schleiermacher to overshadow his admirationAftiranasius*® It is a subject of
debate if Torrance suffers the same problem. &bei$ while the centrality of Christ
is fundamentally upheld in divine self-disclosufEgrrance attempts to maintain
simultaneously the sovereignty of the Spirit in figldenness’ by accentuating that
‘yet in Himself He [the Spirit] brings us to paipate in the communion of the Father
and the Son’, as ‘He is the Spirit that goes fdmim God and returns to God, who

brings God to bear directly upon and lifts us upexperience the undiluted acts of

BGR, 167.

“Ibid., 168.

5 Eugene F. Rogers Jr., ‘The Eclipse of the SpiriKarl Barth,” inConversing with Barth, ed. John
McDowell and Mike Higton (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004Y3.
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God Almighty.*® Although Torrance says that we do not know thiitSgirectly in

his own personal reality, he avers that the Godmdsthe Spirit is indisputable
‘because it is in His Light that we see Light andHis creative operation that we
know the unknowable and eternal God, we know Hinm@$ess Lord God than the

Father and the Soi’. Torrance underscores,

Yet He is never other than God... is free to condeste mortal men on earth and,
unlimited by their creaturely incapacity for Hing present Himself to them in His
own transcendent Being and Reality, and so to epatecthem from imprisonment
in themselves and their weakness and to raise tigeto partake of His creative and
eternal life. Thus with the coming of the Spidtus the Being of God Almighty, the
Maker of heaven and earth, breaks through therdisthetween the creature and the
Creator, shines through all the intermedia of aeatirely existence and knowledge,
disclosing Himself to us personally. Therefore, for us to be in the Spirit means to
come up against God in the most absolute and ulisense, in His sheer Godness,
to meet and experience Him in His immutable Realibp, by being the Lord God
and by giving Himself to us as our God, lays akigoAnd exclusive claim upon our
worship and love and obedieriée

From the discourse it is conspicuous that Torrartgses to let the Spirit be
eclipsed by the Son, even thought the importandhefhiddenness’ of the Spirit in
directing all to Christ is always at the forefrarithis thought. However, if one takes
a closer study of the arguments, it soon becomear cthat while Torrance
endeavours to argue for the Godness and soveraritye Spirit by underpinning
the revelatory movements both of his coming to hnityan communion and of his

lifting humanity up before God in the knowing of Gosome vagueness emerges in

°GR, 172.

7 |bid., 167. Torrance underlines that it is alssause through the Spirit the Word of God continues
to sound forth the objectivity of the Trinity ansl heard and believed by us, thus ‘we know the Holy
Spirit, although personally distinct from the Fathad the Son, to be no less Lord God than theeFath
and the Son, both as he is toward us and as heteéseglently in the undivided oneness of God'’s
eternal Being.” Torrance remarks that it is sigaifit in the earliest tradition of the Church ttare

is little or no controversy about the deity of t8pirit, as it is everywhere acknowledged that God i
Spirit and thus the Spirit of God is God. The ataece of the deity of the Spirit according to
Torrance could be due to the following factorsrskithe Spirit is inseparably united with the Fath
and the Son in the work of our salvation and remmeaand it is into the one name of God, the Rathe
Son and Holy Spirit that we are baptised. Sectma Spirit is worshipped and honoured together with
the Father and the Son, which is the consistemeration of numerous doxological formulations.
Third, The Spirit is intimately related to the etgr Word, and is the prophetic Spirit by whom God
spoke to the prophets and has now spoken to ussimsJChrist. Fourth, the church from the outset
understood the biblical teaching about the Spiritthe Trinity sense; this is clearly expressed by
Tertullian. In alluding to Novatian, Torrance sdat two more factors could be taken into account
for the deity of the Spirit. First, the fact th@lrist sends the Spirit, the Paraclete, is powerfidence

for the deity of Christ. Second, Spirit refersvtbat God is in his being. Taking all factors into
account, Torrance underlines that the early traditf the church regards the Spirit as the exprassi
of the unapproachableness, the ineffability, thattenable majesty of God. S&DG, 66-67; TRst,
209-10, 230iTF, 205-15.

8 |bid., 172-73.
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relation to the sole mediatorship of Christ. Giviearrance’s stress of the deity and
work of the Spirit, the ambiguity lies in whetheyaat from Christ, the Spirit through
his communion with humanity is also the revelatood mediation of God. Kruger
picks up similar problem when he remarks that there ‘places in Torrance’s
writings where there is a very definite ambiguityhis discussion of the coming of
the Spirit at Pentecost especially as regards loanirgy in the Son’s communion with
and knowing of the Fathet” The uncertainty to Kruger lies in the Spirit mhes
could be seen as the content of the sharing, shec&pirit in Torrance’s account is
also the very communion of the Father and the &ahe reciprocal relation of the
immanent Trinity. Thus, our partaking of the Spis also our partaking of the
communion and mutual knowing of the Trinity, andstware in God’s self-knowing.
On this note, Kruger says, ‘Here Pentedesthrist ministering the things of God to
us. This is in line with the Biblical covenantedinework. The great blessing of God
upon His people in the New Covenant mediated bysCiw the outpouring of the

Spirit upon all flesh?®

There is, however, another approach in Torrarttesght of
which the coming of the Spirit is understood madngstologically. Kruger pinpoints,
‘With respect to our knowing God, Pentecost, in rédace’s thought here is
interpreted more in line with the fact that it i$ Jesus Christ alone that human
knowing of God and human sharing in God’s own krbiwledge exist and that this
cannot be separated from Christ Hims&lf.’

Kruger, in substantiating the observation, citesteshents of Torrance to
demonstrate the ambiguity. According to him, Toce inTrinitarian Faith, says
that ‘Jesus Christ thus constitutes the bridge eetwGod and man, between the
invisible and the visible, the incomprehensible atige comprehensible, the
immeasurable and the measurable. It is, thengsus) Christ, through “union and
communion” with him in love, and through sharingtire love of God incarnate in
him, that we are enabled to know God in such a thay our knowledge of God is
firm and sure, for it is anchored in the ultimagality of God’s own eternal being.’
Kruger underlines that Torrance, after underpintirgimportance of Christ, goes on
to say, ‘That would not be possible without the @idhe Spirit of God.” Judging the

logical development of the argument, Kruger reméhnks one would expect Torrance

9 C. B. Kruger, ‘Thesis: Participation in the Selid¢ledge of God: The Nature and Means of Our
Knowledge of God in the Theology of T.F. TorranCEhe University of Aberdeen, 1990), 204.

2 |bid. Author’s italic.

2! pid., 204-05.
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to go on from here to speak specifically and diyect the ‘union and communion’

with Christ through the Spirit. However, insteaidtitat, Torrance refers to the fact
that it is ‘in and through the Lord Jesus ChristdGmas accustomed his Holy Spirit to
dwell in human nature and at the same time hastedduman nature to receive the
Holy Spirit, which enables us through the gift & tHoly Spirit to share in the

relation of mutual knowing between the Father ahe $on and thus on God’s
knowledge of himself.” On this note, it seems fthat sharing and knowing of God to
Torrance lies quintessentially in our partakinghaf Spirit who dwells in us as God'’s
gift.??> Citing a longer statement to prove the point, déusays that the ambiguity

continues although a clear christological orieotais emerging. Torrance says,

Strictly speaking, as Irenaeus pointed out, onlyl @an know himself so that it is

only through God that God may be known.... Henacgefare really to know God it

can be only through sharing in some incredible imathe knowledge which God has
of himself. That is to say, we can know God orfiljpeé brings us into communion

with him in the inner relations of his own beingFather, Son and Holy Spirit. This

sharing in the knowledge that God has of himsel$ waade possible through the
incarnation of God’s Son and his mediation of tip&iSof the Father and the Son.

In the incarnation God communicated himself torugdesus Christ his beloved Son,
not something about himself, but his vé&gf, and thereby made himself known to
us according to his own divine nature as Fathend At Pentecost God poured out
upon us his own Spirit who as the Spirit of theheatand the Son is the immediate
presence of God to us in his own very being as Géal.Jesus Christ God has
embodied in our human existence the mutual knowleglich the Father and the
Son have of one another and in the Holy Spirit ilesgus communion in the mutual

relation of the Father and the Son... express itother way around, through Jesus
Christ we are given access to the Father in on@t§f)i

Kruger remarks that although here to Torrance tbening of the Spirit
“gives us communion in the mutual relation of theter and the Son™, ‘it is not yet
that clear as to whether the Spirit is Himself thatnmunion or whether it is a
partaking on our part in the Son’s communion whi Father through the Soff.
Alternatively put, the key of Kruger's criticismeB in whether, in Torrance’s
account, the communion of the Spirit is the medratf the revelation of God in
Christ to us, or the way to Christ through whom nvay partake the revelation of
God. The question is which is the correct one.udér says that if we take ‘the
overarching thrust of Torrance’s thought and itetgeg upon the person of Christ

then this would suggest that the main or all-encassimg perspective within which

2 |bid., 205. Cited fronTF, 32.
BTF, 54-55. Author’s italic. Cited in Kruger, 205-06
% Kruger, 206.
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Pentecost should be viewed as ChristologfGallh alluding to Torrance’s account of
the ‘hiddenness’ of the Spirit, Kruger underlinelsatt the Spirit's work is
fundamentally christological. Kruger says, ‘Nowvhist emphasis upon the self-
effacing and Christological nature of the Spirtt@ming and work in hiding Himself
and shining His Light upon Jesus must be interpreteore “closely” and
“personally” in term of “union and communion withh@st”. It is not just that the
Spirit throws His Light upon a “distant” Christ battually “connects” us with Christ
Himself.”?® In addition, when referring to the doctrine o€ tBpirit inThe School of
Faith, Kruger claims that to Torrance the ‘proper wokd the Spirit in the
communion is ‘uttering Christ, revealing Him, ciagtcommunion with Him... The
Spirit has an essentially Christocentric relatioh.” Taking this christological
framework into consideration, Kruger believes tlagtelr interpretation, that of
perceiving the communion of the Spirit as the wayChrist through whom we may
partake the revelation of God, is the correct Bne.

Kruger’s conclusion corroborates our argument #lesus Christ essentially is
the sole Mediator of God in Torrance’s theologisaheme. Notwithstanding the
ambiguity, the overarching christological thrust dforrance’s pneumatology
indicates that the communion of the Spirit is tadeall to God’s self-disclosure in
Christ, the controlling centre of our knowing of o To some extent we may say
that the vagueness is due to a lack of clarity amrdnce’s attempt to delimit the
function of the Spirit in relation to the Son. eTintent of Torrance to give the person
of the Spirit a distinctive role so to avoid thdigse of the Spirit in God’s revelation
and mediation in Christ is evident. With the enaea of Torrance in mind, we may
turn to Gunton for some guidance and affirmation.

In alluding to George Caird’'s remark that the FbuBospel is distinctive
because it is written from the perspective of tharch under the guidance of the
Spirit, Gunton makes a ‘slightly exaggerated cattrbetween the Synoptic Gospel
and the Fourth Gospel by saying that in the formver have an understanding of
revelation from the point of view of its first r@eents, and in the latter one from the

later churct® The uniqueness of the Fourth Gospel is parammuunton because

% |bid., 206-07.

*® |bid., 209.

2 gF, xeviii. Cited in Kruger, 210.

B Kruger, 210.

% Colin Gunton,A Brief Theology of Revelation (London: T & T Clark, 2005), 114-16. Although a
few crucial expressions of revelation could be tidfied in the Synoptic Gospel, Gunton claims that
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it is ‘trinitarian in a thoroughgoing but also distive way.*® Gunton says that the

way to understand it is to compare the weightinghef actions of the persons of the
Trinity with Barth’s similar account. Notwithstaimgy Barth’s conspicuous trinitarian

and christological account, Gunton remarks thatesé@atures are questionable. For
example, Gunton asks whether Barth is right to wlesclesus Christ as revelation
and the Father as revealer. Although in some ashiscis a feature of the Synoptic

account, Gunton asks could the other way roundidmepossible. Gunton says, ‘We
have already met the problem of Barth’s tendenaynerplay the significance of the

humanity of Christ. It is accompanied by an equoaldailure to give due place and

function to the Holy Spirit* Gunton says that to Barth the Spirit is the ‘satiye

side in the event of revelatiof’ It is Barth’s equivalent of the Reformation copice

the Gospel of John focuses singularly on the réeelaf glory; encompassing the whole life of Jesus
Christ from incarnation to ascension. Among thisagfic events of Jesus, the Synoptics pay special
attention to the baptism of Jesus. Gunton saswdfh in the Eastern Orthodox tradition this event
seen as a revelation of the Trinity, he underpias the centrality of revelation is Jesus Chrigtis is

in line with the expression of Mark that says thpbn Jesus the Spirit descends and the voice of the
Father says ‘Thou art my son....” (Mk. 1:11). Besidke baptismal event, Gunton alludes to the
confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi and thesesuent narrative of transfiguration as the
revelation of the Son by the Father. Although ¢betent of revelation in this regard concerns Jesus
destiny and the meaning to be the Son of God, Gus#ys, ‘All three evangelists interpret Peter's
confession through the transfiguration when Goiraff, in a way analogous to the baptism, both the
confession and Jesus’ interpretation of it.” Ndbstanding the revelation of Christ is clearly made
known, as Mk. 9:7 indicates, Gunton observers tiatrecipients are incapable of a full grasp. And,
since the story is told from the point of view hbse whom it happened, it continues into the Fourth
Gospel. The third major episode of the Synoptioscerns the story of resurrection. Gunton
underscores that there is a two-fold dynamic iné¢tent. On the one hand, the resurrection is, as
Pannenberg says, the divine declaration of thefiignce of Christ. It is an eschatological evend
thus it anticipates the final revelation. But,tbe other hand, resurrection, as the story indicagenot
revelation that in someway overturns the darkné#iseocross. Rather, it establishes that as réorla

To sum up the Synoptics, Gunton says, ‘The rewwlaits of the suffering sonship of Jesus, that it is
through his death above all that he is revealebetohe one that he is, the vehicle not primarily of
revelation but of salvation, atonement in his blothee restoration and realisation of the prededtine
human relationship to the father. By anticipationbaptism and transfiguration, in fullness at the
cross, he is revealed as the one sent and andintezhr the sin of the world and so to set his lgeop
free for God.” The Fourth Gospel is not unlike thathe Synoptics with regard to the focus of dévin
salvific economy. However, Gunton is confidenttttie definitive treatment of revelation in the New
Testament can be found there.

% |bid., 119. Gunton says that although the FoGrispel, like the Synoptics, has employed the genre
of narrative, it is of different kind as revelatiatreated relationally rather than narrativefgunton
says, ‘We should be alerted already to the distoatribution that John has to make by his uséef t
idea of indwelling. The knowledge of which he dpe#s first of all the knowledge by acquaintance
that is a function of the interrelatedness of pesso Thus, it should not come as a surprise tthas

the knowledge of which John derives from revelatinone that is framed within the relations between
God and the world. We may briefly summarise Guistexposition in three points. First, revelation
is about creation; Christ is the mediator of caati Second, it concerns incarnation. The medizftor
creation becomes incarnate in Jesus Christ (Jr);1Rdvelation is thus at a datable time and place,
tied offensively and unphilosophically, to a higtat person.” Third, Jesus Christ is the centide

one who reveals God, is also the mediator of salvatlt is the epiphany of the one who is the
mediator of God’s salvation.’

* |bid.

%CD, I/1, 449. Cited in Gunton, 119.



of the internal word; God confirms internally fdret believer the external word of the
Bible. Gunton argues that although Barth’'s rev@mmay represent a version of
reformation teaching, he could not avoid the wea&naf limiting the work of the
Spirit to the believer’s relation in Christ, a pleim that is so typical of the
pneumatology of the Western traditibh. On this note, Torrance, in expressing
similar view, regards the construction of a fulkcttime of the Spirit as an urgent task
of modern theology that even Barth has yet to wotk thoroughly in his
Dogmatics.®** Gunton and Torrance are not alone in this reg&algene Rogers notes
that ‘many critics have argued, persuasively, tliEspite books, sections,
monographs and the Trinitarian revival, Karl Batths managed to substantially
ignore the Holy Spirit, or to reduce it to a functiof Jesus Christ---“the power of
Jesus Christ”® The way out according to Gunton, which is alse ¢éndeavour of
Torrance as shown in the attempt to overcome tlygsecof the Spirit, is first to give
the Spirit more a distinctive role, and second évalop a more adequate conception

of mediation. Gunton elucidates,

Revelation is... an eschatological concept: it ig thlaich is awaited at the end time,
when we shall know as we are known. If there isramelation in the midst of time,
it will be because the Spirit, the agent of esdbgical completeness and the one
who prefects the creation, enables an anticipatmntake place: so mediates
revelation that we may say that the mysteries @f &e made known in our tinf@

To Gunton the emphasis of the Spirit is the charastic of the Fourth Gospel
because it is written from the perspective of thad® live after the giving of the
Spirit. John’s churchly situation enables him tomprehend that which is lacked in
the disciples’ understanding even though they ardronted with clear revelation as
described in the Synoptic narratives. The readodisiinction, of which Gunton
reiterates the point of John, is that the ‘Spirswiot yet given, but now the Paraclete
is with them (Jn. 7:39, cf. 12:16)” To John the Spirit is the one whom the Father
sends through the Son to bring believers to atht{dn.16:13). As the truth is Jesus

Christ, Gunton underscores, as Torrance, that fhat & the agent of revelation

% Gunton, 119-20.

% Thomas F. Torrance, ‘Karl BartiExpository Times (1955): 209. Torrance says, ‘If | were asked to
give my main criticism of the teaching of Karl Baitthink | would say that we need to have from him
much more than he has yet given us, a thoroughtiedoout doctrine of the Holy Spirit’.

* Rogers, 173.

36 Gunton, 120.

% lbid. Gunton believes this is the reason why Jshable to show us the glory of the Christ notyonl
at crucial moments of revelation, but in the whaflis life.
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leading all to the truth, to Jesus. And by pominvay from himself to Christ, it does
not deny the truism that the Spirit is also revealbut revealed as one fromhom
ratherto whom we look.” ‘The Spirit is revealed,” Guntoays, ‘as the mediator of
relation to God through Christ armbnsequently as the mediator of revelatioif’
This is the heart of Gunton’s argument to which rince would agree without
difficulty. The mediatory office of ‘the Spirit i0 point to, and in that sense, reveal
the Son; that of the Son to reveal the Fatf‘?erGoing back to Barth, the question is
whether the trinitarian structure of revelation htigpe better to state as the Son
reveals the Father in and through the Spirit. Bkireg questions, Gunton underlines
that we are not implying that such elements areeratbs But, ‘there is a tendency
working against them suggesting that the Son revieiself, with the result that the
nature of the relation between Son and Father sswied, and the work of the Spirit
too closely located in the believer's subjectivepmpriation of revelation’® The
crux to Gunton is without the mediatory and revenivork of the Spirit, no one will
know the Son as the way to the Father; since onetithe same as the other in the
Trinity, and each has unigque function and actidwst differences of mediation
naturally follow.

It is not difficult to note the congruity betweemifance and Gunton on the
importance of the mediation and revelation of tiperiS The strength of Gunton’s
account lies in while stressing the distinctive koif the Spirit it does not confuse
but corroborate the sole mediatorship of Chrisunt@n’s exposition of the Gospel
would also be a complement to Torrance in his erm@ato avoid the eclipse of the
Spirit.  Although the ways of articulation and stamsiation are uniquely different
between the two, Gunton and Torrance, as our ewions show, agree
unanimously on the distinctiveness of the Spird #me Son in mediating God’s self-
disclosure in human history. Essentially the comim of the Spirit to Torrance and
Gunton is to lead all to the Son, as the Son rewbal Father. Before we move to the
next section, a question not irrelevant to our ymmlawaits attention. If Gunton is
right about Barth’'s weakness of limiting the adyivof the Spirit to the believer’s
subjective appropriation of revelation, we may askhether Torrance,

notwithstanding his endeavour, is free from the esroblem. This is an important

% bid., 121. Author’s italic.
% Ibid., 122.
40 |pid.



question. Nevertheless, it will not be addressatil the next chapter when we look

into Torrance’s thought on scripture.

The Epistemic Dynamic of the Spirit

In the foregoing section we primarily discuss Tao&s understanding of the
communion of the Spirit in enabling believers toem&od in Christ. Our focus of
this section, however, is to turn to the naturehef epistemic work of the Spirit in
unfolding divine self-disclosure through media oéaturely existence. We would
analyse Torrance’s thought on the activity of th@riSin facilitating our scientific
knowing of God, validating multiple media and cdatmg them with the being of
God in divine mediation.

Torrance questions whether it is meaningful to kpefathe epistemology of
the Spirit, given that our knowing of God’s reveatand mediation in Christ cannot
be actualised apart from the Spirit. If there iplace for the question, Torrance
believes it is to be carried out in relation to Faher and the Son, since the Spirit by
himself, as the foregoing discussion shows, hasindependent epistemological
ground. If our concern of the work of the Spintludes aspects of our knowing of
God where epistemological forms break off, and whee are confronted with the
acts of God that are very much beyond our compsierand description, Torrance
says that instead of indulging in the discussiothefepistemology of the Spirit, the
speaking of the epistemological relevance of theitSpould be more accurate and

meaningful. Torrance elucidates,

In epistemology we are concerned with fbemal aspects of knowledge, the forms
of the how and the forms of thavhat as they arise in our understanding under the
impact of the object, whereas in the Spirit we esacerned rather with theon-
formal, with the given reality or object of our knowledgs it outruns all forms of
our understanding, and with the abrupt acts of @odugh which our understanding
of Him arises but which cannot be reduced to fooh®ur understanding.... As
knowledge of God actually arises, however, we kitbat we cannot attribute it to
ourselves... though it is our knowledge of Him, iteiplicable only from the side of
God as freely given participation in His self-kneddle. The epistemological
relevance of the Holy Spirit lies in the dynamicdammansformal aspects of this
knowledge41

4 GR, 165-66. Author’s italic.
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Torrance believes the discussion of the epistenyolof the Spirit is
inappropriate because it presupposes human acimme acould ascertain the
knowledge of God by coming before the Spirit methlodically and scientifically,
and therefore runs the risk of losing the free,atiyit and non-formal aspects of the
Spirit and the knowledge of God. Torrance’s refisaonsequential as, we judge, it
entails a deeper dimension of addressing what Hievbs to be the crisis of
domesticating the Spirit of God particularly in RamCatholicism and Protestant
Pietism. Torrance says, ‘This is the persistenbrerof the Romanism and
Protestantism; the one confounds the Spirit with gpirit of the Church... and the
other confounds the Spirit of God with the humaiitsp The ramification of the
confusion indubitably is the dissolve of our knoside of the Spirit ‘in the
subjectivities of the consciousness of the Churcthe individual, and the products
of this consciousness, in its collective or indixéd| are put forward as operations of
the Holy Spirit.*? Torrance is adamant that the only way out ofptteglicament is to
submit oneself before the living God and to ‘digtiish the Holy Spirit from our
spirits, and to know him in all his transcendergefiom and power aSreator
Spiritus.’*® Torrance underlines, ‘Because the Spirit is tttéva and living presence
of this One and Only God, He resists all our attesnip be independent of Him or to
get alongside of Him or to manipulate Him for ourroends. Hence in all our
knowing of God the Spirit... convicts us of falsifgirthe truth and of confounding
Him with our own subjective states, and in which digtinguishes Himself from our
spirits’.** On this note, Torrance pinpoints the meanindefindwelling of the Spirit

as,

The presence of the Holy Spirit means, therefotd/ewGod reveals Himself to us
within the subject-object structures of our existein space and time He encounters
us always as the Lord in the implacable objectivityis divine Being, objecting to
our objectifying modes of thought and imparting deif to us in accordance with

the mode of His own self-revealing through the Word

From the argument it is manifest that the discussibthe epistemological
relevance of the Spirit is more appropriate thaat tf epistemology, as the Spirit

essentially is dynamic, non-formal and even persamaunfolding God’'s self-

2 TR, 242.
4 |bid., 228.
“GR, 173.
% |bid.

131



disclosure in Christ; as Torrance aptly says, #parit is at work agersonalising
Spirit.”*® However, given the vitality of the Spirit thatgcarding to Torrance, is
beyond human domestication or dominion, would éntldominate or even swallow
up the human subjectivity through the acts of ‘objgy’ and ‘imparting’ within the
reciprocal subject-object relation? To ascerth@danswer, we may take cognisance
of Torrance’s employment of a term used by the Griéathers. Torrance says,
‘Theosis describes man’s involvement in such a mighty &¢éod upon him that he
is raised up to find the true centre of his exisgenot in himself but in Holy God,
where he lives and moves and has his being in niceeated but creative energy of
the Holy Spirit.*” Although it is only in the Spirit that our knowgrof God is
authentic knowing, Torrance is unequivocal thaddes not mean that by receiving
the Spirit we lose our own proper beifdf’. Notwithstanding the dynamic
compulsiveness, the personalising work of the Smirthe subject-object relation is
to bring to fulfilment the subjectivity of the hum&nower than to relegate or demean
his dignity and self-determination as proper hunmErson (see chapter three).
Torrance elucidates, ‘Far from crushing our cregljumature or damaging our
personal existence, the indwelling presence of @Goough Jesus Christ and in Holy
Spirit has the effect of healing and restoring dedpening human personal being...
for it is through Christ and in the Spirit that we= granted personalising communion
with the ever-living God in the perfection of higihe being.*

If Torrance’s account of the Spirit and the natafeour knowing of God in
the Spirit are acceptable, the challenge faces hew are we going to relate the free,
dynamic, and non-formal aspects of the Spirit vilie scientific mode of human
inquiry? Is there a contradiction in Torrance’guanentation? Should we throw
scientific inquiry out of the window? Would ourdwing of God’s self-disclosure in
Christ by the Spirit then become immediate, supt®mal and ecstatic? ‘Surely not,’
Torrance avers, ‘for it is the miraculous naturetltd Spirit's activity that while He

creates in us the ability to know God beyond ahturely and human capacities this

4 |bid., 188. Author’s italic.

“"TRgt, 243. According to Torrance the whole experienicialling under the overwhelming presence
of God and coming under the control of the Spimitour knowing of him is akin to what the Greek
Fathers caltheosis. Torrance says that the term is usually trandlatengly as deification; but it has
nothing to do with divinisation of humanity any reothan the incarnation has to do with the
humanisation of God. Btheosis Torrance says that ‘the Greek fathers wish toesgthe fact that in
the new coming of the Spirit we are up against @othe most absolute sense, God in his ultimate
holiness or Godness.’

*® TRdi, 238.

*TF, 230-31.
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does not involve any suppression of our rational aritical powers>® In fact, far
from suppressing or crushing ‘the frail forms ofntingent rationality’, Torrance
claims that ‘the presence of the Holy Spirit empmyentegrates and establishes
them while overcoming the alienating deficiencies @ontradictions which we have

introduced into then™! Torrance elucidates the epistemic dynamic oSipieit,

Here we have to do with sober, self-critical atyiviwith careful, controlled
judgements, with rational knowledge in its own tighiWwe are concerned with modes
of knowledge which have to be questioned and testetb their real ground in actual
knowledge, and which have to be examined and deddo see that they are rightly
and appropriately related to the realities to whiwdy claim to refer. This is, in fact,
the area of the Spirit's relevance to our humannkedge, where modes of knowing
are related to being and forms of thought and $peeter to realities beyond
themselves?

Thus, instead of taking leave of our sense andmality in the inquiry of
God, the Spirit of God, as Torrance claims, in faotks through them in a dynamic
andnon-formal way so that we are able to grasp thatiwioutruns all forms of our
understanding’. The crux is the correlating of cational knowing and the dynamic
being of God that is outside the contingent ratipndepends precisely on the non-

formal and personalising divine action of the Spiti It is here we argue that the

Y GR, 168.

°1CDG, 220.

2GR, 168.

%3 The epistemological relevance of the Spirit hassipled an important basis to unravel the difficult
relation between knowing and being. However, thestjon is how does the epistemological process
take place in the structure of reality? In thigarel, Torrance makes reference to Einstein andchifiola
and addresses the relation within the stratifiedcstire of knowledge. The point of Torrance isttha
there is ‘a correspondence between the structureoafiprehension and the structure of the
comprehensive entity which is the object.” He @spthe principle of marginal control of Polanyi in
the stratified structure of knowledge and asséuds in every level of stratified structure, theuiry is
referred and coordinated by the one above so thawikg becomes comprehensible and meaningful.
Torrance calls this movement ‘the principle of ceim¢ integration from above’. The hierarchical
coordination of sciences inevitably implies a moeaimof knowledge from a lower to a higher
paradigm. To Torrance theology naturally constiuthe highest level since its primary concermés t
Creator God. Torrance claims that similaritiessexbetween the scientific structure and the
theological structure. As no dogmatic system dostds own truth-reference, it requires to crogs i

a higher level in order to be ontologically sigodfint as well as theologically consistent. Although
theology the movement is parallel but not identicathe stratified structure of the nature scieriice,
can be apprehended in three levels from the experief the Gospel to the articulation of the trath
the Gospel. The first level is ‘the ground levetaligious experience and worship’, and its fomis®
personal encounter with Jesus Christ within thecstire of our historical existence in space an@fim
The second level is theological and its main camdsrto appropriate ‘intellectual instruments’ in
order to ‘apprehend more fully the economic andological and trinitarian structure of God's
revealing and saving acts in Jesus Christ’. Is téwel the doctrine dfiomoousion is the hinge as it
makes rational sense the being of God who revea¢dyfhimself in Jesus Christ. Torrance says that
homoousion is the ‘ontological and epistemological linchpihG@hristian theology’, it enables us to
deepen our grasp of the triune God in such a waly‘tur thought has to move from the secondary
level in which we have to do with the economic Tfirto the tertiary of higher theological level whe

13¢



epistemic dynamic of the Spirit is of significanoeconstituting the divine action of
the normative pattern of revelation and mediatiohorrance calls it ‘the area of
epistemological diastasis’, or the place and wakrkhe Spirit>* ‘This then is the
specific domain of the Spirit in theological knoadtge,” Torrance says, ‘for by His
power and enlightenment we think and speak direstl{zod in and through the
forms of our rational experience and articulatiow ave do that under the direction
and control of the inner rationality of the diviBeing, the eterndlogos andEidos of
Godhead? Only by the epistemic dynamic of the Spirit tlsaich trans-formal
experience is made possible, so that as human evabde to know by our scientific
inquiry the truth of God’s self-disclosure in Chris

As we continue to analyse Torrance’s thought oretttvity of the Spirit, we
would take heed of his declaration that the mostifumental ‘area of epistemological
diastasis’ is the relation of our cognitive and aaetit acts to the being of God. As
noted, our attainment of God’s knowledge to Toreahes in the correlating of our
rational knowing with the being of God by the SpirDifficulty however emerges as
how could our thinking and speaking relate to Gd¥sg since, as Torrance says, ‘It
is impossible to reduce to thought how thougheiated to being, else all we are left
with is mere thought; it is likewise impossible gtate in statements how statements

are related to being without substituting mereestents for the relation to beirty’.

we have to do with the ontological Trinity’. Inetlthird level, the higher theological level, througe
appropriation of thénomoousion of the Son and the Spirit, human thoughts aredliftem the level of
economic Trinity to the level of the ontologicalifity. It is there that the knowledge of God is
culminated in his eternal intelligible personalat@ns. Torrance claims that in this process a new
concept, theperichoresis, is needed, along withomoousion, to make rational sense of the hypostatic
union in God. Torrance calf®richoresis the onto-relational concept of the divine Persons. It speaks
of the intra-trinitarian relations in God; and aftit is developed the doctrine of the Trinity thew
concept of person according to which the relatibesveen persons belong to what persons are.
Torrance concludes by saying that ‘it is in theogggtion of the homoousial oneness between the
economic Trinity and the transcendental Trinitgetiter with the doctrine of the perichoretic relat
within the eternal Communion of the Father, the Soth the Holy Spirit, that a thorough refinement of
all our theological beliefs and truths takes placdncidentally in the process of unraveling the
problem Torrance has answered a question Guntsestailt concerns the basis of the movement from
economy to theology. Gunton asks by what rightsdbeught move from history to eternity or from
action in time to being in eternity. Torrance’ssaer, as indicated, lies precisely in the princigie
coherent integration from above. Thus, Gunton qimp that in Torrance’s epistemological
framework the rationale behind the necessity toarfoem economy to theology is more rational than
mechanical. Se&CFK, 85; CTC, 36-37;CDG, 84-88, 91-95, 102-07TRst, 17-19, 83, 93-947S,
233;GR, 186; P.S. Kang, ‘Thesis: The Concept of the \foee Humanity of Christ in the Theology
of Thomas Forsyth Torrance’ (The University of Adeen, 1983), 357-58; Weightman 232; Colin
Gunton, ‘Person and Being: T. F. Torrance’s Doetiafi God,” The Promise of Trinitarian Theol ogy:
Theologians in Dialogue with T.F. Torrance, ed. EImer M. Colyer (Oxford: Rowman & Littlefigld
2001), 122-23.

*GR, 169, 171.

*®Jpid., 170.

*®GR, 175.
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Although we are unable to account with scientifacweracy and verification how it
ultimately happens, Torrance is unequivocal theglation does indeed take place at
this point in which, like all authentic knowledgene being ‘shows through’ from
beyond our forms of thought and speech. Torraags that ‘we are at the one point
where the necessity for epistemological diastasisvéen the reality we know and
our knowing of it becomes supremely compellifigand without the Spirit ‘we
would not break through to the divine Being, oteatthe divine Being would not
break through to us in His reality as Being andsthmu His distinction from our
thought and speech of Hirf’ However, tension exists at this point.
Notwithstanding the Spirit through his indwellingirigs about the imprint of God’s
being upon us in our experience, thinking and sipgado that we are able to relate
appositely to divine compulsiveness, the Spiritdoing so, reinforces as well the
impossibility of how our thoughts and statements #r relate to God without

breaking off. To resolve the problem, Torrancessay

Through the Spirit empirical relation to the diviBeing takes place and within it we
are given intuitive knowledge of God, but the madleour relation to Him and the
mode of our knowledge of Him must be in accordamite His nature aspirit, and
therefore even though we have empirical relatiomitm and intuitive knowledge of
Him, they are not amenable to the kind of contrbiclv we exercise in relation to
creaturely objects. It is rather we who fall undee overwhelming presence of the
divine Being and come under the control of His ®pin our experience and
knowledge of Hinr®

From the citation it is manifest that our knowind God takes place
intuitively in the Spirit because human rationabughts are limited in relating
themselves to the being of God. To Torrance outiegent limitation in this regard

is not an impediment but the call to obediencesarmmission. Torrance says,

This is unique action in which God’s own Being ikolly present... creating from
our side a corresponding action in which our owmdpés committed. That is why
theological thinking is essentially a spiritual igity in which we are engaged in a
mgslement that corresponds to the movement of tlet 8pd indeed participates in
it.

" Ibid., 176. Gary W. Deddo, ‘The Holy Spirit in F. Torrance's Theology,” ifthe Promise of
Trinitarian Theology, ed. Elmer M. Colyer (Maryland: Rowman & Littlefie 2001), 96-98.

% |bid., 175.

*bid. Author's italic.

€ Ibid., 177. Torrance underpins that the movenuérthe Spirit coming into humanity to open our
hearts to the knowing of God is anchored to thg eet of God in which the Son becomes man in
order to take the place of humanity, and to giveaysace within the communion of the divine life.
Thus, to Torrance, we are to think of the workta Spirit not simply as the actualising within ds o
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Torrance is explicit that our corresponding movemtenthat of the Spirit is
what Kierkegaard calls ‘the leap of faith’. Butwould be a grave misunderstanding
to think of this as a blind or irrational movemefut; it is the very reverse of thett’

If our intuitive knowledge of God as Torrance clains inseparable from the
movement of correlating our knowing with divine tgi one may compare it, for
example, with the realist epistemological approatlEinsteinian-Polanyian science
that underpins the integration of form and beingthe Heidegger’s leap of thought
to unfold the ultimate being. On this note, Toognhowever, is adamant that such
comparisons are inadequate as ‘In none of themwareoncerned with being that
really acts upon us but only with our own attempts to makenpelisclose itself®”

At the first glance it may appear that Torrancéeig inconsistent to some extent,
especially in relation to the Einsteinian-Polanysoence of which he appropriates
immensely in theological science. But if stepstaken to ascertain what Torrance is
trying to get at here, the key essentially liethe absence of the epistemic dynamic
of the Spirit in these approaches. That is whyd8mce expresses his reservation and

says, ‘We ourselves have both to pose the questinpdgo answer them, and since

what God has already worked for us in Jesus Chrise for all, but as opening us up within our
subjectivities for Christ in such a radical waytthe find our life not in ourselves but out of ceikes,
objectively in him. In this regard, as Torrancehagsays, ‘we are engaged in a movement that
corresponds to the movement of the Spirit and idgeeticipates in it.” Se€Rst, 238;CDG, 151.

> |bid. Torrance claims that Kierkegaard has prafed) a mode of rational thought within the
subject-object relationship that is genuine andwvaeit in accordance with the nature of the objéct o
disclosure.  Crystallising Kierkegaard’'s argumentder the caption ‘Truth is Subjectivity,
Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Torrance says, ‘The object of the theologicalvidedge is Truth

in the form of personal Being, that is Truth asvacBubject, but this Truth must be known, musaive
object of knowledge, in a way appropriate to ittunaas Subjectivity, for only then will the knowin
subject be in the truth in relation to it. Thug tery mode of apprehending the Truth belongséo th
truth.” Following the argument of Kierkegaard, fieorce underpins that this emphasis of subjectivity
does not abrogate the validity of objectivity. fatt, the authentic subjectivity of a human perison
only possible when he encounters the objectivitytraf divine subject, when human subjectivity
reposes upon the objective ground in the divindityeaTorrance reiterates Kierkegaard's argument
that such encountering is the experience of féita;leap of faith. Such leap of faith is neithéeap

of irrationality nor subjectivism. It is the leap rationality, or the activity of reason, in acdance
with the nature of the truth. To Torrance the leffaith is nothing but the process of ‘Real thirgg
thinking that moves from the known to the unknotiminking that involves transition, moves across a
“breach” in the process of logic in order to actattordance with objective movement in the objéct o
its knowledge.” As the experience of faith is tleéational movement arsing out of meeting with the
divine objectivity, it is also the highest passiohsubjectivity in which one’s whole existence is
involved and is transformed by it. Thus Kierkegair able to claim that ‘truth is subjectivity’ fthe
subjectivity of humanity arises out of the objeityivof God. This could only occur if the subjestin

a knowing relation with the object. Torrance righinderscores that the existentialist thinkers who
overlook the tenet of authentic subjectivity haweipreted ‘truth is subjectivity’ in the way of
subjectivism that is greatly different from whateldiegaard has originally intended. S& 1-6, 152-
55.

82 |bid., 178. Author’s italic.
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we ourselves always stand behind our questions neeledt finally alone with
ourselves, without Another to put to us the ultienquestion that will carry us beyond
ourselves to open up the original source of oundpeiAll we can do... after all but a
leap into the void®® But in theological knowing ‘God is at work thrduglis Spirit
enclosing man within the circle of the movement thar questioning and answering,
our knowing and speaking of Him, may reach a fomitwhich we could never give
them.” Essentially, ‘it is not man but God Himselho activates and sustains the
relation between human knowing and His divine Beffig That is the distinction.
And it is here the epistemic dynamic of the Spiritheological science becomes all-
important to Torrance. The importance is partidulavident in Torrance’s argument
of the validity of recognition-statements of theology as the medium of divine self-
disclosure. According to Torranagcognition-statements are statements arising out
of scientific inquiry and apposite reflection oretbubject of investigation. They are
the fruit of allowing human reason to act ‘in actamce with the nature of the given
object, that is, acknowledges and recognises it,thed it attains its essential
conceptuality as it lets its thinking follow theharent rationality of the givef”
Torrance says that in natural sciemeeognition-statements derive from reflecting
upon the rationality of the universe. In theoldggy are statements relating to the
‘intimate locution’, or the objective Word of GodWith regard to the difference

between science and theology, Torrance claims,

This is even more true of theological activity farit the human reason finds itself
posited with a given reality that is not a dumbirart object of knowledge but the
Holy Spirit speaking the Word of God and in that M/presenting the very Being of
God as the creative source and objective grounsloknowledge of Him.... Hence
theological statements are formed as through thekspg of the Spirit the objective
Word of God calls forth language from us which isstained and actualised in
relation to God by the same Spirit as the mode af'§communication with men,

and as through the obedient response of our mimdket Spirit we seek to let our
answering word take the form which it must takeaurttie imprint of God’s Word if

it is to be correlated to that Word and be the omadif its recognition among mé&h

© |bid.

& Jpid., 178-79.

® GR, 182. Torrance claims that if we appropriate saasith the right approach, it will serve us well
in our theological endeavour. In alluding to J&Macmurray, Torrance says that reason is about our
capacity to behave consciously in terms of theneadfiwhat is not ourselves. In other words, ithis
capacity to act in accordance with the nature efdbject. Thus, true thoughts are thoughts tHat re
properly to the reality, and are in accordance i nature of the object of their reference. ks t
note, to be rational is to behave not in termsuwfawvn nature, but in terms of our knowledge of the
world outside of us, of things and persons in at@oce with their own natures. SHest, 231-32.

% Jpid., 182-83.



Thus, recognition-statements of theology are formed differently from that of
science when we allow them ‘to enshrine an “intenkiicution” which echoes or
reflects the “intimate locution” in the divine Begirand which can only be conferred
upon them through the operation of the Spffit'ln other words, to Torrance, true
theological statements, aecognition-statements of theology, are justified as the
valid medium of divine self-disclosure only by itélg them to the objective Word of
God through the epistemic dynamic of the Spirij aot on any basis of man-made
epistemology or scientific verification. As Torensays, ‘in shining the divine light
or sounding the divine Word through those formshoiight and speech, so that God
may disclose Himself to us not apart from themthrugh them’ in his revelatiof®

Torrance’s argument of the essentiality of the tepigc dynamic of the Spirit
in validating media and correlating them with thengy of God in the mediation of
Christ's revelation corroborates his theologicdhesne of revelation and multiple
mediations. The truism to Torrance is that ‘Godesds Himself to man not, as it
were, in His naked majesty, but in the medium ef theaturely existence to which
man belongs in space and time, and uses the sigd-waof inter-human
communication in order to communicate Himself tonthaAlthough any creaturely
existence could become ‘the area of epistemolodieatasis’, or the place and work
of the Spirit, Torrance is explicit that not all tbanly those that ‘He determines,
within the created world, within man’s life and tis/, and within the subject-object
structures of his existence, certain facts and tevas the signs or the mediate
objectivities of His revelatior?® The ‘facts and events’ God appropriates are those
of the history of Israel and the life of the incaion Son of God that we have
discussed in the preceding chapters. They compssevell those of the church,
particularly in relation to scripture, Word and imments, and also the contingent
creation that we would analyse in the succeedirgtens. It is through these chosen
media that God by the epistemic dynamic of the iSpantinues to bring forth his

self-disclosure in Christ to humanity in the couo$¢éime. Torrance says,

Thus God still comes to us clothed in the histdrigad biblical forms of His
revelation which (whether B.C. or A.D.) direct usJesus Christ in the centre, for it
is in Him that God has objectified Himself for domman knowing, but through the

5 1hid., 183.
8 |bid. Author’s italic.
% bid., 184. SedRdt, 248.
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power and presence of the Holy Spirit we are edahlbdemeet God and know Him
directly and immediately in Jesus chrigt

Torrance is unequivocal that the creaturely medthout the imprint of the
Spirit are mere expressions of earthly, natural hachan activities, and are quite
opaque in relation to God’s revelation; since tlaeg taken from ‘man’s intra-
mundane existence, and from within the subjectailg&ucture of his relations with
the world of nature and other human beings’. Unkegy are ‘interpreted beyond
their this-worldly reference’, they are unable t® tthe media ‘in which God reveals
Himself.”’t That to Torrance is where the dynamic activitytted Spirit comes in,
since without his creative acts all earthly mediaiwine self-disclosure will remain

dark and opaque, and fail their task of mediatidnrrance says conclusively,

Without the Spirit, we have no opening to the tcanslent Being, but through the
Spirit our concepts are opened in such a way tlaisHaccessible to us---if we close
these concepts in order to give them the kind etipion apposite only to concepts
we develop in knowledge of determinate realitidsgent we smother knowledge of
God and evade His Reality. Knowledge of God in ®eirit is profoundly

conceptual, rational knowledge in its own rightpwtedge in which we are carried
right over to what transcends us, yet which is gfpoto the nature of God as

Spirit."?

We have in this section analysed Torrance’s thowghthe epistemological
relevance of the Spirit. We underscore that afrann the meaninglessness of
speaking the epistemology of the Spirit, Torrancetaphasis of the epistemic
dynamic of the Spirit addresses as well the pdrdamesticating the Spirit of God
particularly in Roman Catholicism and Protestangti®in. Notwithstanding the
dynamic and non-formal nature, the epistemic wofkthe Spirit is essentially
rational to Torrance first in enabling our scidotiknowing of God, and second in
validating multiple media and correlating them wiitle being of God so that divine
self-disclosure in Christ could be mediated comimly through them to humanity in
the course of human history. Hence, as we ardueeattivity of the Spirit indeed
constitutes immensely the divine action of the ratime pattern of revelation and

mediation of Torrance’s theological scheme.

0 bid. SeeTRst, 257-58.
" bid., 185. Author’s italic.
2 bid., 188. Author’s italic.



Conclusion

Torrance says, ‘Moreover by his presence the HglyitSis the “place” ¢omog)
where men may meet with God and are enabled to bawemunion with him,
receive his revelation and worship hifd.’This statement aptly encapsulates what we
endeavour to argue in the present chapter. EaHgrttie parousia of the Spirit to
Torrance is to enable rational knowing by leadisgnio the communion of the Spirit
so that we are led to the Son, as the Son reveaBdther. By the epistemic dynamic
of the Spirit, media of created existence are &bl mediate divine self-disclosure
in human history which otherwise would not be pllssi Thus, we may end by
stating that the Spirit in Torrance’s theology evelation and multiple mediations
has been given the distinctive role and essentadep The activity of the Spirit
indeed is the crucial divine action of the normatipattern of revelation and

mediation.

BTE, 229.
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Chapter Five
Scripture: The Primary Medium of Revelation

In the foregoing chapter main features of Torrasi¢kbught on the dynamic activity
of the Spirit as the divine action in mediating 8t revelation through the human
and earthly media have been examined. Our dismssshow that although Torrance
has yet to devote a book completely to pnuematolbgyindeed possesses rich and
complex understanding of the role of the Spiridinine revelation. We argue that
Torrance’s pnuematology is closely related to lescept of multiple mediations;
particularly the epistemic dynamic of the Spiritvslidating and correlating media of
revelation with the objective being of God. Weentiat not all but ‘certain facts and
events’ determined by God could then become ‘thaessiof divine self-disclosure.
On this note, scripture to Torrance, as to the Reévs’ is incontestably the primary
earthly medium of divine revelation, particularity fielation to others that would be
analysed in the next chapter. We may appropri@ehalogy of concentric circle to
illustrate the point. Christ, the sole Mediatordiging between God and humanity, is
the core ‘clothed’ principally by the circle of gmure. The circle that surrounds
scripture is the church, Word and sacraments. fhegeavith the outer circle of the
contingent creation, the chosen media together Wwéaess to and mediate the self-
disclosure of God in Christ by the Spitit.Thus, with the primacy of scripture in
mind, we would begin the chapter with an analyéi$arrance’s thought on the basis
and nature of scripture, and then an assessméig ohusual move of advocating the
effacement of scripture before moving on to a a@lti examination where
implications, either derived from or exacerbatedh®/move, are studied. By way of
making the claim, we would end by questioning i€ tdecision of Torrance is

justifiable within his overall framework.

The Basisand Nature of Scripture

'GR, 184. SedRst 248.

2 For Torrance’s relation with Reformed traditioegsAlasdair Heron, ‘T. F. Torrance in Relation to
Reformed Theology,” inThe Promise of Trinitarian Theologyed. Elmer M. Colyer (Maryland:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2001), 31-50.

% | am indebted to John McDowell for drawing my atten to the analogy.
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The main purpose of this section is to consolicatd reinforce the notion with
regard to the indispensability and normativenesscapture as the important, if not,
the most important medium of divine revelation iorfance’s theology of revelation
and multiples mediations. In accordance with Tioceds understanding, we would
pivot the discussion primarily on the basis andirebf scripture in relation to divine
revelation. The formation of scripture would beudbed on as well as it is
fundamental in demonstrating the validity of samet as the mediation of the
revelatory Word of God in Torrance’s thought.

The recent debates over the doctrinal understandihgscripture by
theologians through the appropriation of categosiesh as revelation, inspiration,
inerrancy, infallibility, authority, canon and woad God could be said at times to be
in disarray. John Goldingay observes the crossents and remarks that, just to give
some examples, James Barr and Edward Farley qoei® appropriateness of
applying the notion of authority to scripture, R. ®. Hanson declares the idea of
inspiration ought to be abandoned, and John Bastiticises the treatment of the
model of canon as a key to unfold the significaotecripture’ Ronald Thiemann
makes similar observation with regard to the ciasid contributes significantly to the
discussions by approaching scripture from the figork of narrative to account for
the category of revelatioh. To Torrance the landscape, notwithstanding the
complexity, could be categorised broadly into thneain streams; namely, liberal,
fundamentalist and modern historical-critical kihli scholarshi. As we would
return to Torrance’s criticism, it is sufficient #tis juncture to mention that he
detects a tinge of dualism in the approaches apdefire demands a different
account of the matter. To Torrance the crux leeeur understanding of the relation
between scripture and God. In order to have amogpjate knowledge, Torrance
asserts the importance for Christian theology tandbn the phenomenalist and
observationalist theory, and return to a realistwbf significance that underscores
the referential relation between language and thgctive reality of which it

signifies. He substantiates his argument in aelens important statement,

* John GoldingayModels for ScripturdGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 1-2. Also seedaarr,
The Bible in the Modern WorldLondon: SCM, 1973). Edward Farlefcclesial Reflection
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982). R. P. C. Hansdhge*Authority of the Bible,” inThe Anglican
Synthesised. W. R. F. Browning (Derby: Peter Smith, 1964John Barton,Reading the Old
Testamen{London: DLT, 1984).

® Ronald F. ThiemannRevelation and Theolog§Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame, 1985).
Chapter one and three are particularly useful alidg with the validity of the category.

®RET, 15-18;STR 2-3.
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We have now to focus our attention on the selflegi@ of God to man through his
historical dialogue with the people of Israel andthe incarnation of his Word and
Truth in Jesus Christ, which give rise to the HBlgriptures of the Old and New
Testaments. It is thus a Bible-related revelabbrisod that we must have in view
and seek to interpret, for it is in that articuwatiform of human word, spoken and
written, which divine revelation has taken in spaoel time, that God continues to
make himself known to us as we meditate upon thly Boriptures and hear his
Word addressing to Us.

The citation encapsulates Torrance’s thought oela¢gien and scripture, and
the correlation between them. Revelation, whiclhis fundament of scripture to
Torrance, is essentially ‘an articulate revealifigsod by God whom we are enabled
to apprehend through the creative power of his Waatdressed to u&’. Such self-
revelation of God takes place in human history exidtence, and through the media
of human thought and speech. It is the fruit @ timion and communion of divine
and human action. It involves the subjectivity ambljectivity of revelation, a
reciprocal relation between God and humanity. his teciprocity, as our discussions
in the preceding chapters show, Torrance develapsuhderstanding of God’s
dialogical interaction with his people both in @4 and New Testaments through
the ‘two-way movement’ of ‘an adaptation of divinevelation to the human mind
and an adaptation of articulate forms of human tsideding and language to divine
revelation.” This duality of objective giving and subjectiveppeopriating in
revelation is itself an important question of madepistemology that Gunton also
recognises and concurs with Torrance. In alludimga statement by Coleridge,
Gunton says that the polarity of subject and ohjaises the epistemological question
of subject-object relation of revelatory knowled§e.What is at stake is that, as
Gunton underlines the realisation of Coleridge.e ‘thuestion of the revelatory
authority of the Bible can be answered only in light of a careful relating of that
which the Bible gives, and that in the reader WhieE!ponds?Jl On this note,

Torrance is adamant that ‘that which the Bible giveannot be derived merely from

" Ibid. 84.

8 Ibid., 85.

*MC, 7.

1 Gunton, 65. Coleridge says, ‘And need | say tieve met everywhere [in the Bible] more or less
copious source of truth, and power, and purifyimpulses; - that | have found words for my inmost
thoughts, songs for my joy, utterances for my hiddeefs...? In short whatevdinds me, bears
witness for itself that it has proceeded from ayHSlpirit....” See Samuel Taylor Coleridge,
Confessions of an Enquiring Spi(840; reprinted Philadelphia: Fortress Pressg8),986. Cited by
Gunton.

" bid.
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a phenomenological analysis of the historical detarecorded in both the Old and
New Testaments. The Bible, as Torrance sayshésdirect Word of God, not the
Word of God as man utters it, bilte Word of God as God himself utters ih fact
the Word of God which God himselffsr he is identical with hi$vord.*? What the
Bible gives has to come mediately from the seles#wng activity of God through the
Word in the Spirit and our scientific inquiry thigt carried out epistemologically in
accordance with the nature of divine disclosurhat is the basic fact in the doctrine
of Holy Scripture’, Torrance says, ‘God has willadd constituted in the apostolic
foundation of the Church a creaturely corresponddachis own Word, assuming it
into union with his Word and effecting it as thetran expression of his Word®’

To Torrance the action of humanity alone withouypasing on the divine
action of God in Christ by the Spirit will not béla to appropriate and authenticate
that which the Bible gives as the Word of God, natter how rigorous the
scholarship of biblical criticism is. Having safht, it is not the intent of Torrance to
underpin the importance of divine action at theemge of human participation in
scriptural revelation. Torrance clearly values ftigour of biblical criticism in
engaging scriptural texts and the historical camntaixissues when he underscores that
there ‘was no evading of the linguistic and histoscritical examination of the
Biblical texts’. However, if after all the painktag human action of serious exegesis
we fall to interpret everything finally in the lighf God'’s self-disclosure in Christ by
the Spirit, to Torrance, it would simply be tryitg ‘get behind the back of Jesus to
the eternal Son of God*. Torrance’s point is biblical criticism has itsoper place if
it recognises not only the fact that scripturalksesre human documentations which
involve the constraint of writing and human faliiyi but also the truism that ‘they
are much more than that for they have been addptéslod under the impact of his
Spirit for his own self-testimony, and thereforeyttare interpreted aright only as we
allow the living Word of God himself to sound thgiuthem to us, and as through the
Holy Spirit the Reality of God in Christ shinesdhgh to us*® As Jean-Luc Marion

says, the theologian ‘proceeds to a hermeneutibeobiblical text that does not aim

12 KBBET 83. Author’s italic. Torrance traces Barth’'sptrasis of the doctrine of the Word of God
back to Luther and Calvin. He says that in ‘thenliscovery and reappropriation of the Word of God
in the Bible they recognised that the Word of Geddt just some communication of truth about God
but is identical with God himself speaking in Perso

¥ TRst 138.

“KBBET, 110-11.

> TRst 257.
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at the text but, through the text, at the evers, riferent™® as the freezing of the

gaze on the phenomenal would amount to idolatrye tefusal of iconic
transcendence. Torrance would concur with Maritverwthe latter accentuates that
‘The theologian must go beyond the text to the Wiotekpreting it from the point of
the view of the Wotd’ Thus, the Bible, to Torrance, is to be handled mead not
only from the approach of linguistic and historicatical examination, but also from
what may be coined as ‘exegetic-theological intetation’*® It is the ‘biblical
understanding of biblical statements and of howytlee to be theologically
interpreted’, an approach reinforced by Barth degvirom his study of Anselm.

Torrance continues,

Because of their objective reference biblical stetgs cannot be treated like fixed
premises from which theological truth may be dedudeit as statements signifying
the “solid truth” of God upon which they are groadd By their very nature,
therefore, biblical statements have to be inteegréheologically in the light of the

objective realities to which they refet

Strictly speaking, the quest for the theologicadlenstanding of the Word of
God lies in correlating scriptural texts with thgjective truth of God in Christ. ‘It is
our specific task as theologians,” Torrance sagsthat point between the biblical
citations and the realities they signify, to inguinto what we ourselves have to
thinks and say on the basis and under the direcfidriblical revelation.” And unless
‘theological insight and formation of this kind aafready present, if only in incipient
form, in his exegetical study of the Scriptures thblical theologian has not been
engaging in genuine exegesis, for he has not beewemed to understand the
Scriptures in terms of their all-important objeetikeference to the Word and Truth
that God himself is?® To Torrance the decisive point of our handlingsofipture
lies in going beyond its logos to the Logos of vahit depends. True reading of
scripture occurs only when our interpretation & texts and the apprehension of the
reality of which they signify are correlated. ‘Whsuch a recognition of the personal
nature of the Word of God strikes home,” Torrandaints, ‘then reading and
understanding of the Bible undergo a vast paradignshift of an intensely realist

kind. We are swept along by the mighty driving aviof the Spirit into direct

16 Jean-Luc MarionGod without BeindChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), 148.
7 |bid., 149. Author’s italic.

18 For detailed account, see ‘A Realist InterpretatibGod’s Self-Revelation’ iRET, 84-120.
KBBET, 116.

D |bid., 117-18. Se&Rst 138.
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encounter with the wholly other reality of God whaay be heard only through his
own self-witness and be understood only througheteenal Word that he himself is
and has caused to become incarnate in the wdrld'.

If scriptural texts as Torrance argues are vitahaspointer to God in Christ,
would they efface themselves once they have sethed referential function?
Torrance’s answer is unequivocal as he underlingshatically that this ‘does not
mean that once we are in touch with the truth agiddoof God the biblical word may
be left behind, far less kicked away, for we arégequnable to know God except on
the basis of the biblical revelatioff.” The importance of scripture as the medium of
divine revelation is unmistakably underpinned agaien Torrance alludes to Barth
regarding his exegetical rigour; ‘He certainly eggd in strenuous exegetic-
theological interpretation of the biblical text gamg over the full extent of Holy
Scripture in an unparalleled way. Notwithstanding his reiteration, we need to note
that Torrance, unlike Barth, in fact does not desti@te in his works the same rigour
of working out the exegetic-theological interpretat of scripture, as one would
expect. Kang Phee Seng comments that ‘Torrancesste have neglected too often
the place of detailed exegesis.’Mackinnon asks, ‘Can questions of exegesis, which
are in the end questions of epistemology, be ashigdismissed as Torrance
sometimes implies by the relative brevity of hisatment of them? Similarly,
notwithstanding Torrance’s consistent claim of @itnie as the creaturely place of
which one could encounter Christ continuously, Nsam remarks that ‘one finds,
contrary to Calvin and Barth, almost no actual gegeent with the text of
Scripture.?® The serious lack of interaction with scripture Tiorrance’s works
indeed does not sit well with his argument thairgiwevelation unfolds itself by the
Spirit through human participation in rigorous es@gtheological interpretation.
The irregularity induces suspicion that it in soragvis not unrelated to Torrance’s
quick and inconsistent move to efface the Bibleewelation without much struggle
with the humanity of scripture. Is this symptornatf a hidden tension or

contradiction within his framework? This is a poive would return to again.

! |bid., 88.

%2 |bid., 116-17.

 |bid., 117.

24 p.S. Kang, ‘Thesis: The Concept of the Vicariousridnity of Christ in the Theology of Thomas
Forsyth Torrance’ (The University of Aberdeen, 1988.3.

% D. M. Mackinnon, ‘Review: Karl Barth, an Introdimt to His Early Theology, 1910-193136urnal

of Theological Studieg1963): 558. Cited in Kang, 313.

% John D. Morrison,Knowledge of the Self-Revealing God in the ThowjhThomas Forsyth
Torrance(New York: Peter Lang, 1997), 287.
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As discussed, in following the footsteps of Badtripture to Torrance is the
revelation and the Word of God because it ultinyatehges on Jesus Christ. ‘In
fact,” Torrance says, ‘the real text of God’s seWelation to mankind has once and
for all been provided in the humanity of Jesus §€hthe Word of God personally
incarnate in the flesif? On this note, the issues now require TorrancdEnton
regard the inspiration, inerrancy and authoritg@ipture. To answer the question of
scriptural inspiration, Torrance, in alluding to rBa says lengthily that ‘the
eventuation of the presence of the Word of Gochenltuman word of the prophets
and apostles, can only be regarded as a repetiiosecond prolongation and
continuation of the once-for-all and primary eveion of revelation itself... [thus]
Holy Scripture functions as a unique witness toindivrevelation in its primary
eventuation and as such ever points beyond itsetig transcendent Word that God
himself is, and precisely in that service to therwd is and ever becomes the
divinely inspired eventuation of the presence @f ¥kord in the human word of the
Bible witness?® By saying that, Torrance does not mean that tled\f God is
either tied to scripture or incarnated in the Bibldowever, the crux is by the work of
the Spirit ‘God has graciously accommodated higatad Word to the written Word
of the Bible, and has thereby adapted its writtemf to his self-revelation’ as the
inspired and authoritative text. ‘This calls fordgnamic, not a static, concept of
verbal inspiration’, Torrance claims, ‘Scripturevgn by divine inspiration is and
becomes what it really is through the presenceaaivdcacy of the Holy Spirif®

Riding on the argument of Barth that inclines town instead of ‘then’ of
inspiration, Torrance moves on to address the ohectf the inerrancy by claiming
that verbal inspiration ‘does not mean the infditip of the biblical word in its
linguistic, historical and theological character lasman word. It means that the
fallible and faulty human word is as such used loglGnd had to be received and
heard in spite of its human fallibility® Torrance elucidates that this dynamic and
non-static notion of biblical inerrancy is undedgid by the extrapolation of the
patristic slogan, ‘the unassumed is unhealed’. rdrme says, ‘The miracle is that in
the Bible the Word of God comes to us through tleedwof sinful, erring people to

whom God has spoken and who bear witness to hiaksmein frail, fallible,

7 RET, 89.

2 KBBET, 101-02. Se€D, /2, 534.
2 |hid., 91-92.

%0 |hid., 105.



inadequate forms of thought and speech, which ifapethough they may be are
nevertheless assumed and adapted by the holy W@dato be the human medium
by which God continues to communicate his selfdaien to mankind... as the
spoken and revealed Word of GGd’.To put it succinctly, notwithstanding scripture
as a human product, the Bible to Torrance is imereend infallible because its
inerrancy and infallibility lies not in itself buin God and in the dynamic
communication of Christ by the Spirit. Kruger gp#marks that it is ‘both a point of
“realism” and a point as to the “accuracy’ of conmization.®> The key is that
Christ is ‘inerrantly’ and ‘infallibly’ communicate The cardinal principle of Christ
as the dynamic basis of inerrancy and infallibilgyalso extrapolated by Torrance to
substantiate the claim of the authority of the 8iblAlthough Torrance’s account is
brief, from his criticism of fundamentalism it isamifest that he regards the modern
crisis of the authority of scripture as the repeston of the ‘marked failure to
acknowledge the unique Reality of God in its tramsient authority’ over the
contingent texts used by God in his self-revelatibnUltimately, in scripture, ‘we
have to do with the majestic Word of the Lord Goldiah he has stooped to speak in
the frail human words of the Holy Scriptures thgrebnstituting them through his
grace as the unique authoritative written Word ofiGo mankind* The authority
of scripture essentially lies not in the texts im&od, in Christ.

We have thus far discussed Torrance’s handlingcopture in relation to the
category of revelation, Word of God, infallibilityperrancy and authority. We note
the discrepancy between his postulation of the mapoe of exegetic-theological
interpretation and the apparent lack of it in hierke, and question if it is
symptomatic of a hidden tension or contradictiothini his framework. Before we
go further to discuss his advocacy of the effacdroéscripture, we would continue
to set the stage by discussing briefly Torrandedsight on the formation of scripture;
as it corroborates what is being said and undesgints argument of the
normativeness and indispensability of scripturéhasmedium of revelation. We wiill
focus mainly on the role of the Jews and the apsesil the forming of the Old and

New Testaments.

*! Ibid., 104-05.

% C.B. Kruger, ‘Thesis: Participation in the Self¢medge of God: The Nature and Means of Our
Knowledge of God in the Theology of T.F. TorranCEhe University of Aberdeen, 1990), 258.

% RET, 17-18, 68. For a fine study of scripture ancharity in systematic theology, see David H.
Kelsey, The Use of Scripture in Recent Theol@Bliladelphia: Fortress, 1975).

% KBBET, 89.
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Torrance says that the reciprocity created by Gad'gelation takes a
corporate form in human history. In order to conmioate the Word, ‘divine
revelation penetrates into the speaker-heareriaesdtip within the interpersonal
structure of humanity and becomes speech to maebgming speech of man to
man, spoken and heard through the intelligible medof a people’s languag&’
This is how Torrance interprets the revelation @idGparticularly the self-revealing
acts of God in the Old Testament. As the peoptetetl to be the instrument of
realising God’s self-revelation in history, Isra¢hrough the covenantal relation,
subjects to divine moulding in such a way that aiartstructures of thought and
speech are forged within them for the service tdrpreting and communicating the
revelation of God. ‘And so,” Torrance delineat#lstoughout Israel’s tradition the
Word of God kept pressing for articulation withihet corporate medium of
covenantal reciprocity, creating formal and emgpiricorrelates of its own self-
utterance through which it extended its activitySpace and time, progressively
taking verbal and even written form through therslaunderstanding and shared
response that developed in this peofie.’On this note, Torrance regards the
formation of the Old Testament as the consequeenmiht of the witness of the Jews
to the revelation of God in human history. In dibdhi, he regards as well the shaping
of Israel by God in accordance with the record loé ©Old Testament as the
preparation to usher in an era of watershed in muhstory. To use Torrance’s
term, Israel is the ‘womb’ of the incarnation oétiWord. The matrix of appropriate
forms of thought and speech that is hammered ousdy in Israel throughout her
history enables the coming of the Word in the st of time construable within the
reciprocal relation of God’s giving and man’s re@&g, as our discussion in chapter
one indicates. Thus, Torrance is able to argu®icoingly that the revelation of the
incarnate Word in human history is mediated throtlgh media of languages and
concepts, as that of the Old Testament. In facidicated, Torrance claims that it is
only in Jesus Christ that the union of the humash @nine Word is made possible
because ‘in him God assumed human speech into wvitbrhis own, effecting it as
the human expression of the divine Wottl.’

The issue leads us to the New Testament wheredmyasion is given to the

question as to how the union in Jesus Christ isememimmunicable continually

S RET, 86.
% |hid., alsoMC, 12-21.
%7 Ibid., 88.



within the human exchange of word and language.e &hswer, according to
Torrance, in a way similar to that of the callinflsrael for the service of God in
divine revelation, lies in the calling of the agest The apostles, called by Jesus
Christ to form a nucleus within the speaker-heagdation around the Son of God,
would carry on the task of communication and maaliat However, a point of
distinction between Israel and the apostles Krygeks up deserves to be mentioned.
Kruger says, ‘Whereas God chose Israel to be theahucommunity through which
his self-unveiling would be earthed in appropriatenan expression, the apostles, in
Torrance’s thought, are the “chosen vessels apgubitd receive the Revelation of
Christ, to pass it through their mind, and passritto the Church.*® Kruger
underlines that the apostles to Torrance are tteatgcardo or hinge, the “cardinal”,
as it were, in whom the Word of God in Christ wase® and for all folded out into
the form in which, under the living impact of theen Christ, Christ meant it to be
heard and spoken---that is what we have in thendivievelation of the New
Testament®® We will return to Torrance’s thought on apostifievhen we come to
the mediation of the church in the next chaptet.ti¥s juncture, it is sufficient for us
to underline that in Torrance’s terms the main fiomcof the apostles is to serve as
witness for Christ. The apostles are ‘the contrglbasis for the folding out of the
self-witness of Christ into witness to Christ infted, empowered, and used by
Christ’s self-witness so that it could take thddfias the communicable form of his
self-witness in history*® Guided by the Spirit, the witness of the apostig®s its
formative shape within the church, and is groundedhe corporate reciprocity
centred in Christ. Torrance underlines that theultesf this witnessing, which
remains its specific form intended by Christ foe fhroclamation of God to humanity
through the Spirit, is the birth of the indisperisabuthoritative report---the New
Testament. Because of its unique fruition, Toreaasserts that the texts of the New
Testament ‘constitute, therefore, the divinely pded and inspired linguistic
medium which remains of authoritative and critis@nificance for the whole history
of the church of Jesus Chriét’

The implication of the uniqueness of the New Testainas the witness of

Christ is theologically significant to Torrance.pdt from bestowing upon the New

% Kruger, 220. SeRP, 27.

% |hid. SeeTRst 135;RP, 28: TF, 286.
ORET, 92.

4 |bid., 92-93.
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Testament the normative status of divine ordinato endorsement as the Old
Testament, Torrance claims that ‘Its purpose is whitten form in which it has come
down to us is to enable us to stand with the oalgmitnesses under the creative
impact of the Word which they received and obeyed to be drawn into the sphere
of its effective operation in the world where wigelthem, may learn to repent and
believe the gospel, give thanks to God and livedmmunion with him*? Thus, in
distinction to the Old Testament, the New TestamtenfTorrance serves as the
designated medium directing us to the vicarious dmity of Christ and makes us
contemporaneous with the apostles under the sampecinof the Word and to be in
communion with him. It is not difficult to detedfierkegaard’s concept of
contemporaneity at work het2. Metaphorically speaking, we may say that in
Torrance’s thought the New Testament functionshastiwo-way traffic in bringing
Christ to us and us to Christ as he has directddsiiself-revelation. In view of the
basis and nature, Torrance claims that our undefstg and interpretation of the
New Testament can never be done in anyway apart fnaking direct reference to

the Word. Torrance summarises his argument arg say

It must be noted that with the incarnation of God#®rd in Jesus Christ and the
community of reciprocity which it created we havedecisively different situation
from that which obtained in Old Testament times, Here the forms of thought and
speech developed through the historical dialogué&sod with Israel are not only
fulfilled but transcended and relativised by theafiand permanent forms which the
Word of God has taken in the life and teaching sawing work of Christ. Here we
have to reckon with a profound integration betwdenWord of God and the word of
man which may not be disrupted.... Hence, the Hasms of thought and speech in
which the incarnational self-revelation of God isedmted to us in the New
Testament cannot be made the object of independdangestigation in
themselves...they can only be understood from th&icepin the normative and
definitive structure of the Word made flesh in &ididarity with human and physical
being in space and tinfé.

Notwithstanding the distinctiveness, Torrance does elevate the New

Testament above the Old Testament. It stands euahe Old Testament in

“2 |bid., 93.

“3 Sgren KierkegaardPhilosophical Fragmentsrans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton
Princeton University Press, 1987), 64-68. Kierledaclaims that the contemporaries of Jesus who
saw and heard him have no advantage over subsedquedigvers. To Kierkegaard true
contemporaneity does not lie in the immediate sefgghysical presence, but in the non-immediate
sense of faith in responding to Christ, or ‘theckea’. As he says, ‘And that is how it truly wasst

as it was true that that contemporary had not kniherteacher, something that only the believert (tha
is, the nonimmediate contemporary) can do, the whe received the condition from the teacher
himself and therefore knew him as he was knowrot d@mprehensive account, see ‘The Situation of
the Contemporary Follower’, 55-71.

“RET, 93-94.

151



mediating divine revelation and jointly they formripture. Kruger points out that to
Torrance the ‘Holy Scripture forms a divinely prded linguistic medium and it is
through Scripture, not apart from but nonethelbssugh Scripture, that Christ in the
Spirit gives nothing other than Himself to 4.’ As Torrance says, ‘in it God has
allowed his self-revelation to assume forms andgesarom our human world which
he uses amediaor signs to disclose himself to (€. That, to Torrance, is what
scripture gives and the reader should respondTioe Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments rightly evoke from us profound respect @eneration not because of
what they are in themselves but because of theaixevelation mediated in and
through them. That is why we speak of them as yH&tripture”.*” From our
discussion, it is manifest that Torrance indeedar@g scripture as an important, if
not, the most important medium of divine revelatiofEssentially, that which is
mediated is a ‘Bible-related revelation of GodGhrist by the Spirit; ‘for it is in that
articulate form of human word, spoken and writi&hich divine revelation has taken
in space and time, that God continues to make Hirksewn to us as we meditate
upon the Holy Scriptures and hear his Word addngdsi us.*®

We have thus far discussed the significance optae in Torrance’s thought.
Our discussion shows that its basis and naturehesnitness of God’s historical
engagements with humanity through Israel, JesustCGind the apostles are essential
to Torrance in establishing the normative statugshef Bible as the indispensable
medium of divine revelation. By underpinning thentnuance of scripture in
mediating Christ's revelation through consistengori of exegetic-theological
interpretation, Torrance’s argument, as we claisjni line with the concept of
mediation. On this note, any move by Torrance ébase the mediatedness of
scripture would not only strain his argumentatiomecessarily, but subvert as well

his framework of revelation and multiple mediations

“ Kruger, 229.

“6 John CalvinA Calvin Treasury: Selections from the Institutéshe Christian Religior{London:
SCM, 1963), x. Author’s italic. Cited in Kruge230. SeeCAC2 47.

4 RET, 95. We may say that, firstly, Torrance is affimmthe authority, decisiveness and inspiration
of scripture. Secondly, Torrance is asserting thatcontent of revelation is not just statemebtsu
God, but the living God himself in Jesus ChristndAinally, Torrance is maintaining that scriptuse

a medium of two-way communication through whichude€hrist is mediated to us by the Spirit and
we are lifted in the Spirit to meet him. As Torcarsays, ‘There is indeed, then, a two-way relation
between divine revelation and the Bible’. We ageeaable to Kruger's remark except with some
variation on the third point. Kruger mainly focasen the unilateral coming of Christ to us in the
Spirit through the mediation of scripture. Howeuee believe that Torrance’s emphasise is put en th
two-way mediatory nature of scripture in bringin@rist to us and us to Christ in the Spirit. See
Kruger, 230RET, 96.

8 lpid., 84.
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The Effacement of Scripture

We have in the foregoing section discussed Torfant®ught on the basis and
nature of scripture. Our discussion shows thatraree upholds the primacy of
scripture as the mediation of God’s revelation tamhnity. As Torrance says,
‘Scriptures are evidently the inspired producthe tommunity of reciprocity which,
in the course of his saving activity, God created aaintained between his people
and himself, within which and through which he bhssen to make his Word known
in articulated communication to mankintl.” Although Torrance is unequivocal of
the indispensability of the Bible, he makes an peeked move inReality and
Evangelical Theologyo advocate the effacement of scripture afterag kerved its
function in pointing beyond itself to Christ’s rdéaton. It is therefore the purpose of
this section to examine Torrance’s argument andrtsn the possible cause of his
decision.

The undergirding argument that substantiates Toeranmove of the
effacement of scripture lies in working on the amsytric character of the relation
between divine revelation and its contingent wisesswhose voices are passed on as
those of the scriptural witness. According to Bowe, there is a two-fold order in
this asymmetric relation. First, the profound hsgatic union of the divine and
human word in Jesus Christ constitutes the firdeorrelation of the ontological
inseparability between the Word of God and the wair¢humanity. Second, divine
revelation and human language form a second-omlation, since scripture is not
ontologically identical with the incarnate Wotld.However, Torrance explicates that
as the second-order relation is contingent upon e@mirolled by the first-order
relation of hypostatic union, scripture and theanmate Word in this regard can
neither be divided from nor confounded with onethan He says, ‘In this case the
relation of asymmetric is very different, for ittains in a relation not of ontological
identity but of ontological differencé” The asymmetric relation between the
incarnate Word and scripture is central to Torrandgth regard to the nature of

scriptural mediation. It forms the basis of higuanent that as much as there is an

QTR 2.
SORET, 94-95.
1 hid., 95.
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intrinsic correlation between the two, the ‘Holyrture is not Jesus Christ. By
claiming the ontological distinction between sauigt and the incarnate Word,
Torrance asserts that the self-revelation of Géilpagh is mediated in and through
scripture, ‘must be experienced and cognised inréladity’ that ‘is apart from the

words and statements of the Bibtd'He says,

[S]lomething would appear to have gone wrong if vweone too obsessed with the
Bible, as so often happens in the stress thatidsupon its inspiration when our
attention is directed to the Bible itself insteadto what it is intended to bear

witness™*

Thus, according to Torrance, the appropriate waggproach scripture is to
‘attend jointly to the text and the divine realiti®® which it directs us’, and to allow
the text to subordinate to the realities beyondorrdnce’s accentuation of the
referential character of scripture is consisterthwiis realist understanding of the
epistemic correlation of form and being, and theessity of adopting ‘open
concepts’ in order to allow our understanding toneounder the compulsion of the
objective reality, as discussed in chapter threg fanr. The key is scriptural texts
fulfil the semantic function properly only when yhpoint us to the reality of which
they signify. To Torrance, the scriptural textease to be objects of attention in
themselves but serve as transparent media througbhwthose realities show
themselves’. Torrance is adamant that scriptesdastwould ‘become obscure or lose
their proper meaning when they are allowed to aldrthemselves on us as the
immediate objects of our attention.” ‘Transferritigis to the Bible,” Torrance
continues, ‘we may say that we rely upon the Bibleits guidance in directing our
understanding to the Word of God which sounds thhoit, or the Truth of God
which shines through it?

So far it is clear that in working out his thought the mediatory nature of
scripture, Torrance attempts to maintain the owfiokd difference between the
human and divine Logos, or the reality that theljH8cripture is not Jesus Christ’, in
the asymmetric relation. Thus, we may say thattb& of Torrance’s argument with
regard to the mediatedness of scripture lies intpw to ‘what it is intended to bear’.

Or, to be more precise, the continuous refererti@racter of scripture; ‘God

%2 |bid.

%3 Ihid., 95-96.
% |bid., 96.

%5 |bid.
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continues to make himself known to us as we meglitgbn the Holy Scriptures and
hear his Word addressing to us’. However, it ighe point of enforcement that

Torrance takes an unusual step and claims that,

In the fulfilment of that semantic servitlee Bible effaces itself before the immediacy
and compulsion of God’s self-revelatjomhich we experience, certainly through the
Bible, but in its own divine reality which is indepdent of the Bible.

And,

There is indeed, then, a two-way relation betwesmel revelation and the Bible,
but it is an asymmetric relation in which ontoladicpriority and authoritative
primacy must be given to divine revelation and notthe Bible. It is the
subordination of the Bible to that revelation ahg semantic service it fulfils in
mediating that revelation to us that give the Bilidesingular status in our respect

and its decisive authority in our knowledge of Sbd

From the statements, we may comment that Torraibemjats to focus on that
which the Bible points. It could be said that bgdarscoring the ontological
difference between the human words and the diviogok, the intent of Torrance to
accentuate the ‘immediacy and compulsion of Godlkrevelation’ is to safeguard
the notion that only God could reveal Godself; adow to Kruger, an important
point which ‘Torrance will in no way allow to sligway' >’ As Torrance says, ‘one
which Karl Barth has hammered home throughout &llitnmense work---is that
while God is who he is in his self-revelation, tlitine revelation is God himself,
for it is not just something of himself that God/eals to us but his very own Self, his
own ultimate Being as God® However, by stressing the difference (second+orde
relation) to an extent that it eventually threatémes ontological inseparability of the
Word and word (first-order relation), and ultimgtétads to the relegation of the
mediatedness of scripture in divine revelationke‘tBible effaces itself before the
immediacy and compulsion of God’s self-revelatientrould Torrance then
contradict or subvert, first, his own understandofgthe mediation of scripture,
second, argument of multiple mediations, third, bags of maintaining the conjoint

action of the divine and the human in revelatiom] fourth, claim of revelation as

% |bid., 96-97. My italic.

" Kruger, 231. Kruger underlines that Torrance’spleasis of ‘God Himself is the content of
revelation’ is clearly seen in his attacks on l#herfundamentalist and modern historical-critical
biblical scholarship. On this note, given the eahtof discussion, we believe it is closely related
Torrance’s advocacy of the effacement of scriptBee Kruger, 231-36.

®RET, 14.
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mediation? What are the implications entailed iy move? Would the medium
now simply become a channel of which the revelawndrGod may flow through
tangentially losing its purpose of embodiment that crucial to Torrance’s
understanding? Does it reflect or would it exacerbate some temsihat is
embedded within Torrance’s theological frameworkRlese are some questions that
have to be answered and weighed in relation to ahoe’'s overall framework.
Before we attend to these questions, we need tertast the possible cause of
Torrance’s rather unusual move.

Taking the cue from Torrance when he says that gongewould appear to
have gone wrong if we become too obsessed witptsce instead of what it refers
to, a possible cause here is the concern with ¢trentent of dualism that to him has
held captive of liberal, fundamentalist and moddmistorical-critical biblical
scholarship. Torrance’s worry is conspicuous whensays that ‘Modern liberal
theology like ancient Arianism continues to stumélehe identity between God and
his revelation, which is evident not only in itsnibd of the deity of Jesus Christ but in
its assimilation of the Spirit of Jesus Christ e thuman spirit®® In rejecting the
controlling centre of God, Torrance says that Bibéineology is being thrown back to
the autonomous religious reason in order to provige ground to ascertain that
which scripture is mediating. ‘Thus in the lasalgsis it is not,” Torrance says, ‘as in
rigorous science or theology, reality itself thatthe ultimate judge of the truth or
falsity of our thought and speech about it, but $b#-conscious and self-referring
human spirit.**

Similar concern is expressed when it comes to fomredalism.
Notwithstanding the effort to preserve the intggof the biblical faith, Torrance
says, ‘Fundamentalism stumbles, not so much atdhsubstantial relation between
the free continuous act of God’s self-communicatowl the living content of what
he communicates, especially when this is applieditme revelation in and through
the Holy Spirit. It rejects the fact that revetati must be continually given and
received in a living relation with God---i.e., ilsstitutes a static for a dynamic view

of revelation.”” To Torrance the problem of fundamentalism is akinthat of

% For detailed account of God's revelation embodietsrael and the person of Jesus Christ see ‘The
Mediation of Revelation’ iMC, 1-23.

ORET, 15.

¢ Jpid., 16.

%2 |bid. See John D. Morrison, ‘Thomas Forsyth Tocess Critique of Evangelical (Protestant)
Orthodoxy, The Evangelical Quarterly(1995).
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Newtonian mechanics operating within a rigid stouetof ideas, unable to allow it to
respond appositely to the objective reality of Godhis self-disclosure. ‘Instead of
being open to the objective pole of their refereincthe continual self-giving of God
and therefore continually revisable under its colntthey are given a finality and
rigidity in themselves as evangelical beliefs, amd clamped down upon Christian
experience and interpretation of divine revelatiomugh the Holy Scripture§” In
other words, fundamentalist separates dualistithéyrevelation of God in scripture
from the objective reality of the continuous revugglof God in Christ by the Spirit.
Torrance says that ‘the Bible is treated as acs®itained corpus of divine truths in
propositional form endowed with an infallibility cftatement which provides the
justification felt to be needed for the rigid frammk of belief within which
fundamentalism barricades itself.” ‘This effecfforrance continues, ‘is only
reinforced by the regular fundamentalist identtima of biblical statements about the
truth with the truth itself to which they reféf. That is the main reason, in Torrance’s
view, that accounts for the failure of fundamestali in acknowledging the
sovereignty of God over the contingent medium oipsare of which God uses to
mediate his revelation.

Torrance’s criticism of modern historical-criticddiblical scholarship in
someway is not unlike that of fundamentalism. T both share the root problem
of ‘a fatal deistic disjunction between God and ww#ld’ that disallows the revealing
activity of God to speak continuously through strip and thus depriving us of
having any real knowledge of God as he is in hims@&ecause of the underlying
dualistic presupposition, Torrance remarks thatblibal and theological
interpretation of this kind is regularly trappedthin the fallacies of socio-cultural
relativism and linguistic nominalism.” ‘That is gay,” he continues, ‘by cutting short
the ontological reference of biblical and theolagistatements to God (at least in
respect of any cognitive relation to him) it is ded to interpret them merely
culturally in terms of the socio-religious self-wandtanding of the times, or merely
linguistically in terms of the sentential meaningfided through grammatical usage
and syntactical complexes---although, admittedtyerapts are made to combined
both these approachés.’ The main difficulty of such scholarship to Torcaris that

the unproductive interpretation of scripture isrigat out with the phenomenalist and

& Ihid., 17.
5 Ibid.
5 3TR 2-3.



positivist assumption, separating the understandihgevelatory events from the
objective reality of God’s continuous self-revedati ‘Hence,” Torrance claims,
‘instead of being regarded as conveying a real Wiath God, a biblical writing is
automatically held to reflect only what people happo believe in accordance with
the cultural standards of their own time, as ifythad no direct access to standards of
truth and falsity transcending their time which htigimit imaginative construction
or subjective fantasies! Then it requires to ladposed into our modern cultural
context to be reinterpreted under the guidanceuofoavn standards and philosophies
if it is to be “meaningful”, “understandable”, orelevant” today.66 Without doubt
some would take Torrance to task here, notwithstandhis voice in someway
reverberates an escalating dissatisfaction with emoadonventions of textual study
preoccupied much by positivism, objectivity and tnality, and concurs with the call
to return to the ‘plain sense’ of the biblical ®xepresented by biblical scholars such
as John Bartof! Although it is not within the present compassatualyse the
interaction, one may appreciate the concern if sjustgication is allowed. Torrance

says,

| am not prepared (as apparently form-critics Ha@en and now also some redaction
critics) to allow the socially conditioned paradgrof one community to apply as
interpretative rules for another, very differenttiime, place and culture, or to allow a
set of theoretical and methodological ideas throyvnout of our own cultural trends
and philosophies of life to distort what | readthe ancient texts, but insist that we
must be quite ruthless with ourselves in discardilhgasssumptions of aa priori or
extraneous derivation, in attempting to penetra® ithe conceptual forms and
patterns at work in the actual, empirical streantradiition in which the text being
interpreted is to be found. We must do our utmosallow these texts to bear
witness to themselves as far as possible out ohdbkwes and their own inherent
demands, and to let them impress upon us the apg®frame of reference for our
understanding of them, so that we may interprantfrem within their own natural
coherenc&®

% |bid., 3. Torrance underlines in the footnotet ttamough this pseudo-assumption, all kinds of
spurious ideas are easily consecrated in the natistrico-critical scholarship’.

" For argument of ‘plain sense’ and overview of tley kactors and developments in recent biblical
studies, see John Bartofhe Nature of Biblical CriticisnfLouisville: Westminster John Knox Press,
2007). Also, Robert Morgan and John Bart8iblical Interpretation (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1988).

% STR 4. Torrance explains that he is not rejectinguily way the importance of careful handling of
scripture. He says, ‘[F]ar from it---but that mytical mind will not allow me to accept resultsattare
predetermined by uncritical epistemological assionptnor does it imply that | have not learnt from
modern New Testament scholars something of thevaek-of difficulties and contradictions that must
be recognised... | make no apology, therefore,rfong to interpret the Bible in the light of thegos

of God'’s self-revelation which it conveys and whiah accordance with its own self-witness, created
the historical community of reciprocity between Gald ancient Israel and God and the apostolic
Church, within which the Old and New Testamentsarand took shape as the media through which
thatlogoscontinues to be heard in the obedience of faiee 4-5.
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From what has been discussed, we may say thebfmssiuse that compels
Torrance to advocate the effacement of scripturé &n shift the weight from
mediation to immediacy is not unrelated to avoidihg pitfall of dualism, and to
allow God the due attention in revelation. In @pttion of subsequent critical
examination, it could be said that by making theven@orrance has knowingly or
unknowingly altered the nature of scripture asrtteglium of which divine revelation
is mediated continuously. That is to say, scripittexts become something akin to
‘disposable cups’ that could be discarded soonr atey have fulfiled their
mediatory function; they are no longer the ‘crystaps the master filled® In
addition, by making the move not only does Torranae the risk of having to face
the problem of Barth, of which ‘the mediatednesgayelation, given with the right
hand, is in effect taken away by the Iéfthe cannot avoid as well the suspicion that
revelation is now taking a form of mystical encarnivhich indubitably leads to the
truncation of human participation and the relegatéthe humanity of Christ, a point
we will explore further in the next section.

The current section focuses primarily on analyJinogrance’s argument of the
effacement of scripture and the shift of revelafimm mediation to immediacy. The
analysis suggests that the move could be a respdrBarrance to what he perceives
as the dualistic presupposition of the liberal,damentalist and modern historical-
critical biblical scholarship. Notwithstanding fasguments, we judge that the move
would entail undesirable outcome to which Torracaenot ignore. We will examine

the ramification and ask if Torrance could at thd pistify his decision.

A Critical Examination

We have in the preceding section examined the naonkascertained the cause of
Torrance’s effacement of scripture. The purposdhed section is, therefore, to
examine critically the implications and to askhétmove is justifiable in the light of

Torrance’s theology of revelation and multiple nasiins.

% P. T. Forsyth,The Principle of Authority(London: Independent Press, 1952), 131. Although
Forsyth principally refers to the apostles, theibasinciple is applicable to scripture as medium o
divine revelation.

0 Colin Gunton A Brief Theology of Revelatighondon: T & T Clark, 2005), 5.



To continue the point mentioned earlier, we attetopéxamine whether the
shift from mediation to immediacy may result in Tance a revelation of mystical
encounter in Christ by the Spirit. Kurt Richardsdescribes Torrance’s thought on
the revelatory knowledge of God as ‘an objectiveviimg by subjects, both divine
and human, its overall condition is a mystical gadticipatory one.... By mystical
interpretation then Torrance means a kind of immitthat is occasioned by the
unique relational knowing of God by the creature.Richardson acknowledges that
the mystical approach of Torrance is not one oftizigen, but a form of union and
communion in Christ through intuitive knowing byetlspirit. In alluding to Barth’s
recovery of theordo salutisof Reformation theology, Richardson underlinest tha
Barth explicatesordo as a form of illumination, justification, new obedce and
mystical union. It is through ‘mystical union wi@hrist nurtured by the Holy Spirit
there results an illumination, an understandinghef Gospel on God’s terms where
revelation begins to achieve its fulfilment, an arglanding that arises from
participation in the gracious life of Go’ In relation to Torrance, Richardson
observes that he has developed his own view oficaysipprehension through the
apophatic and kataphatic traditions of Athanasius and the Cappadocian [sthe
Richardson says, ‘If we are to consider what Tareameans by the mystical moment
in the apprehension of the knowledge of God in legien through Scripture, we
must first of all be clear about what he does neamy’ ‘First and foremost,’
Richardson continues, ‘it means that there is neticgl knowing of God apart from
or beyond Christ.... Second, the Gnostic path oftimgpeculation is also closed....
Finally, the classic philosophical path... is alsongstical path bypassed by
Torrance.”® As Kye Won Lee states, ‘For Torrance, union v@trist is a mystical
union, but not in a mystic sense. Rather, he iisasthe sense that it derives from

174

and is grounded upon Chrigtlysterium After clearing the way, as it were,

Richardson arrives at the centre of Torrance’s tstdrding and says,

"L Kurt Richardson, ‘Revelation, Scripture, and MyatiApprehension of Divine Knowledge,’ ithe
Promise of Trinitarian Theologyed. Elmer M. Colyer (Maryland: Rowman & Littleliie 2001), 186-
87.

" Ibid., 187.

" |bid., 193. For detailed account of Richardsafetineation of the influence of Athanasius and the
Cappadocian Fathers on Torrance in relation toagimphaticand kataphatictraditions, see 187-88,
193-94.

4 Kye Won Lee Living in Union with Christ: The Practical Theologf Thomas F. TorrancéNew
York: Peter Lang, 2003), 4.
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Where Torrance discerns the mystical is in the comiam of the redeemed with the
Redeemer and therefore in participation with God&Gwd’'s own Triune life. In this
communion, the human knower is raised up throughstatements of Scripture to a
knowledge of God that grasps the Trinitarian wh@lather, Son and Holy Spirit) of
that which has been revealed by Christ, elicits easgnal knowing that is
interpersonal and inclusive of the creature, ansulte in truetheologig real
knowledge of God in God’s own Trinitarian realftgl

Indeed, there is a mystical dimension in Torrancetgelation that could not
be overlooked. The subtlety of ‘mysticism’ seemscapacitate Torrance to move
from mediation to immediacy without substantialaloegical struggle. By making
the shift in conjunction with the effacement ofigture, the result indubitably is the
heightening of the mystical element of revelatienastention is now directed solely
to ‘the immediacy and compulsion of God’s self-latien’. Revelation then
becomes, as Paul Ricoeur says, a significatiomepiration from a first person to a
first person.”® The key question is whether such a picture ofticglsencounter with
Christ in God’s revelation when the human knowelified up by the Spirit through
scripture in the light of its soon erasure is ohat twill sit well with Torrance’s
overall understanding of revelation and multiple dmm#&ons. If the answer is
negative, as we argue, the next question would iz are the implications that could
strain his theological framework? Or, are therebfems embedded in Torrance’s
theological structure that would be exacerbatethbynove?

Carl Henry, one of Torrance’s critics, has pinpeihthe implicit incongruity
between the human and divine Logos in Torranceslaéion/” He remarks that
Torrance has attempted to rise above the antithedsisersonal and proposition
revelation by emphasising the personal manifestasgioGod in Christ; in particular,
Christ, ‘at once Person and Message’, ‘both petsamh propositional”® However,
by shifting the focus from the human logos to theing Logos, Henry questions
whether the safeguarding of the sovereignty of GodChrist's revelation is
purchased at the price of human rationality, cvésti responsibility, self-
determination and participation of divine revelatioTo put it succinctly, would the
elevation of the divine jeopardise the human a€tiddenry is critical with regard to

Torrance’s remark that our words are ‘impersontd aeparate and distinct from their

" Richardson, 193-94. In his response to Richardsanticle, Torrance, in alluding to this citation,
does not express any difficulty in accepting ithu3, we may say that Richardson’s assessment is
accurate as it is affirmed by Torrance himselfthia same book, ‘Thomas Torrance Responds’, 326.

8 paul RicoeurEssays on Biblical InterpretatiofiPhiladelphia: Fortress, 1985), 92.

" Carl F. HenryGod, Revelation and Authoriffexas: Word Book, 1979), 214-29.

8 Henry, 217.
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persons”’ Although Henry has no difficulty with Torrance@ssessment of the

human estrangement when the latter says that watardly live in ‘positive untruth,
in contradiction and opposition to the Truth’, aodr ‘ideas and conceptions and
analogies and words are twisted in untruth and rasistant to the Trutf, he
guestions Torrance’s ground of attributing theatisbn to an epistemic deficiency in
humanity instead of the human volitional rebellionfo resolve the incongruity,
Henry pinpoints that Torrance has chosen not anheiterate divine action in Christ,

but also turned to the notion of mystery in revelat Henry says,

Torrance replies that “while our words are distiacid separate from our persons,
His words have an essential relation to His Peraod,.. partake of the hypostatic
relation between His humanity and His deityT§ 148). But this truth is
‘communicated to us in the form of mystery,” thaf argues Torrance, in ‘concrete
fact or particular event to which nevertheless Theth is infinitely Transcendent’
(TS 149). ‘Theological knowledge and theological tet@ents participate
sacramentally in the mystery of Christ as the Tr(ilig 150)f31

Henry argues that Torrance’s assertion with regarthe overcoming of the
gap between the human and divine Logos in JesustCbuld hardly corroborate his
claim of the inadequacy of human words and concefftauman nature only under
the conditions as Torrance describes could themsgsssthe truth of revelation in
epistemological form, and if coherent knowledgesofd requires a structural change
in the mind of humanity made possible only by aspaal union with God, Henry
says that the price paid for preserving the trdthegelation could not be reconciled
with the teaching of scripture. Henry continueat tiitheimago Dej on the basis of
divine creation, includes categories of thought &dns of logic ample to the
knowledge and service of God, and if the fall ofmaumity has not destroyed the
contingent rationality, it does not have to be ¢hee that in God’s self-revelation we
are faced with a reality that cannot be reducedouo creaturely dimensiofi.
Human action could still have a place in the rei@aof God without denying God’s
sovereignty. Thus, Henry remarks that Torranceumaermined God'’s revelation ‘in
nature, history and the conscience and mind of m@evalued the Old Testament

revelation and compromised as well the apostlegiagses of Christ with regard to

TS 147. Cited in Henry, 218.
8TS 49. Cited in Henry, 218.
8 Henry, 219.

8 bid., 222.
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Christ's teaching and promi§&. Henry is here sounding a note of caution that the
normativeness of scripture as the medium of Goglslation is at stake.

Without question, coming from a theological tramfitithat stands in stark
contrast to that of Torrance, Henry, in certain kageas, has either clearly
misunderstood or read Torrance with some entrencheesupposition and
expectatiof? Although to dwell in an exhaustive comparisonviesn the two is
outside the compass of the current section, itif§cgent for us to pinpoint that the
main misunderstanding, among others, lies in differinterpretations when terms
such as logic, reason and rationality are alluded dr appropriate®
Notwithstanding the differences, Henry does bringhk a point---the incongruity of
human and divine Logos---that someone who is tlggoddly closer to Torrance
acknowledges as well. Thomas Langford, the cnitibo very much shares
Torrance’s aspiration of theological sciefiteregards the incongruity as basic
duality®” Langford underlines that the distinction is madere tenuous by the
assertions that ‘we can never claim that God mesthle content of our statements
about him’, and our statements, both theological liblical, are to be judged true
only by God himself in his freedom of revelatiohangford aptly questions, ‘But
where does this leave the deposit of written thgylo Where does this leave the
Scriptures? The Creeds? The volumes by indivitheblogians? All of these are
now given only a “formal” possibility of validit?® These are questions Torrance
has to reconcile. If Torrance pushes the distncbetween the human and divine
Logos to its extremity, he may unintentionally teva dialectic tension so great that

at the end it would undermine and subvert his thggoél reconstruction. On this

8 Jpid, 218.

8 Morrison remarks that although Henry and Torraiatle pass each other on a few important matters,

they ‘are more in agreement on significant isshes teither ever admits.” See Morris¢tmowledge

of the Self-Revealing God in the Thought of Thdreasyth Torrance268-70.

% Their differences in logic, human reason and natiity are due to the theological position they

embrace. For example, while Torrance considerKibikegaardian leap of faith perfectly ‘logical and

rational’, Henry would think otherwise and concluidhat it is an illogical and irrational retreat to

Christ-Word mysticism. Similarly, Torrance wouldgard Henry's view of the Bible as the written

Word of God a form of ‘nominalism’, unjustifiablgparating the Word from God.

% Thomas A. Langford, ‘T. F. Torrance's Theologi@tience, a ReactionScottish Journal of

Theology25 (1972): 170. Notwithstanding several criticssribangford makes it clear that ‘At none of

these points do | want to counter his primary &ffofhe questions which have been put in... have to

do with the development of these agreed upon themélse hope that Torrance, and others, shall

continue with the working out of the subsequentatisions of such a theological science.’

8 lbid., 161-62. Not unlike the criticisms of Henriangford questions if Torrance has dealt

sufficiently the problem of scriptural mediatiomn alluding to Torrance’s delineation of the natofe

theological and biblical statements, Langford idferst a ‘basic duality’ in the claim that while the

8aSre derivative of the active speaking God, theyar¢éhe same time, undeniably human statements.
Ibid., 163.

162



note, one may ask whether the relegation of the dmuims symptomatic of the
swallowing up of the humanity by the divinity of @&t in Torrance’s theology, a
problem not unlike that of Barth as Gunton pinp®ititat Barth has the tendency ‘to
underplay the significance of the humanity of C##% Is that the tension embedded
in Torrance’s christocentric-trinitarian framewotkat constantly induces him to
focus on the divine at the expense of the humarewelation? Could Torrance
escape the suspicion of a tinge of Docetism if dbservation proved accurate?
Surely, this is not the intent of Torrance.

In rejecting what to him as revelational foundagitism, Thiemann criticises
Torrance’s arguments of revelation’s uniqueness w@atnality as contradictory.
Thiemann claims that Torrance, in his defence efghmacy of theology's object,
namely the revelation of God in Christ, has denfednan subjectivity in the
reciprocal relation. Thiemann says, ‘If Torrancensistently denies that human
subjectivity has a reciprocal effect on the divimigiect, then either he must deny
theology's rationality or he must use the terrkeowledge and rationality
equivocally.®®  Thiemann claims that this apparent contradictibreatens to
undermine Torrance’s position. As Torrance hasrputh stock in emphasising the
characteristic of theology as scientific and ratiprihe success of his argument to
defend the sovereignty of God in revelation hingelsy much on that characteristic.
But, to Thiemann, Torrance’s account of theologysique object appears to
undermine the arguments for formal rationality,sthus upholding of the divine at
the expense of the human provides the falsifyigyiauent his critics seek. The point
is Torrance cannot relegate the participation aih&én subjectivity even when his
attention is shifted to the objectivity of God iavelation; ‘Torrance cannot deny
subject-object reciprocity and continue to clairattrationality and truth reside solely

%1 Thiemann’s criticism,

in the object without also denying theology's ratébty.
however, is not without challenge. John Morris@yssthat Thiemann has been
mistaken about Torrance’s argument as he doescinnf@intain the necessity of

subject-object reciprocal relatidh. Morrison underlines that Torrance has never
allowed the subject to project into the objecthiea subject-object relation because the

knowing subject could never be able to ‘add anghin the self-revealing object;

8 Gunton, 119.

% Thiemann, 38. Author’s italic.

! |bid.

92 For comprehensive account, see Morrigénowledge of the Self-Revealing God in the Thooght
Thomas Forsyth Torranc@75-78.
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only receive it through faithful responses in rabie expression as it is brought into
ever greater conformity to the object. But, asimgicate, Thiemann considers such
an account of theology's unique object is achiegedhe expense of the subject’s
subjectivity, as it appears to undermine the arqurfar formal rationality; the notion
is considered false because it fails to conforrthteodemand of general sciences. On
this note, Morrison develops his defence of Toreanod argues that ‘Contrary to
Thiemann, there is no difference among the sciemcebe found in Torrance’s
thinking on the question in that sen&&.’In sounding similar note, Tom McCall
claims that Torrance has given a convincing accthatt rational scientific inquiry is
the active participation of the subject in respogdappositely to the demand of the
object® We may add to the discussion by underscoringiat peade in our chapter
three that the subservience of the knowing sulifedhe revealing object is not a
debasement but the fulfilment of the subjectivitylee knowing subject to Torrance.
In relation to foundationalism, Elmer Colyer, as [ argues that ‘Torrance is
certainly not the kind of foundationalist Ronaldi@fhann contends that he is’, as
Torrance’s appropriation of intuition is a proces$scientific inquiry that requires the
active participation of the subjett.

Thiemann is not unaware of Torrance’s appropriatibmtuition to argue for
the case that the human subjectivity in fact playsessential but non-constructive
role in the revelatory relationship. He has takete of Torrance’s argument that
theologian must penetrate into the inner logic ofiGo trace the ‘logic of grace’ and
think with the ‘inner compulsion’ of God’s self-refation, a process of intuition of
which science regards as discovery and theologyreaelation’’” However,
Thiemann is not impressed. He says, ‘Once aganwiight of an argument for
revelation comes to rest on the frail concept afition.”*® By appealing to intuition,
Thiemann underscores that Torrance, instead oflviegothe inconsistency, has
compounded the problem. He says, ‘Torrance usesetimintuition to signify the
indubitability and incorrigibility of this casuallynposed knowledge.... Thus human

beings must be the passive recipients of a seffestitruth. But this appeal to

% pid., 276.

% For full account, see Tom McCall, ‘Ronald Thiemanihomas Torrance and Epistemological
Doctrines of RevelationJnternational Journal of Systematic Theold§y2004): 148-68.

% For detailed account, see McCall, 153-55.

% For detailed argument, see footnote 97 of ‘Thedrdtion of Form in Theology in Elmer M.
Colyer,How to Read T.F. Torrance: Understanding His Tanian & Scientific TheologyDowners
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2001), 343-44.

TS 129-31. Cited by Thiemann, 39.

% Thiemann, 39-40.
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intuition surely does not resolve the inconsistencihe logic of Torrance’s position;
it simply makes the nature of his difficulty moneparent.*®

Notwithstanding the challenge, Thiemann’'s argumeatrants our attention
as he has indeed pinned down a point of concerh ¢hanot be overlooked.
Thiemann remarks that the difficulty here is resgent of the problem that has
plagued Barth in his early works. Barth's solutida Thiemann the version of
Torrance is an update, is to grant God’s Spiritrittediating power to bring divine
object and human subject together. Thiemann cl#aisit is an unjustifiable answer
because God’s Spirit is finally not the human sabjeut the ‘not-I' that dwells
within. At the end, human subjectivity becomeshintg more than the vessel
through which God knows himself, and the human regifains hopelessly bifurcated
in the act of knowing Go#f® Could that be as well a reasonable factor that ha
contributed to Torrance’s unusual move, as the mumegipient of divine self-
disclosure is basically passive, and what is &finly the work of the Spirit in lifting
him up before Christ in the mystical encountereifelation? Could that account for
Torrance’s effacement of scripture, as attentiontte humanity of scripture is
rendered insignificant for the same reason? Altiflolihiemann criticises Torrance,
he, like Henry and Langford, finally allows the ptem of historicity of revelation to
go by without substantial engagement. It is with issue of historical contingency
of revelation in mind that we would now turn to Raryderson.

In a book that takes its final published form frandissertation accomplished
under Torrance’s supervision, Anderson criticisess dupervisor’'s works on a few
aspecté.01 However, in view of our discussion, we would cemitate on his remark
in relation to a lack of historical contingency Tiorrance’s revelation. We believe
that the problem is accentuated by Torrance wheefflaees scripture and shifts the
focus of revelation solely to the divine. Andersdaims that divine revelation
cannot be determined apart from God'’s ‘historicah$cendence’; a term he uses to
denote the revelatory reality and presence of God kistorical experience in human

history®> In congruence with Torrance, Anderson underlittet the historical

% bid., 40. Author’s italic.

1% pid., 42.

101 Ray AndersonHistorical Transcendence and the Reality of Gadndon: Geoffrey Chapman
1975).

192 Anderson admits that the term “historical transegte’ is an odd combination of words that may
suggest a confusion of language game. He, howexplicates that the formulation is based on the
thought of Ronald G. Smith and Dietrich Bonhoefferelation to transcendence and worldliness as
historical experience. As Anderson says, ‘by his& transcendence, | mean no more than that which
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transcendence of God has been demonstrated masly dlarough the incarnation,
where God is present both as the Word and the RE5cAnderson claims that a
double movement in incarnation constitutes thenatie of God’s historical presence
in revelation. First, there is the movement of ¢ernal Son becoming man, utterly
conditioned by history and by humanity while rensaim reciprocal relation with the
eternal Father. Second, there is the movement higchw'the Spirit causes
community with God to impinge immediately upon hunitiaand thus opens up man
to his future with God in a way that makes beliekgible.’** On this note, the
historical presence of the Son is also the histdyhe Spirit, as the Spirit brings the
person of the Son into communion with humanity. dérson underlines that it is
through this double movement that the God of Tyimtrevealed in human history.
One key argument of Anderson with regard to Clwisttarnation is that not only the
Word is inseparable from the Person, the words aotd cannot be dichotomised
from the Person as well. In view of the unity, therds and acts of Jesus could lead
us directly to the living Word and thus they seagea ‘pole of transcendence’ (or,
historical contingency of divine revelation) to @ us in the truth’®
Notwithstanding Christ’'s revelation occurs in sfiectiime and place in human
history, Anderson argues that its historical pasttioues to have an indispensable
function in our revelatory encounter with God todayhe crux is the historical
presence of Christ's revelation takes its continuit human history through the
followers and disciples of Jesus, the witnessedestis’ acts and words. Anderson
claims that the witnesses of Jesus’ acts and woady with them an authority of
‘absolute extrinsicality’, because they, in witriegsChrist, become part of the

revelation'®® Anderson says,

is denoted by the use of the general concept 8oohoeffer, but no less than the full significamte
the “inner logic” of this concept as an explicatiminthe reality of God.” He continues to explalrat
‘when | suggest that a phrase such as “historresistendence” has an “inner logic”, | mean that the
phrase is referential in its meaning, not to thistertial self-understanding of the one who attenhpt
comprehend it, but to the reality which “standsibdhthe phrase, the reality to which the phrase
points. | also intend to signify, that this realitas an intrinsic intelligibility of its own whicimposes

its rationality upon the subject comprehending itFrom the explication of Anderson, we may
summarise it by saying that ‘historical transcem@éis the revelatory reality and presence of God a
historical experience determined by the objectetffdisclosure in its imposition upon the subjett o
comprehension. See Anderson, Xiv-xv.

1% |bid., 208.

% pid., 209.

195 |hid., 210. Anderson underlines that the beliswmuld be placed in the truth in this regard @sly
they reflect upon the testimony concerning Jesukalow that to inform their intention to seek him
out for a direct encounter.

196 |hid., 210-11. Anderson alludes to Bonhoeffertfe use of ‘absolute extrinsicality’.



The authority which these words of witness to Ghe@veyed was derivative of his
own person, and conditioned by the ambiguity ofhétorical words and acts, but
nonetheless, constituted a pole of transcendemmk,aa such, a revelation of the
reality of Christ. Here we see at work the opeeaprinciple for the formation of a
larger body of witness to Jesus which became thepiBes of the New

Testament?®’

Anderson continues,

It is this rationale which sets forth what can lafled an inner logic to a doctrine of
Scripture as revelation...It is here that the ratierfar the transcendence of God
through the historical person of Jesus Christ maste to terms with the rationale of
Scripture as the revelation, and thus the histbtiesascendence of God. This will

immediately raise the ghost of so-called ‘proposiil revelation’ for some!%®

The above citations bring Anderson’s criticism adrilance in relation to

scripture as the mediation of divine revelationoirfibcus. Although Anderson

appreciates Torrance’s effort to state the casehiplace of scripture in ‘a double

sense, both above the Church, and thus transceaflt® words of man, but also in

human history, and thus subject to the limitatiohshuman finitudes’, so that the

Word of God will not be confounded with the word laimanity:°°® he suspects

Torrance is able to maintain the tension withoutrifiaing the mediatedness of

scripture™'® He remarks that Torrance’s understanding of sorépin fact runs the

risk of losing what propositional revelation attesifo uphold. Anderson says,

What is at stake in giving up that which a conaggiropositional revelation seeks to
preserve is the pole of transcendence which we saiklies in history and thus can
serve to inform the act of faith ‘in the Spirit’ @6 transcendent grounds in the person
of Christ. Historical transcendence itself is ke here, because if the cognitive
link with the content of God’s transcendence agohisal act is broken, the act of
faith must supply its own content to the divine wor

One possible corrective, according to AndersonTfamrance to overcome the

lack of historical contingency of revelation isremove the double sense of scripture

and to affirm it as ‘the one pole of transcendenb&h confronts us completely as a

9 bid., 211.

% pid., 212.

%pid., 213.

19 1hid., 214. Anderson says, ‘One can appreciateefforts of Professor Torrance to maintain both
the authority and humanity of Scripture: but | aot 0 sure that it can be done by giving the Saript
both a transcendent and an immanent relation tq avah thus separating its transcendence from its
historicity.’

1 |bid., 213.
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revelation within history**? In someway we may comment that Anderson’s prdposa
addresses what Henry and Langford recognise adepnalic in Torrance’s account.
Another difficulty, however, has to be brought ight at this juncture. When
scripture effaces itself as the human knower isdifup in the Spirit to the mystical
revelation of Christ, the problem is, as indicatedhe above citation, ‘the cognitive
link with the content of God’s transcendence asohisal act is broken, the act of
faith must supply its own content to the divine \Wor That is to say, as scripture is
rendered unnecessary, there is an absence of ahatentent with regard to God’s
revelation in human history. Thus, faith must nesarch for its own content because
revelation has become an immediate experience,vasyMulles says, where God
communicates inwardly with each believer in his tiogd encounter with Christ by
the Spirit'*®* When Christ's revelation becomes a mystical eepee, the question
of verifying its content becomes imperative. Indleeis a difficult question. ‘Can
one claim that some forms (Paul as opposed to JatihesCouncil of Trent as
opposed to the Thirty-nine Articles; Barth as opggb®o Tillich) are more susceptible
to God’s influxion than others? If so on what gnda may this be claimed? A
possible solution, according to Langford, is tontwo ‘the forms which have been
used by God in his gracious encounter with meBut,” he continues, ‘this provides
a different base---namely an historical assessméot-the validation of theological
statementst™* If Langford’s suggestion is acceptable, the keghie door lies in the
subject of biblical revelation. However, as im@mit as it is, it is an area Torrance
has failed to engage adequately, as our discuisimnfar shows. Langford suspects
that Torrance’s problem is not unlike that of Bartin his allusion to Hermann
Diem’s criticism of the inadequacy of Barth in hdal hermeneutics, Langford says
that Torrance, like Barth, has not provided an adéginteraction of dogmatic work
with scriptural exegesis®> We need to declare that Langford’s comment ottBar
rightly or wrongly, does not fall within the comsasf our current discussion; though
we suspect many Barth scholars would disagree.toHbwever, his criticism of

Torrance in this regard resonates our earlier @aien. As a result, Langford says

12 |hid., 214. By saying that, Anderson clarifiesitthhe transcendence of scripture does not depend
on the existential pole of the hearer but in thend words of scripture itself.

113 Avery Dulles,Models of RevelatioffNew York: Doubleday, 1983), 69. For detailedant of
revelation as inner experience, see 68-83.

114 angford, 163.

15 |bid., 162.



that ‘the usability of this philosophy of theologgems to be meagre® Langford

continues,

There seems to be one possibility: the role of @eistian community. Any
legitimate judgment must be made by the continloghmunity and therefore no
quick or final answer is possible. Patience antsisigity are required for guidance
by the Spirit.... What Torrance has achieved is eoltgical approach which
remains---to the end---open to the direction oftiaty Spirit.

If this is a correct interpretation, then one fi@mment upon it may be
worthwhile. To carry through his delineation oétivork of the Spirit of God in the
thinking of men, a stronger emphasis should beeglapon the role of the Body of
Christ, the continuing community of faith. For, time last analysis, it is within this
community that judgements of validity are to be enatdd remade. The theologians
does not stand in isolation before God asking hewnhy judge the truth of his own
interpretation, rather he submit his work to thenpany of believers who share with
him the conviction that Jesus is Lord of truthifef.t’

From the citation we may comment that Langford’ggygastion indeed
underlines the importance of multiple mediationsrréance would agree with him
that ‘the company of believers’, or the church,aislocus where the Spirit and
believers work conjointly in the unfolding of thevelatory truth; a point corroborates
the normative pattern of the union and communiordigine and human action of
revelation and mediation. Langford’s stress oé ‘dontinuing community’ deserves
to be taken seriously as it brings us back to thegry question in relation to the
nature of the medium of revelation. Indeed, medisted and used by God could not
be the ‘disposable cups’, but the ‘crystal cups thaster filled’. Langford’s
emphasis reverberates P. T. Forsyth’s remark ofrtediatedness of the apostt&s.
The point is multiple mediations is one of the mpiitars of Torrance’s theology of
revelation, and any unjustifiable move to relegatg medium of its mediatory nature
would strain the framework and destruct its cohegenln addition, if the move to
efface scripture is the response of Torrance tadtreism of liberal, fundamentalist
and modern historical-critical biblical scholarshipsegregating the divine from the
human by shifting the focus solely to the humandbing the reverse one wonders
whether Torrance is unknowingly falling into theryepitfall he has fought so
valiantly throughout his academic career to surmoufhe detection of duality and

incongruity by Langford and Henry cannot be undeedi Is there a remnant of

116 1hid., 163.
17 1bid., 168.
18 Forsyth, 131.
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dualism in Torrance as the result? If the answges, could there be a deeper cause?
With these questions we may turn to John Morrigsoprbbe the matter further.

As a reader of Torrance, Morrison comes to an &oalyconclusion that
there is certain remnant of dualism in Torranc&$ristocentric-Trinitarian theo-
logical realism™'® He says that Torrance’s formulation of the cbigical pattern
of truth appears to produce a conceptual reductiaevelation that ends in a rather
existential and dialectic understanding of revelati Morrison observes that this
problem could be linked to the indelible influenoé Kierkegaard and Barth,
especially in relation to Kierkegaard’s contempeign and Barth's
transcendentalisff’ Morrison says, ‘This remnant dualism was saicpotentially
negate the humanity of the existing person in th@akng relation to God on the one
hand and to endanger the real, historical incarnatif the Word on the othel?*
The remark of Morrison corroborates to a greatréxteir earlier observation with
regard to the relegation of human participation tredsubservience of the humanity
to the divinity of Christ. In order to grasp theticism, we need to touch on
Morrison’s discussion of Kierkegaard and Barth,h@sdevelops his argument of
Torrance’s dualism through it.

Morrison underlines that because Kierkegaard isillingv to follow the
Hegelian System, he sets forth in his own ‘expeniméo explore the relation
between humanity and the highest truth. In hiseemdur to clarify the meaning of
Christianity, Kierkegaard marks Christ's incarnatias the Absolute Paradox.
Morrison says, ‘It is the Absolute Paradox... instemtial contrast to the Hegelian-
Idealist “System” in order to set forth a philosagath reflection on the nature of truth
in relation to God and history by means of JesussChihe Historical instantiation of
the Eternal**? Kierkegaard argues that in distinction to Socradealist perspective
of the teacher as the ‘mid-wife’ who eventually igées in the eternal, the teacher of
Christianity has to be understood fully as savialgljverer, reconciler and judg#
Kierkegaard asserts that the learner cannot foryncanceptual knowledge of God
unless he receives it directly from God himselfhisT according to Kierkegaard, is

the divine ‘incognito’. It refers to the imposdityl of penetrating into the divine if

119 Morrison, 285.

120 |bid., 285-86.

2 |bid., 286.

122 |bid., 295. Because it is an event of impossimleportion, Kierkegaard claims that Christ's
incarnation provides the means to express therdifée, the difficulty and the historical decisivene
of the Gospel message. For detailed account cAltselute Paradox, ségagments37-48.

123 |bid., 302. Fragments 13-15.
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‘without receiving the condition from the teach&®. Kierkegaard claims that it is
only through faith that one could understand, affiand respond to the ‘teacher’. To
reiterate the point, Morrison says, ‘As the altéerta Idealism, the teacher who is the
god and thus the “moment” (or “fullness of time”ust then be decisive. “It must
decide” the person. The historical individual intrwth is brought into truth by the
faith (“leap”) response to the Eternal god in tirttes paradox*?®> With regard to the
‘leap of faith’, Kierkegaard says that the immeeiabntemporaries of Jesus have no
advantage over later generations because evereygéeh ‘to see this external form
was something appalling: to associate with him s of us and at every moment

126 Thjs is the ironical

when faith was not present to see only the serf@mb’.
paradox of Jesus Christ. Only by faith can onels®m®nd the physical form of a
servant and to be in contemporaneity with Jesu§&th@ Morrison underlines that if
‘a specific “moment” in history is of vital signdfance for the acquisition of truth and
the change of the existing individual to truth,rttiéhe moment” or “Absolute Fact”
at the heart of Christology and faith is necesgatiktinct from relative facts of

history.™?’

On this note, a two-fold reason may account & distinction; it is
absolute in the sense that it is historical, ya$ iequally contemporaneous to every
point in time because it is the eternal. Morrist@lineates that this formulation of
incarnation as the coming and becomingness of Gud iime is critical to
Kierkegaard’'s christology. However, as the AbselRaradox that cannot be
explained and proved neither by human logic norectbje fact of history, the
christology of Kierkegaard cannot be understoodtajpam its radical consequence
of the leap of faith. The necessity of historieggyundermined. If Oscar Cullmann is
right, this problem could be caused by the fact kharkegaard is found to be misled

with regard to the relation of God and history imiSt. Cullmann says,

[Kierkegaard] with his conception of ‘contempordyieimistakes the significance of
the present for redemptive history. According itm faith transfers us back into the
time of the Incarnation; it makes us contemporaoiethe apostles. In this view it is
correct that faith permits us to survey the enteggemptive line and to share in its
fruits... but the concept of contemporaneity presgppothat basically time as
redemptive time has already come to a standstih Wesus Christ; hence we can
only go back to him in order to enter the realnsaiivation... when the first disciples
uttered their original confession: ‘Christ reigrsslaord,’ this means rather that Christ

124 1bid., 295. Fragments 64.
125 |bid., 302-03.

126 |bid., 295. Fragments 65.
27 |bid., 296.
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the Crucified and Risen One comes to us. The reftieehistory continues; Christ
sits at the right hand of God, now, todéﬁf3

In congruence with Cullmann, Morrison underlinesittiKierkegaard has
failed to recognise fully that the post-Easter pnéof Christ signifies a continuance
in time of the redemptive process. As Cullmanryagztys, ‘while rightly centring on
the incarnation, Kierkegaard is said to wrongly se=need to overleap the centuries
to the Christ event as “mid-point*®® Because of this failure, Kierkegaard is often
categorised with those who speak of eternity invadime to communicate a kind of
‘oil and water’ relation™® The problem is historical and thus redemptiveehisal,
the root lies in Kierkegaard’'s understanding of Godl his relation to history. On
this note, Cullmann is right to say that KierkegBsr salvation history casts
‘mundane’ history away. However, although Morrisagrees with Cullmann that
Kierkegaard does lose sight of the place of atbiysincluding the history of existing
person that is crucial to biblical understandirftg problem is not so much of an
overleaping of centuries backward to the mid-pewent of Christ. Morrison differs
slightly from Cullmann and claims that the Kierkag#ian loss of real history arises
from ‘the paradoxical view of the incarnation wheyehe action of the wholly other
God is one of “coming” from the redemptive-histatianid-point by which the
centuries may be “overleaped” to encounter theebielj person who then
participates in redemptive time, God’s tint&"’ In other words, it is not so much just
an issue of trans-historical immediacy; it is alpeon of Kierkegaard’'s emphatic
declaration of the otherness of God and the utt@fitative distinction of God from
time. Morrison continues to underlines that asabmning of the Eternal in time, ‘the
god can detemporalise actual historical distinctidif He says, ‘History has been
altered by the “addition” of a second *“historicgl3r trans-historical) continuum
whereby paradoxical immediacy for faith is engeedeby the indirect historicity of
the Incarnation’®®  Approaching incarnation in this way, Morrison sathat
Kierkegaard has made history-qua-history of nol faeounting, and faith as that by

which the individual encounters God in revelatiartside the direct historical realm.

128 Oscar CullmannChrist and Time: The Primitive Christian ConcepfTafne and History
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1964), 1@iéed in Morrison, 305.

129 Cullmann, 169. Cited in Morrison, 306.

130 Morrison., 306.

131 |hid.

132 |bid., 307.

133 |bid., 308.
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Morrison observes conclusively that Kierkegaardigegness to overthrow Hegelian
immanentism has not only caused him to alter afurdate history by an emphatic
divine transcendence, it has also altered the @aitithe knowledge of God and of
historical redemption in Christ. In congruence hwinderson’s emphasis of
historical contingency, Morrison says, ‘The knovgedof God as truly historical in
the context of true historical, covenantal relat=sdn “historical transcendence”
would do much to shore up the line of thought fridirerkegaard to and through Karl
Barth to Thomas Torrancé® With this remark, we would now turn to that which
Morrison considers to be the other root problerit @france, Barth.

To Morrison the difficulty of Barth is not unlikenat of Kierkegaard. For
Barth, and Torrance, the implication of the divipgority of Christ as the sole
objectivity of God’s self-revelation requires us tmderstand our fallen time in
relation to the ‘real time’ of the incarnationaleew. This reckoning of our fallen time
to the time of God manifested in the fulfilled tim&Christ’s revelation is to be seen
redemptively as the love of Gd&f. In an almost definitional statement according to

Morrison, Barth says,

The time God has for us is constituted by His b@sgrpresent to us in Jesus Christ.
If we say Jesus Christ, we also assert a humarihanefore temporal presence. (It)
is an eternal but not therefore a timeless realityat a sort of ideal, yet in itself
timeless content of all or some time. It does mohain transcendent over time, it
does not merely meet it at a point, but it enterge;t nay, it assumes time; nay, it
creates time for itseff*®

Morrison comments that problems could be detefitmul the above citation
concerning the structuring of time and history. $#ys that revelation in Barth's
terms still retains its own time that must be mdainct from the fallen time, so that
it will not become something merely historical. Mseon claims that Barth's
development of the ‘God’s Time/our time’ relatioipshonly exacerbates the
dilemmal®’ Morrison’s observation is verified by Richard Rots. Notwithstanding
Barth’s ‘extraordinary efforts to affirm the pasdllbetween the Word’'s becoming
flesh and its becoming time’, Roberts criticiseat tthe relation of real time and our

time ‘remains ambiguous’ and the problem of digir@tacontinues to plague Barth’'s

134 bid.

135 |hid.

186 CD, 112, 50. Cited in Morrison, 309.
37 Morrison, 310.
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Church Dogmatic$® According to Morrison, the solution that Barttshmovided to
resolve the gulf between God and humanity is tatera form of unity-in-distinction
which will maintain the otherness of the divinehis comingness in history. It is
here Morrison argues that Kierkegaard’'s notion obntemporaneousness’ has
become significant for Barth's theological formudat, and so its difficulty as well.

The influence is clearly seen when Barth says,

In revelation God stands in for us entirely. Aram aso the time He creates for
Himself in revelation, the genuine present, past fature is presented to us entirely.
It should, it can, it will become our time, since Hirects His Words to us; we are to
become contemporary with this time of His. Hisgea time takes the place of the
problematic, improper time we know and have. (tlaees it in that, amid the years
and ages of this time of ours, the time of JesudgsClakes the place of our time

coming to us as a glad message presented to ugp@snesse, and to be seized and
139

lived in by us

Regarding Barth’'s distinction ofGeschichteand Historie, Morrison, in
alluding to Richard Niebuhr, points out the appaambiguity of Barth’s argument.
Niebuhr says, ‘In Barth’s mind... these two ordersistory requires two methods of
cognition. For profane history, ordinary experigntognition suffices, but for God’s
immediate action, there is no human response thadequate. Pure revelation
demands a wholly passive attitude of man, for whappens then and there...
happens wholly and entirely externally to him, agsand apart from him. How then
can revelation be knowrt? In congruence with Niebuhr, Morrison underlinbatt
Barth’s attempt to adequately reflect the factanatantiation of God’s time for us in
Jesus is beclouded in transcendental othernesa dnstory of its own that cannot
be ours but only God'’s; ‘The Christ, as the Word@od's self-giving for us, remains

“transcendentalised™*

On this note, Roberts comments that despite Barth
endeavour to preserve Christian theology from tidifferent and hostile secular

world through a profound ontological exclusivendss,theological aggrandisement

1% Richard RobertsA Theology on Its Way(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1991), 39. Roberts comise
that the problem is pervasive in the whole entsepiof Barth’s theology; especially in his earlier
works, such ahe Epistle to the RomandRoberts remarks that in spite of Barth’s endegvoe has
failed to resolve the problem fdhurch Dogmaticand thus ‘the serious danger of a distinct Doaetis
exposed in his doctrine of time’ continues to pilevaRoberts traces the root problem of Barth’'s
‘God’s time’ and ‘our time’ relation back to theflunence of Kant, Hegel and Kierkegaard. See 3-9.
¥ cD, 12, 55. Cited in Morrison, 314. The repeatesferences to ‘contemporaneity’ and
‘indirectness’ in Barth’s discussion of the incdioa and the self-revelation of God in Jesus Claist
evidences of the substantial link to Kierkegaard.

140 Richard R. NeibuhrResurrection and Historical Reason: A Study of Tagioal Method (New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1957), 84. Citellanrison, 315-16.

141 Morrison, 316.
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inevitably runs the risk of segregating and aligwpthis theology from natural
reality, as symptomatically mirrored in the diffiguof his doctrine of time. Thus,
Roberts, in a concluding statement, underlines tBarth’s works illustrate
phenomenally ‘the logic of the disrelation of Chan theological categories and the
reality of which they speak from our own cultut&’ This, to Morrison, is the core
problem of Barth’s God-world relatedness. It Hasoot in Kierkegaard. And it is
on this ground, as we shall now see, that Morragues for the remnant dualism of
Torrance.

Morrison says that Torrance has attempted to wout an adequate
‘disclosure model' to reflect faithfully the revétan of God. However, in his
theological construction along the KierkegaardiamtBian line of thought, Morrison
remarks that Torrance has fallen prey to the samielgms of Kierkegaard and Barth.
The outcome is that there exists a polarity of coneiled sides of revelation. While
Torrance delineates the importance of the ‘histbmiisclosive situation’ in Christ by
the Spirit, his understanding of the Word as entened in revelation continues to
maintain strong bases in Kierkegaardian-Barthi@mstrendentalistf® Morrison

says,

At Torrance’s critical theo-logical point where hamknowing of God is meant to be
actualised or instantiated in real historical relat God seems to recede from the
historical into non-objectivity for space-time humaexistence. Torrance’s

formulations and descriptions of that ‘moment’ oceunter become descriptions of
a Christ-mysticism very similar to descriptions the existential Word-event as

found li[114$uch prominent post-Bultmannian theologiaa Gerhard Ebeling and Ernst
Fuchs

In alluding to Thiselton’s criticism of the modeiheological-existential
emphasis of the ‘Word-event’, Morrison remarks thatrance’s approach has come
too near to the Word-magic. The setback of iths inevitable devaluation of the
‘place of assertion’ and the ‘complexity and varietf functions performed by
statements’ in the revelatory procé$sa point evidently corroborates our earlier
argument. The main reason for Torrance to usekgaard in spite of the problems

seems to be the fact that in him Torrance has fabhednuch needed objectivity and

142 Roberts, 58.
143 Morrison, 318.
14 bid.

145 |hid.
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dynamic mode of thinking!® However, the appropriation of Kierkegaard doemeo
with a price; as Morrison says, what Kierkegaard ledt unfinished and disjoined,
have not been overcome by Barth or Torrance. Ashmas Torrance wants to
surmount the disjunction between the divine and duimstory, his Kierkegaardian's
leap of faith into the encounter of contemporankayg left him with the inevitable
negation of the historicity of the Word and humganift the end, Morrison says that
the problem persists in Torrance’s theology ‘beeauws “transcendentalism”
assumptions which thwart a final completion of redérrelatedness as is necessary
in Torrance’s asymmetrical, unitary theo-logical oléh as a disclosure model of
God'’s lordly creative-recreative relation to theridoas centred and founded in the
real historicity and Mediation of the Word madesHe™*’

What have we achieved in the discussion of Morfisdfundamentally it has
thrown the criticisms, particularly that of Andensanto sharp relief and unveiled a
possible remnant of dualism embedded in Torrariteslogical structure by tracing
its root back to Barth and Kierkegaard. By suggggshe failure of overcoming the
problems, Morrison’s observation has provided uthwinother possible cause of
Torrance’s unusual move. Thus, it may be said ahavo-fold factor has given rise
to it; internally within his framework an inclinathn of transcendentalism, and
externally the response to the dualistic presupiposof the liberal, fundamentalist
and modern historical-critical biblical scholarshipAs mentioned, notwithstanding
Torrance’s arguments of the locatedness of Godislagon in space and time, it
remains essentially outside the human history. aBse of the inherent historical
inadequacy of his theology of revelation, Torranc@nages to shift from mediation
to immediacy without much struggle. In conjunctiaith the advocacy of the
effacement of scripture, the shift has led to anf@f mystical imnmediacy where the
human subject’s historical existence and humasifinally demeaned or lost as he is
lited up by the Spirit in the moment of contempweity. On this note, the
inevitability is the wvulnerability of subordinatinthe humanity to the divinity of
Christ in divine revelation; the shadow of Docetissnstill lurking. Thus, the

conclusion of Morrison corroborates our claim that,derailing from the normative

8 That is to say, in Kierkegaard, Torrance recognmenew theology that will not fall prey to the
static forms of formal deduction which is importaot his theological reconstruction. The use of
Kierkegaard will help Torrance in his argumentst tihaditional logic cannot cope with the dynamic
Truth that has moved into time as a historical ven

147 Morrison, 320.



pattern of revelation and mediation, Torrance h@asawingly fallen prey to the very
problem he endeavours to surmount in his theolbgigast.

As Morrison traces Torrance’s problem back to Kegikard and Barth, we
may return to the remark of Gunton underscoredhénpreceding chapter about the
inadequacy of Barth’s pneumatology. Gunton say¥e ‘have already met the
problem of Barth’s tendency to underplay the sigaiice of the humanity of Christ.
It is accompanied by an equivocal failure to giveegblace and function to the Holy
Spirit.”**®  Gunton claims that the Spirit is the ‘subjectisile in the event of
revelation’ to BartH*® And, like many great theologians of the Westealition,
Barth is unable to avoid the weakness of limitihg &ctivity of the Spirit to the
believer’s relation with Christ in divine revelatio In alluding to the Forth Gospel,
Gunton says that the way to overcome this weakngsseumatology is to allow the
Spirit the distinctive revelatory role beyond thebjectivity of human knower.
Gunton says, ‘The Spirit is revealed as the mediatoelation to God through Christ
and consequentlyas the mediator of revelatiol® Thus, the Spirit is the agent of
revelation actively working through human and dgrthedia and leading all to the
truth, to Jesus; ‘the Spirit is to point to, andhat sense, reveal the Son; that of the
Son to reveal the Father! Our discussion shows that Torrance is in fact in
congruence with Gunton on this note. In his endeat surmount the eclipse of the
Spirit by the Son in divine revelation and mediafidorrance underscores that the
doctrine of the Spirit cannot be less importannttiee doctrine of the Son. Torrance
regards, as Gunton, the construction of a full dieetof the Spirit an urgent task of
modern theology that even Barth has yet to work thatroughly in hisChurch
Dogmatics'™>® In view of the remarks, we would now attempt tneestion left
unanswered at the end of the foregoing chapter. agkeif Gunton is right about
Barth’'s weakness of limiting the activity of the i®pto the believer’'s subjective
appropriation of revelation, would Torrance thelh ifgo the same pitfall despite of
his argument. Is Torrance finally free from theepmatological weakness of Barth,
given that he shares Barth’'s problems as Morrisasihdicated? The answer, we
believe, is manifest in the light that revelationTiorrance’s scheme is now voided of

historical contingency and mediation, the Spiritshao other media but the

148 Gunton, 119.

¥9CD, 111, 449. Cited in Gunton, 119.

150 Gunton, 121. Author’s italic.

5 bid., 122.

2 Thomas F. Torrance, ‘Karl BarttExpository Time$1955): 209.
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subjectivity of the beholder; a symptomatic prohlew@cording to Ricoeur, at least in
the West, of lacking ‘an appropriate theology tbaes not psychologise the Holy
Spirit.***  Thus, we may conclude that by making the moveadivocate the
effacement of scripture and underpin the immeda@fcghrist’'s revelation, Torrance
has altered the landscape considerably and pneloggtas now a weakness
notwithstanding his arguments.

We have thus far examined the implications and lprob that are either
derived from or exacerbated by Torrance’s move ftace scripture and focus
primarily on the immediacy of Christ's revelationThrough our engagements with
Richardson, Henry, Langford, Thiemann, Andersonyfigon and Gunton, we show
that the ramifications are complex and far reachiBgspite the complexity, we may
encapsulate them into six main points. Firstréwelation of God in Christ is denied
of historical contingency. It has become a forntrahscendental-mystical encounter
between the redeemed and the Redeemer outsideuthanhhistory. Second, as
scripture effaces itself and is rendered unnecgssaevelation, the lack of material
content leaves no option except to allow the actfaith to search for its own
revelatory message in the mystical encounter. s of authenticity and
verification then become imperative and problematithird, the move to efface
scripture in revelation has debased the natureemfiion and thus contradicted the
argument of multiple mediations. As the natureafitinuance has been discarded,
media of divine revelation become something displesa Fourth, the move has
exacerbated the dialectic tension between the husndnthe divine in Torrance’s
theological structure and led to a remnant of duali Fifth, the safeguarding of God
in revelation is purchased at the price of humatigygation. The derailing from the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation hadeumined the historical existence
of the human person as a creative, responsiblesefidetermined creature; a serious
setback for his postulation of theological scien@ée repercussion indubitably is the
susceptibility of subordinating the humanity to theinity of Christ, a problem of
Docetism. Sixth, notwithstanding his argument®pnatology becomes a weakness
in Torrance’s theology. As revelation takes up fbem of mystical immediacy
negating historical contingency and multiple madia, the activity of the Spirit is
limited to the subjectivity of the beholder bef@ed in Christ. Taking all points into

18 Ricoeur, 93. Ricoeur argues that the problemads unrelated to our over-psychologising of
revelation. Thus, to ‘discover the objective disien of revelation is to contribute indirectly toig
non-psychologising theology of the Holy Spirit theduld be an authentic pneumatology.’



account, the question we raise at the outset becameasy one to answer. Indeed,
as we claim, it is difficult for Torrance to justithe move as it goes against the grain

and subverts his theological enterprise.

Conclusion

We have in this chapter examined the importancgpture as the primary medium
of revelation in Torrance’s thought. In our dissios of the basis and nature, we
note Torrance’s use of scripture in relation to tiegory of revelation, Word of
God, infallibility, inerrancy and authority. Asdhestimony of God’s involvement in
human history via the chosen people of the covepauotipture to Torrance assumes
a normative status in mediating divine revelatibat tcould neither be ignored nor
discarded. The continuance of scripture in emingdgnd mediating God’s self-
revelation in Christ is again accentuated through postulation of exegetic-
theological interpretation, although an undenidaék of it is manifest in his works.
Is the discrepancy suggestive of a hidden tensianléads to the derailment from the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation? hBes the move taken by Torrance
to efface scripture after establishing the primaeg normativeness is not completely
an unexpected one if the external and internalrimritng factors of capacitation as
our discussion shows are taken into consideratids. much as ‘something would
appear to have gone wrong if we become too obsegsiedhe Bible’, the relegation
of scriptural mediation and the underpinning of ifnenediacy of Christ’s revelation
do come with a dear price tag that perhaps mayriserpven Torrance. We believe
Torrance would concur with Rowan Williams when thiger says that ‘the model of
revelation as a straightforward “lifting of a veify divine agency has to be treated
with caution.*>* What is significant arising out of our discussistthe unearthing of
that which stays beneath the symptomatic movejqodatly the embedded tension
within Torrance’s framework that at times seemsluk him to derail from the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation. Teestion now is could other
weighty media within Torrance’s structure of mukipmediations avoid similar
setback? It would be the task of the next chamtemscertain the answer before a

possible corrective is proposed at the end.

1% Rowan WilliamsOn Christian TheologyOxford: Blackwell, 2003), 135.
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Chapter Six
Church, Word and Sacraments, Creation: A Variety of Media

The preceding chapter focuses on Torrance’s uradelsty of scripture as the
primary medium of divine revelation. Our analysf®ws that notwithstanding the
intent to argue consistently for the normativenesscripture, Torrance, due to
internal tension and external dualistic threatBegaan unusual step to relegate the
mediatedness of scripture and advocate the immediaChrist’s revelation in order
to maintain the primacy of God in divine self-desslire. As our arguments show,
such move is unnecessary as Torrance has constradieeology of revelation and
multiple mediations centred on Christ; the normaattern of divine self-disclosure
which is derivative of the hypostatic union of Grunderpins the essentiality of the
union and communion of divine and human action @¢@@rve well as deterrence to
the dualistic threats and overcome the dialectisita without compromising either
the sovereignty of God or the validity of humantgration in revelation. In fact,
the whole enterprise of Torrance’s theological rstaiction which upholds the unity
of form and being in Christ lies precisely in atf@ging to surmount the dualism that,
according to him, has derailed Western theologynftbe centrality of God and his
self-revelation for a substantial period of tim&/hat is required of Torrance when
facing the pitfall, as we claim, is to keep in limgth what he has developed.
Notwithstanding the embedded tension as discussedwould argue that in his
explication of other ordained media of revelatiomrEnce is basically successful in
overcoming the inducement, especially when the ativ@ pattern of revelation and
mediation is properly maintained. On this notds ithe purpose of the final chapter
to examine Torrance’s arguments of the church, Wardl sacraments, and

contingent creation as the media of divine reveifati

Church
The purpose of this section is to examine Torranmeeiderstanding of the church as

the significant medium of divine revelation. Weeatpt to show that Torrance, like

Barth, primarily centres his thought on Christ @sdevelops his ecclesiology. The
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mediatory nature and essence of the church willilieer explored as our focus turns
to the apostles. Our aim is to argue that Torrang®bserving the normative pattern
of the union and communion of divine and humanoactif revelation and mediation,
is able to affirm the validity of ecclesial medatidespite the embedded tension.

John McLeod Campbell says, ‘Do not imagine the &hthe Son, came to
change the Father: he came to reveal the Fatherdichnot come to make God kind,
but to show us God’s kindness---“Herein God comneg¢imdchis (that is God’s) love
towards us, in that while we were yet sinners Clatisd for us.” The atonement of
Christ to Campbell is the effect of God’s love fmankind, and it is mediated by
Christ as the representative of a new humanigs Dorothee Sélle says,
‘Representatively he reconciled us to God and flede&od’s prevenient grace
towards us? On the same note, to Torrance, it is out of Gqutsvidence as God’s
love and grace take concrete form of articulation @xpression in Christ, that
revelation and reconciliation are but inseparabéy dbverse of Christ's atonement in
bearing the fruit of the new humanity in Christ gsehapter one). ‘If atoning
reconciliation between man and God is not exteyrialit internally related to Jesus
Christ,” Torrance says, ‘then the Church of Jeshds€cannot be thought of as only
externally related to himi.” The question is how could one understand thteriral’
relation between Christ and the church, or the hamanity, especially with regard
to revelation and mediation? Torrance clearly gases the significance when he
attempts the question ‘What is the Churéh?’

There are many ways one could delimit the meanirtheochurch even if it is
approached from the perspective of scripture. Ftloenimages and names used by
scripture to speak of the church, Torrance claimas the most significant expression

is the ‘Body of Christ' because it is more inclusithan any of the othe?s ‘But the

! John McLeod CampbelBermons and Lecturesgol. 2 (Greenock: R. B. Lusk, 1832), 76. Cited i
George M. Tuttle,<So Rich a Soil: John McLeod Campbell on Christiamn&ment(Edinburgh:
Handsel Press, 1986), 79.
2 John McLeod CampbellThe Nature of the Atonement and Its Relation toigsom of Sins and
Eternal Life(London: James Clarke and Co., 1959), 20. SeieT86-88.
iDorothee SolleChrist the Representatiieondon: SCM, 1967), 19-23, 51-56.

MC, 66.
® CAC1 104. An address Torrance gave to the Theologi@leges Union at New College,
Edinburgh, in November 1956. It was then publisitehe Ecumenical RevieWctober 1958.
® Torrance elucidates that we have to approach #taphor in proper light. It cannot be understood
in terms of organism in biological sense even thotige New Testament does use some biological
language in speaking about it. ‘But,” Torrancessagt those very points it deliberately uses |laugu
that is unnatural and un-biological, as when Stl Bpeaks of the Body as growing from the head as
well as into head, and when he balances it withirttege of the building which contrary to normal
procedure is built down from the coping stone.isltonly when we allow the other analogies and
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word “Body” is most important,” Torrance says, ‘fior the expression “the Body of
Christ” it directs us at once to Christ Himselfsoch way that we have to lay the
emphasis upon “of Christ” and not upon “Bod{”It is not difficult to comprehend
Torrance’s preference especially in the light ttihe metaphor is essentially
christological. But more importantly, the analqgyvides Torrance with the proper
language to articulate God’s prevenient grace cbrporating the church into a
relation of union and communion with Christ thatafly sets the basis of fittingness
not only of its existence, but also of the churchthe valid medium of divine
revelation in human history. As Kye comments, ‘Upthis union with Christ,
Torrance clarifies the intimate relation betweenri€€hand the Church, and the
Church and Chris’ Not unlike the asymmetric relation between thertiVof God
and the word of scripture as discussed in the piirrgechapter, ‘Body of Christ’ to
Torrance does not mean ‘a relation either of idygiwow of difference between Christ
and His Church but an analogical relation in whioére is no relation of proportion
but only of similarity (and dissimilarity) of propton.’” In other words, it is neither a
relation of identity nor of difference, but one aiving something of difference and
of identity. The analogical relation could only peoperly thought out ‘in terms of
the hypostatic union of the two natures in one é&erend indeed in terms of the
inconfuseimmutabiliter, indivise inseparabiliterof the Chalcedonian formuld.’

By appropriating the church as the body of Chnigt pivoting on the relation
of union in Christ, the analogy enables Torrana# [to] focus our attention upon the
Church as a sociological or anthropological magtgtunor upon the Church as an
institution or a process, but upon the Church asittimediate property of Christ
which He has made His very own and gathered intontlost intimate relation with
Himself."’® The personal and dynamic relation of union anthmoinion between
Christ and his church serves as the firm foundatepeacitating Torrance to work on
safeguarding both the sovereignty of God and théiggeatory significance of the

church in ecclesial mediation without falling intlee dualistic pitfall of allowing the

images to play their part in opening up and ennighthis concept of the Body that it can serve its
purpose in declaring the nature of the Church.¢ G&C1, 104-05.

"lbid., 106.

8 Kye Won Lee,Living in Union with Christ: The Practical Theologf Thomas F. TorrancéNew
York: Peter Lang, 2003), 221-22.

®CACY, 231.

19 |bid. Torrance underlines that we must learnmiake the Christological reference paramount in all
our thinking and understanding of the Church, andogpoint allow anything in the Church to obscure
Christ Himself, to stand in His way, to set Himdasior to subordinate Him to another interest at, en
even momentarily.” SeBAC1, 107.
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elevation of one at the expense of the other; ésiheto avoid the swallowing up of
the divine by the human that causes the churcheworie merely, as cited, ‘a
sociological or anthropological magnitude’. SinCérist clothed with His Gospel is
the essence of the Church. There is no Churchpéxbat which participates and
lives in Him and loves and obeys Hift' the task of fulfiling the calling of the
church as the object of God’s grace existing in &arhistory to reveal, mediate and
witness the love of God concretely in Christ befouenanity cannot succeed without
upholding the normative pattern of revelation aneldration. Thus, on the conjoint
action of the divine and the human in mediating Gaetlf-disclosure in Christ, we
would first touch on Torrance’s thought of the &8s the divine action, and then the
participation of the church as the human actiothefnormative pattern of revelation
and mediation.

The significance of the Spirit in enabling the atuto be in union with Christ
cannot be understated in Torrance’s ecclesiology.Torrance it is by the coming of
the Spirit upon the church that, as it receivespbeer, understanding and faith, it
becomes the body and true witness so that Chrigtlamntinue ‘to be heard and to
be believed’ among humanity in the course of tifigaus,” Torrance says, ‘through
the coming of the Spirit God brings his self-retiela to its fulfilment, for the Spirit
is the creative Subject of God’s revelation to usl ¢he creative Subject in our
reception and understanding of that revelation... amd with his coming, Christ
himself returns to be present among us, living apdaking and operating in the
Church which through the Spirit is constituted Bisly on earth and in history? To
Torrance the ascension of Christ is not meant tarbabsence but the real presence
of Christ by the Spirit in human history. Torransays, ‘By ascension Christ has
withdrawn Himself from the visible succession o$tbry... and [He] sends us His
Spirit by which He fulfils His own Revelation of tself.™*

To address Torrance’s thought on the work of theritSm ecclesial
mediation, three salient points may be encapsulatEdst, it is by the epistemic
dynamic of the Spirit that the church is in uniotmChrist and becomes validated as

the effective medium of divine revelation. Torranbowever, is unequivocal that the

! |bid., 107-08.
2 TRst 253. In relation to our preceding chapter alibattransparency and self-effacing nature of the
Sprit, Torrance underlines that the office of th@rigin the church is not to call attention to lseff
apart from Christ, but ‘to focus all attention ohrfSt, to glorify him, to bear witness to his deitg
Egstify to his mind and will, and in him and thrdulgim to lead us to the Father.’

RP, 28.
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forming of the church is achieved not on the basithe Spirit but the foundation of
Christ's redeeming work, so that by the Spirit dmeirch ‘is opened up from within
for the reception and actualisation of revelatio®s such,” Torrance continues, ‘this
Body becomes matched to Christ as His vis-a-visistory *** Second, it is by the
Spirit that the church grows within itself to thellfiess of Christ and reaches out
extensively to the ends of the world to fulfil itsediatory mission in Christ. On this
note, we may say in anticipation of later discusdlmat Torrance, notwithstanding his
manifest devotion to the ministry and missionarykvof the church, has produced
less than little work in that field. Third, it Isy the Spirit that the church fulfils its
ministry of the Word and sacraments; so that ‘dvgs, increases, gathers strength,
and is multiplied’, and ‘all who believe and arephsed into the name of Christ are
added by God to the Body’. It is important to note in Torrance’s thoughttttize
inseparableness of Christ and his church is thié &futhe indwelling of the Spirit.
To Torrance the activity of the Spirit that genesathe relation of reciprocity
between Christ and his church derives from andasimded in the mutual indwelling
of the Father, the Son and the Spirit within thenify.*® While the church
participates in Christ by the communion of the Bpind becomes his body on earth
to mediate continuously God’s presence to humaittgssentially draws its life
incessantly from the communion of the triune God; Gunton aptly puts, ‘The
Church is called to be the kind of reality at atéirievel that God is in eternity”

Torrance resonates,

Thus the Church has no independent existence,itaaéie anything at all or had any
life or power of its own, apart from what is undegs/ communicated to it through
its union and communion with Christ who dwells irthirough the Spirit and fills it
with the eternal life and love of God himself.idtquickened and born of the Spirit; it
is filled and directed by the Spirit, but in ordkat the church may be rooted in Jesus
Christ, grounded in his incarnate Being and missemd in order that it may be
determined in its inner and outer life through jggvation in his life and ministr§/8

“bid., 23.

% bid.,24.

6 MC, 67. For detailed account of the church as thenmenion of the Spirit, see Thomas F.
Torrance, ‘The Mission of the Churclgtottish Journal of Theolody® (1966): 133-36.

7 Colin Gunton, ‘The Church on Earth: The Roots oftunity,” inOn Being the Churched. Colin
E. Gunton and Daniel W. Hardy (Edinburgh: T & T Rlal989), 78.

18 TRst 205.
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In corresponding appositely with the revelatory anddiatory work of the
Spirit, the church as the human counterpart ofdivene, according to Torrance,

participates in Christ’s revelation through a deutdference. Torrance delineates,

[Olne which we may describe as vertical, and onectwiwe may describe as
horizontal. It is only through vertical participat in Christ that the Church is
horizontally a communion of love, a fellowship aconciliation, a community of the
redeemed. Both these belong together in the &sliog Christ. It is only as we share
in Christ Himself, that we share in the life of tB&urch, but it is only as we share
with all saints in their relation to Christ that warticipate deeply in the love and
knowledge of God. Participation is a conjoint dphtion, a participation-in-

communion, but the communion is above all a comonm-participation in

Christ*®

Torrance argues that the wokdinonia as it is used in the New Testament,
refers firstly to our vertical participation in Géir and secondly our horizontal
communion with one another in Christ. As Christhs basis okoinonia Torrance
claims that ‘the Church as the Body of Christ i$ adigurative way of speaking of
some external moral union between believing peapid Jesus Christ, but an
expression of the ontological reality of the Churcbncorporate with Christ
himself 2° Although Torrance is explicit about the churchtfas historical presence
of Christ by the Spirit, or ‘the earthly historidalrm of his existence’ as Barth calls
it,?* he does not disregard the church in actualitysisvall the gathering of human
believers called by God out of his prevenient grac&hus, to Torrance, our
understanding of the church as the human actiorthef normative pattern of
revelation and mediation will not complete withcatknowledging this horizontal
dimension of participation not only as the communid believers here and now, but
also those in history. Torrance explains, ‘Allabgh its history the fellowship of the
Church on earth is only maintained as the Churatiggzates in the fellowship of
heaven as well as of earth, i.e. in the great comwmuof saints, the whole company
of heaven and earth of all who are named with then&l of Christ?2 Similarly, the
horizontal dimension of the church is not only abde mediation of divine
revelation here and now, it refers as well to itmuous mediation of God’s
presence in Christ past, present and future in hunistory until in the fullness of

time of Christ’'s second coming. Torrance undergiimee key elements of the human

bid., 109.

M, 67.

2L Cited by Torrance iVIC, 66.
2 CACY 116.
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action of ecclesial mediation. First, the mediatad God’s love. The ‘Church is a
communion of love’ as it ‘represents that area wititumanity where the love of God
is poured out by the Holy Spirit and where men amwmen are given to share
together in their life on earth, and within the isbcohesion of humanity, in the
overflow of the divine life?®* Second, the mediation of God'’s reconciliationpod
the communion of love the church is also a fellopsst reconciliation; ‘not only a
fellowship of those who have been reconciled to Go€hrist and those who have
therefore been reconciled with one another, betlawship sent out into the world in
order to bring healing and reconciliation into dreat multitudes who are alienated
from God and divided from one another in estrange¢raed conflict?* Third, the
mediation of God’s new creation. Having partakemwhat Christ has established and
tasted the power of the age to come, ‘the Churcteanth and in history is the
provisional manifestation God has given to manlafidhe new creation which will
be revealed when Christ comes again.’

One could note the relatedness of the verticakzbatal dimension of the
church’s participation in Christ with the reciprbcavenantal relation of God and
Israel in Torrance’s discourse. We may recall froime first chapter that the
covenantal relation in Torrance’s terms is one whaentails corporate as well as
personal participation, as personal relations Witd take place within the corporate
interaction with God. Torrance says that ‘the iecaitand the horizontal interrelations
of the covenant partnership penetrated each atbestituting a coherent community
of reciprocity between God and Israel, and manifgst community response to the
self-revealing and self-giving of God to Isra®l.’The similarity between the church
and Israel as chosen media of God in this regaideewes the consistency of
Torrance’s argument that is undergirded by the i@ pattern of revelation and
mediation. As God calls Israel and establishes wbeical-horizontal relation,
likewise he gathers his apostles and believersetbib body in order that they may
participate in him vertically and horizontally talfil their mission that Christ has

laid. Notwithstanding the parallel, it is ultimBtéhe church and not Israel according

2 |bid.

% 1bid., 117. Torrance says that if the recondiiatbetween humanity and God is not externally but
internally related to Christ, then the church cdno® thought of as only externally related to him.
Torrance underscores, ‘In the Church of Christvetio are redeemed through the atoning union
embodied in him are made to share in his incarmatianion with him through his birth, death and
resurrection and are incorporated into Christ leygbwer of his Holy Spirit as living members of his
Body'. SeeMC, 66.

pid., 120.

®MC, 13.



to Torrance that has been called to mediate firtdy full revelation of God in
human history. On this note, we may now turn ® d@postles because their place in
Torrance’s scheme as the human action of the chtinabugh which the self-
revelation God in Christ is mediated cannot be umdteed.

Torrance says that ‘the apostolicity of the Churefers back to the original
foundation of the Church once for all laid by Chrigoon the apostles, but it also
refers to the interpretation of the existence andsion of the Church in its
unswerving fidelity to that apostolic foundatidii.’ The relation between the church
and the apostles is one of inseparability in Tareéthought. It may be said that to
Torrance the ministry and mission of the apostetheé ministry and mission of the
church, as both are one and singularly founded HmsCupon his salvific foundation
and in union with Christ. Thus, in relation to theeceding argument of the vertical
and horizontal participation of the church in Chrisorrance claims that the apostolic
witness is also ‘to have a twofold reference, aicar reference to Christ, and a
horizontal reference to others to whom witnesseisigp communicated® However,
the distinctiveness of the apostles is that theytlae ‘hinges’ or ‘cardinals’ where the
vertical and horizontal me&t. Torrance says, ‘Apostles formed thimgesof the
divine mission, where, so to speak, the verticasmon in the sending of the Son by
the Father, is folded out horizontally into histatyPentecost® There are two ways
to understand the significance. First, the apssti® the hinges between ‘the Old
Israel with its Twelve Patriarchs and Tribes, arwe tNew Israel which is
reconstituted in them as the Body round the Medsiah.” In this sense, ‘the
Apostles are the authoritative link between the O&stament Revelation and the
New Testament Revelation. It is on the groundhefApostolic witness that the Old
Testament is subsumed under the New Testamentd®ewvelso that the Church is
founded on Apostles arldrophets® Second, the apostles are the hinges ‘between

' TF, 285.

*TRst 43.

% Torrance explicates that when the New Testamesdkspof the church as founded once and for all
upon the apostles, and that apart from them nodfation is to be laid, it means that the apostles ar
the only ‘cardinals’ of faith and the only *hinges’ which ‘the vertical is folded out into the hmontal

in such a way that throughout history men and woorethe ground of this witness communicated to
them horizontally and mediately on the plane ofdmsmay be directed vertically, as it were, and
immediately to the Lord to meet and know him foertiselves.” Thus, in the nature of the case,
Torrance claims that the apostles can have no ssmcebecause it is not given to anyone else to
receive the Word directly from Christ and to traslit into witness of which the whole church’s
foundation is built upon. Sé&eRst 43-44.

0RP 27. Author’s italic.

31 bid., 27-28. Author’s italic.
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the incarnational Revelation objectively given imriSt, and the unfolding of that
once and for all in the mind of the Church as tlwlBof Christ.?> Although as

hinges, Torrance is unequivocal that the functiérihe apostles is not to pass on
directly what they have received ‘in precisely #ane way' that they have received

from Christ. Torrance explicates,

The supreme importance of the Apostles lies infabethat they were the chosen and
trained instruments, endowed with the Spirit, tean the self-witness of Jesus (in
word and act) translated into witness to him by imehistory, for men in history. In
the apostolic witness there took place once andafprunder the power of the
Spirgé.. an inspired act... of Christ's own self-reatgbn and communication to
men:

Therefore,

The mission of the Apostles was not just to repcedineipsissima verbaof Jesus,
but under the compulsion of his teaching and hisors, as they illuminated one
another, to communicate a faithful report of hiny, imeans of which others in
historical tradition could be brought under his powand find their minds compelled
to think of him and speak of him in the basic \ﬁ/ﬁy.

From the citations we may comment that the witrtes€hrist’'s revelation
and the mediation of Christ's revelation in Tormiscthought are but the obverse
sides of the same apostolic mission revolving ado@od’s grace and love as
embodied and articulated in Christ. In this onesaplic movement of witnessing and
mediating Christ's revelation in human history, feorce brings to light a
characteristic twofold relation that correspondsh® twofold nature of Christ as the
Word and Person. First, there is a correspondfagion between the words of the
apostles and the Word of Christ. ‘The apostolateshents are thus by their nature
recognition-statements which at one and the same pioint away from themselves
to Christ... in such way that others hearing or negdheir report are themselves
directed to look away to Christ, and indeed meet Bnd know him througlhe
apostolic witness®® It is significant to note at this juncture thabrifance, in
emphasising the referential character, does negaé the medium to effacement in
divine revelation. Instead, he reinforces thediglias well as the continuity of the

apostolic testimony by claiming that ‘it is the forin which they handed on that

%2 |bid., 28.

3 TRst 206.
% 1bid., 41-42.
% hid., 41.



Word in tradition that determines the form in whitie historical Church continues
to grasp and apprehend the Truth.The second corresponding relation regards the
ecclesial communion and the personal being of Chriist as Christ creates and
shapes the understanding of the Word in the chtimdugh the apostolic words,
Torrance says that ‘through the Apostles the PeoddBhrist creates the community
which receives him and which he compacts aroundsélimas his own Body, the
Church.?” The vital undergirding principle that cannot beedooked here is that to
Torrance there should be no dualistic division Betmour knowing and God’s being
in the knowledge of Christ's revelation. As then&einian-Polanyian realist
epistemology rightly underscores the integratived arelational mode inquiry,
Torrance asserts that our knowing of and union W@thmist must go ‘hand in hand
together’ so that our knowledge of God is one basada personal and living
communion with Christ vertically, and with one dmet in the church horizontally.
Thus, the ‘apostolic knowledge of the Word w@hristian knowledge, and the
apostolic understanding of Christ w&hristian understanding, for that was the
knowledge and understanding that Christ meant thelevChurch to have of himself
and of God through hinf® The inseparability of the apostles and the chiinch
mediating divine self-disclosure is accentuatedhas‘revelation of God objectively
given and subijectively realised in the Person armfRAof Christ now through the
Spirit subjectively takes shape in the mind of #mstolic Church in final fornt’

Torrance says conclusively in affirming ecclesi@dation,

That is the Apostolic mission. It is not any nesvelation or any new interpretation
added to it or put upon the objective Revelatiothin historical Christ, but the actual
unfolding of the Mind of the risen Lord within Hi€hurch, thepleroma of the
incarnational Revelation through His Spirit. Theoatles thus formed the definite
medium in our flesh and blood where the unfoldihghe Mind of Christ was met by
inspired witness and translated into the langudgdbeoflesh, the medium, where, as
it were, the Revelation of Christ through the Spgecame earthed in the Church as
the Body of Christ, became rooted in humaﬁ?ty

% |pid.

¥ Ibid., 42.

% |bid. Author's italic. Because the apostles @ primary and foundational Christians, Torrance
claims that it is upon their knowledge and undeitag of the divine revelation of Christ that the

whole church rests. In this regard, ‘the apostatiad is determinative for all theological activity

within the Church.’

¥ pid., 137.
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We have thus far identified a twofold import of Tamce’'s ecclesial
mediation. First, it is by building his argumergan the scriptural metaphor of the
church as the body of Christ, and upon the essigntid the conjoint activity of the
Spirit (as divine action) and the apostles (as huaion) that Torrance is able to
articulate the church as the crucial medium in White revelatory presence of Christ
is unfolded horizontally in the course of humantdmg  Second, the peril of
dualism---the inducement of focusing solely eitloer the divine or the human in
revelation---is basically surmounted when the ndiveapattern of the union and
communion of divine and human action of revelatom mediation is maintained.
Thus, Torrance, on the ground of ecclesial mediai®able to declare theologically
that the church through God’'s prevenient grace ngp@vered to reach out
extensively into the world ‘in order to bring heajiand reconciliation into the great
multitudes who are alienated from God and dividednfone another in estrangement
and conflict.** Evidently, Torrance’s argument of the churchres\ital medium of
divine revelation harmonises well with his theology revelation and multiple
mediations.

An observation, however, could be made at thistjinec Notwithstanding his
profound articulation of the horizontal dimensidrtlee church as both the communal
body of believers and the locus of Christ's revelatand reconciliation on earth in
human history, Torrance is rather mute on how theah ought to live and do in the
world of pluralism and secularism of which it siteis The silence is evidenced by a
conspicuous lack of discussion in Torrance’s corposrelating the church as the
mediation of divine grace and love to the earthigt #allen reality of which it speaks
from. The insufficiency encourages suspicion tfAarrance’s ecclesiology is
basically either overtly noetic or too occupiedhn@hrist’s vicariousness, despite his
claims of the church to reveal and mediate Godve land grace in the world and to
bring forth reconciliation between God and humanmityChrist. Is the disrelation
symptomatic of dialectic tension?

The fact is the issue of church-in-the-world, oclesial praxis, is one no
theologian serious about ecclesial mediation caifidrd to ignore. In alluding to
Don Browning, Anderson brings to mind questionshsas ‘What should we do?
And how should we live?" indeed provide criticalito’to which all theological

reflection must return if it is to contribute towlaa knowledge of God which guides

4 CACT 117.
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human life as well as thoughf’ Without addressing the issue adequately,
ecclesiology as a subject of theological reflections the risk of losing its prophetic
voice of speaking authoritatively and relevantlythe life of the church in specific
context. It creates, as Christoph Schwobel saygambetween the factual existence
of the Church in society and the theological foraeulin which its nature is
expressed’, and reflection of ecclesiology as adeamic operation that is deprived
of the social context of the church is ‘unable etate to the practical questions which
face the Church in its struggle for survival inaciety more and more shaped by a
plurality of religious and quasi-religious worldews.*® If the church is to fulfil
steadfastly the function of mediation as Torranas telentlessly argued, the manner
of realising its essence and mission in the wasld crucial question that any astute
theologian has to address. Torrance would probedgur without difficulty with
Alvaro Quiroz Magafa when the latter says thateav'ipraxis’ is needed in order to
respond faithfully to ‘a word that constantly summais to emerge, to take the road,
to go on a pilgrimage to a new land, to take upctioss and follow Jesu$®’

The vital question is what type of ecclesiologylde to mediate realistically
and faithfully the revelation of God in Christ innaorld of deprivation? If Gunton is
right in saying that ‘The concrete means by whigh €hurch becomes an echo of the
life of the Godhead are all such as to direct thar€h away from self-glorification to
the source of its life in the creative and reckeairesence of God to the worf@'the
challenge that awaits Luther at the crossroadsifracingtheologia crucisinstead
of theologia gloriaeis after all not in the remote past to us. Gethaorde, on
commenting the thesis twenty-one of Heidelberg Digpon, says pointedly that
theologians of glory fail to understand that ‘theseno abstract theological solution’
but only ‘the cross itself and the subsequent roation of the word of the cross as
a divine deed’ to God’s sovereigify. Could the theology of the cross be the

pilgrim’s journey, one that Torrance may inclinetate? What kind of ecclesiology

42 Ray S. Anderson, ‘Reading T. F. Torrance as atieshdheologian,’ inThe Promise of Trinitarian
Theology : Theologians in Dialogue with T.F. Torcaned. Elmer M. Colyer (Maryland: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2001), 176. See Don S. Browning, Fundamental Practical TheologiMinneapolis:
Fortress, 1991), 10-11.

“3 Christoph Schwébel, ‘The Creature of the Word: d¥edng the Ecclesiology of the Reformers,’ in
On Being the Churched. Colin E. Gunton and Daniel W. Hardy (Edintbur§ & T Clark, 1989), 117.
“ Alvaro Quiroz Magafia, ‘Ecclesiology in the Theglogf Liberation,” in Systematic Theology:
Perspectives from Liberation Theolpggd. Jon Sobrino and Ignacio Ellacuria (New Yddhris,
1996), 179.

4 Gunton, 79.

6 Gerhard O. Fordé€)n Being a Theologian of the Crogrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 74-75.
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would emerge from it? It seems that there is omg answer, at least according to
Douglas Hall; ‘thetheologia crucisgives rise to arecclesia crucis Alternatively
put, it is ‘to engender a movement---a people-t-ehxasts in the world under the sign
of the cross of Jesus Christ: a movement and pemgilied into being by his Spirit
and being conformed to his person and furtherisgairk.”” Does it or does it not
resonate and cohere inherently with that which Jmre has argued
uncompromisingly about the church being God’s peaght out into the world in the
power of the Spirit to fulfil the mission of Chrisis discussed? Thus, Torrance’s
ecclesiology on this note should not, at leastathedicated as ahistorical, although
the issue of ecclesial praxis has not been addfteasesufficiently as one would
expect. Having said that, given the embedded dansi Torrance’s structure as
discussed, it is not to disregard the susceptibdit giving in to the pressure of
gravitating towards immediacy especially when tlenmative pattern of revelation
and mediation is not adequately maintained. Wevelver, would argue otherwise
that Torrance’s ecclesial mediation does providgmad basis for its further revision
and development as, essentially, Torrance himsetionvinced that ‘Knowledge of
God takes place not only within the rational stauet but also within the personal

and social structures of human lif&’.

Word and Sacraments

The preceding discussion shows that Torrance’ss@timediation is indeed in line
with his theology of revelation and multiple medias. Notwithstanding the lack of
ecclesial praxis, Torrance, particularly when tloenmative pattern of revelation and
mediation is properly maintained, is capable of algimg the importance of the
church in mediating divine revelation. As we tuonthe ministry of the Word and
sacraments, the question is whether Torrance s @blremain consistent in his
arguments as that of the church. Thus, we wouwddmnkerygma Baptism and the

Holy Communion.

4" Douglas John HallThe Cross in Our Context: Jesus and the SufferimgldMMinneapolis:
Fortress, 2003), 137.
“®GR 188.
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The Proclamation of the Word

In a principal statement that arguably encapsuklesssence of the ministry

of the Word in his thought, Torrance says,

The saving revelation of God in Jesus Christ and fhithful reception and
understanding of it by the apostles were incorgorabgether in the foundation of
the Church, so that in the economic purpose of Gedtruth as it is in Jesus was
made accessible to people in history only througé épostolic preaching and
teaching of the Gospel and only in living contiguith their godly tradition in the
Church®®

From the citation it is apparent that the ministfythe Word as both the
human action of preaching and teaching of the Gadspietimately associated with
the apostolic foundation and tradition of the clur@lthough the work of the Spirit
is not mentioned here, its import is implicit irettvhole movement of translating the
self-witness of Christ to witness to Christ in termf preaching and teaching the
Word by the apostles and the church. Our precedisgussion evidently argues a
point that the activity of the Spirit is decisivadainstrumental to Torrance in the
fulfilment of the church as the body of Christ thgh administering the Word and
sacraments. In fact, it would be a mistake to canmpentalise the work of the Spirit,
the apostolic mission, and the ministry of the Wartl sacraments in Torrance’s
understanding of the unfolding of Christ’s revedathorizontally in human history as
though they are not in one way or another closelgted. Torrance himself is
unequivocal that the communication and instrucobthe Word of God in the body
of Christ cannot be achieved without the commumibthe Spirit?® The key, as we
have argued, is that the Spirit has a significaté m enabling the reciprocal relation
between Christ and the church so that the Worddctake the specific form intended
by Christ for the goal of proclamation to all hurityan ‘“That is what took place in the
apostolic foundation of the church and in the aplesformulation of thekerygma
Torrance says, ‘both as parts of one movement inhw@hrist’s self-address to man
evoked and inspired a response in word and deedhwig assimilated into union

with his own response to God and effected as tkt@oatative expression of his own

“TF, 30.

% SE xxiii-xli. Especially from xxxix to xli, Torrane underlines the importance that ‘Christian
instruction can only achieve its end through deenonstration of the Spirit Kruger makes similar
observation. He says that in the overall structofeTorrance’s thought scripture, church and
preaching go together in the communion of the SplBee Kruger, 251.
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kerygmain the world.” Torrance continues, ‘The apostglioclamation of Christ
was so geared into his self-proclamation that is waed by him as the shared and
corporate medium of understanding and communication Thus through the
apostolic witness and proclamation it was Christdalf who was at work testifying
to the mighty acts whereby he had redeemed thedvasrdl offering himself as their
Saviour and Lord>

It is noteworthy that by pivoting on the church wed in and controlled by
Christ through the activity of the Spirit, Torraneedeavours to defend the fittingness
of the ministry of the Word as the ordained mediwmwhich divine revelation is
mediated through the union and communion of hunmahdavine action. Torrance’s
undergirding argument of the fittingness, as thathe church as discussed in the
foregoing section, lies in being in union with Giirby the Spirit; ‘it is through a
union of the Church’kerygmawith Christ's ownKerygmaby the Spirit that the
Church’'skerygmais made to echo Christ's own self-proclamatiors, Kye rightly
remarks’? Even though it is in union with Christ by the @pihat the preaching and
teaching of the church locate the qualificationfiiingness and source of efficacy,
Torrance is adamant to maintain that the upholdihgsod’s sovereignty in this
regard does not relegate the participation anddsgéfrmination of the preachers and
teachers as indispensable media of divine revetati@isputably it is through their
acts of proclamation and teaching that the mediatibChrist’s revelation in human
history is achieved from generation to generatidm.alluding to the last chapter of
the Gospel of Mark, Torrance claims, ‘Here we havgtatement about the relation
between the Church’'s proclamation of Christ andatttévity of Christ himself in that
proclamation where, through their common objectared dynamic content, the
proclamation of the Gospel in the name of Christ @hrist's own proclamation are
one and the same.” ‘That is the New Testamenteguinaf thekerygma Torrance
continues, ‘in which proclamation is objectivelydadynamically controlled by the
reality proclaimed. Primarily, it is Christ's owkerygma his self-proclamation,
which through the Spirit he allows to be echoed hedrd through the preaching of
the Church, so that thekerygmaabout Jesus Christ is made one with him own
kerygma®® To Torrance the crux of the ministry of the Wdiesb in the conjoint

participation of Christ and his church by the Spo that when the revelation of God

LM, 92.
2 Kye, 241.
8 STR 110.
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in Christ is mediated in preaching and teachings @ble to confront humanity with
the power of God in the Spirit and to summon peadpleespond to Christ in faithful

believing and following. Torrance says,

According to St. Paul (1 Cor. 2:1) God’s testimomartyrion, takes place through
proclamation gnqpuypa). God's testimony, as we have seen, is definedretely as
Christ crucified, Power of God.Kerygmamay be defined as the straightforward
proclamation of thismartyrion in such a way that the originahartyrion actually
takes place in the experience of the hearer. iEhat say, the original event becomes
event all over again through the power of the $@o that inkerygmaa man
encounter the living Christ, Christ crucified bisten>*

Torrance does not deny the fact that the proclemaif the Word on one
level is mere human speech or articulation abouwt. Gdoweverkerygma he claims,
becomes the medium of divine revelation when, eyabwer of the Spirit, God bears
witness to and authenticates it through Christis fioteworthy that in his endeavour
to affirm the mediatingness of the medium, Torramcdact says thatkerygmais
revelation’ by the power of the SpiPt. ‘In itself kerygmais simply speech’,
Torrance elucidates, ‘but it becomes the power ofl-Gthat is the great mystery:
God manifest in the flesh. This is the treasurat the may possess in earthen
vessels®® Becausekerygma becomes Christ's revelation through the dynamic
activity of the Spirit, it therefore becomes ‘sabnemtal preaching with an
eschatological result’ so that whenever the proat@on of the Word is carried out
the original event of Christ’s revelation becomesrg all over again in the hearer. In
a rare moment, Torrance turns to the Roman Catl@iiarch to substantiate his

point. Torrance says,

That is why we cannot reject outright the thoughtepetitionin the Roman Mass.
In the teaching of the New Testament, however, ithisot temporal repetition, but
eschatological event. Thus there is also an eleofanuth in the Roman doctrine of
the opus operatumfor the Word-deed of God, that becomes eventbaedmes flesh
in the sacrament, is the creative Word, the adtit@rd, the original Word-deed of

God (cf. John 1:1 ff). It is that Word that is thgnamisin kerygma57

From the argument it is evident tharygmato Torrance cannot become a

dispensable medium of divine revelation. On thenti@y, its ‘repetition’, or

*CAC2 71-72.

%5 Ibid., 72.

%6 |bid.

5 bid., Author’s italic. See Torrance’s footnote.
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continuity, is crucial in mediating the reality Ghrist’s revelation in human history.
Torrance saysKerygmais not the proclamation of ideas or a bare mesdagesuch

a proclamation of Christ, the Word-Act of the lgitsod, that by the Holy Spirit it
becomes itself the actualisation of the Word-Actoam men in salvation and
judgment.” Thus, the ‘Word of God is never idlg.always accomplishes its action

upon man in th&erygma’>®

On this note, the eschatological dimensiorkerfygma
is underscored. It has a dual significance corredjmg to theeschaton First, it is
used by God as the medium of which God himselfbie @ intervene in human
situation. It occurs in the church, as Torranagues, ‘where the age to come has
already overtaken this age and overlaps it.” Secmotwithstanding the hearer is
brought face to face with theschatonthrough the proclamation of the Word,
Torrance says that Christ has withdrawn visiblynfrtuman history but without
being absent, so that ‘the Word of the Gospel &edihal Deed of God are partially
held apart in eschatological reserve until Blagousiaor theEpiphaneia’®® Because
the age to come has yet fully arrived, Torranceeuliees that Christ by sending the
Spirit has instituted ‘the ministry of the Word aBSdcrament within history, whereby
he continually nourishes, sustains, orders and rgsvieis people on eartf’ From
the arguments it is manifest that the ministry leé ¥Word to Torrance is the vital
medium through which the revelation of God in Chhy the Spirit is mediated
continually in human history until the second adw&Christ.

We have discussed Torrance’s thought on the mynatrthe Word. Our
discussion shows that Torrance, by maintainingriblemative pattern of revelation
and mediation, is able to affirrkerygmaas the valid medium of divine self-
disclosure without compromising the sovereigntyaid or the importance of human
participation. Thus, we may claim that Torrancatzount of the ministry of the
Word as the indispensable medium of revelation baises with his theology of
revelation and multiple mediations. The questiowns could the same be said of

the ministry of the sacraments? Would Torrancédbhis case upon similar ground

%8 |bid., 73. Torrance explicates the unity of therd/and Act of Christ itkerygmaby saying that in
‘Jesus Christ God’s Word and God'’s Action are alisty identical. He is theschatoavho confronts
men in His own Person, in His teaching and in H@lkywith the final Word and Act of God, and
demands absolute love and obedience. The situhtisnthe urgency of finality, of salvation and
judgment. It is that eschatological urgency tieg &t the heart dferygma

% |bid. Thus, current age to Torrance is the agesofgmain which the Word of God is proclaimed
to all until the coming of theschaton

©STR 121.



so that the media of the sacraments will not ballfireffaced in revelation? To

answer the questions we may turn first to baptisththen the Holy Communion.
The Sacraments

Torrance is unequivocal that baptism is to be preted in a way similar to that of

kerygma

Kerygma refers to the proclamation of the Gospel, and n@t so much to the

proclamation itself as to what is proclaimed, naméksus Christ; not so much to the
act of proclaiming as to the saving work of Christ/hen the Gospel is proclaimed it
is Christ Himself the crucified and risen Lord wi® present and active for our
salvation. Similarly in regard to Baptism, the N@@stament is not interested so
much in the outward rite as in what stands the nt# so much in the subjective
experience of the baptised as in the death andreetion of Christ; and therefore it
is not interested in the human minister but in @we into whose name we are

baptiseo51

It would easily be an oversight, if reading onlgrh the citation, for one to
conclude that the media are unimportant as tovifwth is mediated through them.
The intent of Torrance, however, is clear when ffiengs their validity by saying that
‘This is not to say that the outward rites are disgable; on the contrary, they are
quite indispensablé? The import in relation to baptism is particuladyident as
Torrance primarily follows Calvin in emphasising as participatio Christi as
Hunsinger comments, it means ‘the baptised persas gvanted a share in Christ's
own baptism in the Jordan, which he had undergonéhke sake of sinner§® ‘For
Jesus,” Torrance says, ‘baptism meant that he wasecrated as the Messiah, and
that he, the Righteous One, became one with ugngtadpon himself our
unrighteousness, that his righteousness might beamums. For us, baptism means
that we become one with him, sharing in his rightwss, and that we are sanctified
in him as members of the messianic people of Gothpacted together in one Body

in Christ.®* In other words, as the medium of divine revefatibaptism leads us to

61 CAC2 127. Torrance underlines that the referentiaratter ofkerygmaand baptism is like the
oikonomiaused in the New Testament which refers, on thehamal, to the divine dispensation by
which the eternal purpose of God hid from the agesow revealed, and, on the other hand, to the
gztewardship of that mystery which he has commitbettie church. SeERci, 84.

Ibid.
% George Hunsinger, ‘The Dimension of Depth: ThorRasTorrance on the Sacraments, The
Promise of Trinitarian Theology: Theologians in Rigue with T.F. Torranceed. Elmer M. Colyer
(Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001), 139-40.
* TRcj, 87.
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and mediates to us what God in Christ has doneusoend on our behalf in the
economy of salvation. Torrance’s argument in tregard resonates a point
mentioned in our preceding chapter about the ‘tvay-waffic’ trait of scripture in

bringing Christ to us and us to Christ as he hascthd in his self-revelation.
However, notwithstanding the similarity, Torrancelscourse of baptism does not
end as his scripture. The mediatedness of bapigs@ffirmed when Torrance
underscores the careful appropriation of the tegnthe New Testament writers.

Torrance says,

It is significant that from the very beginning t@daristian Church avoided the term
baptismos which is regularly used in Greek to denote aaftesligious ablution, and
employed instead the termmaptisma which it may well have coined, with the
intention of expressing Christian baptism in thigjective sense.... This is the
mystery of Christ and his Church which is beindilfel in us who through the
Spirit enter into the inheritance of Christ and betng made one Body with him...
All this helps to make it clear that whiteptism is both the act of Christ and the act
of the Churchin his Name, it is to be understood finally nottemms of what the
Church does but in terms of what God in Christ dhase, does do and will do for us
in his Spirit®®

What concerns us here is Torrance’s intent to saifelthe sovereignty of
God through ‘the act of Christ’ without subvertitige validity of baptism as the ‘act
of the Church’, especially when both are treatesgparably as one through the work
of the Spirit. As Torrance claims, ‘Therease baptismand one Bodythrough the
one Spirit Christ and his Church participate in the onetisapin different ways---

Christ actively and vicariously as Redeemer, thear€lin passively and receptively as

the redeemed Communi}f’ Torrance elucidates,

Thus whenever the Church in obedience to the comim&rChrist baptises specific
individual with water in the Name of the Father @hd Son and the Holy Spirit, it
believes that Christ himself is present baptisinth wis Spirit, acknowledging and
blessing the action of the Church as his own, Ifudj in the baptised what he has
already done for them and making them share irrtiiteof his finished work. While
in this sensdaptism is both the act of Christ and the act & @hurch, they may
well be distinguished but may not be separatedtheir content, reality and power
are the same... in the one vicaridngptismaof Christ®’

% |bid., 83-84. My italic. For detailed accounthaptism in the New Testament, <&8C2 106-25.

% Ibid., 87. Author's italic. Torrance explicatas well that it is in this light we are to understahe
commission of Christ to the church to baptise i mame of the Trinity. As Torrance says, ‘to kxgpti
in the Name of the Father and the Son and the Spisit’ is to carry in it ‘both a reference back to
Jesus, own baptism in the Jordan and a referemearfd to its complement in the baptism of the
Church at Pentecost.” S&&ci 86.

5 lbid. My italic.



That is why in the New Testament the ordinance aptism and the vicarious
baptism of Christ are spoken of so indivisibly tltats impossible to separate our
understanding of the ordinance from what has beae ¢or us in the birth, life and
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. It isigeBcthatunion or inseparable
relation which is the very meaning of the sacranianwhich we are baptised with
Christ’'s baptism, and why the sacrament is spoemat as baptismos but as
baptisma68

Torrance’s avowal of the inseparability of the a€tChrist and the act of
humanity in baptism comes to the foreground wheuwriieises Barth of separating
water baptism from Spirit baptism. To Torranceaxe faced with two choices in our
approach towards baptism. First, it is to agueamacramental dualism between
water-baptism and Spirit-baptism, and to locate rtteaning of baptism not in the
direct act of God but in the ethical act of the qoer who makes the baptismal
decision as a way of response to what God has &éwnhim and on his behalf.
Second, it is to argue for a stronger unity of wdi@ptism and Spirit-baptism by
emphasising the saving act of Christ through théritSim baptisma®™ Given
Torrance’s theological propensity, the first choioé sacramental dualism is
understandably outside his consideration. Althoegbressing a sense of regret that
his theological mentor has indeed taken the filsbiae, Torrance, as Molnar
observes, ‘does not believe Barth actually felbi@nostic dualism’® Torrance
says, ‘[T]his seems to me to be deeply inconsisietht his dynamic doctrine of the
Trinity and theopera ad extran creation and redemption as well as with histdioe
of the Incarnation according to which God himsel§ ltome to us within the space-
time structure of our worldly existence and commated himself personally to us
there in his own living being and reality as G&t.’Torrance’s argument is aptly
recapitulated by John Yocum, when he remarks thathBhas posited ‘a stark choice’
of understanding it as either the divine actiontle# human action, and ‘having

established the necessity of a choice, choosefatiez option.”” On commenting

% bid., 88. My italic.

% |bid., 99.

7 paul D. Molnar, ‘The Eucharist and the Mind of &hrSome Trinitarian Implications of T. F.
Torrance's Sacramental Theology,” Tminitarian Soundings in Systematic Theolpgd. Paul L.
Metzger (London: T & T Clark, 2005), 176.

" TRci 99-100. See as well the brief discussion in Ta®mR. TorranceKarl Barth: Biblical and
Evangelical TheologiafEdinburgh : T & T Clark, 1990), 134-35. Foudy of Torrance’s synthesis
of Barth and Calvin's thoughts on baptism and theHzarist, see George Hunsinger, ‘The Dimension
of Depth: Thomas F. Torrance on the Sacramentsapfi@n and the Lord's Suppegtottish Journal

of Theologys4, no. 2 (2001): 155-76.

detailed treatment of Barth’s understanding andtldgwent of baptism, see ‘The Baptism Fragment’,
135-70.
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Torrance’s disagreement, Molnar explains, ‘Torrarsuggests, as did Alasdair
Heron, that because Barth saw Christ as the oohasegent, he separated our ethical
behaviour from God’s direct actions so that the@aent was seen as a@sponse
to what God has done in Christ rather than asrbleision of our response in his
ongoing objective priestly mediation of us to G&Y.’

If to argue for a stronger unity of water-baptisna &pirit-baptism is the only
way, Torrance avers with the intent to avoid theramental dualism that what is
needed is to work out a proper understanding ofitrext act of God in baptism in
terms of the economic activity of the triune Godlhis is the ontological and
epistemological foundation of Torrance’'s arguméaterything depends in the last
analysis upon whether we believe in a God whoyealls or not, and by a “God who
really acts” is meant... the mighty living God whaeracts with what he has made in
such a way that he creates genuine reciprocity dertwus and himself within the
space-time structures of existence in which he piaded us™ On this note, the
reciprocity between God and humanity according ¢ordnce is undergirded by the
‘two-fold mode in Christ and in the Spirit'int Christ, for it is in hypostatic union that
the self-giving of God really breaks through to mahen God becomes himself what
man is and assumes man into a binding relation w&town being; anth the Spirit
for then the self-giving of God actualises itselfus as the Holy Spirit creates in us
the capacity to receive it and lifts us up to mavate in the union and communion of
the incarnate Son with the heavenly FatfgrTo put it succinctly, we may say that it
is not to separate dualistically the divine acfimm the human action in baptism, but
to pivot on their relation of union and communidnwhich God has established in
Christ and continued to do so through the workhef $pirit in the church. Torrance

argues,

It is the objective unity of the two-fold operatioh God the Father in Christ and in
the Spirit which enables us to discern in the r@tabetween the act of man and the
act of God in baptism a genuine reciprocity between self-giving of God and the
responsive reception of man, yet one within whibh tivine self-giving remains
transcendent and free, precisely as g?gce

 Molnar, 177. Author's italic. See Alasdair I. Eleron, Table and Tradition: Toward an
Ecumenical Understanding of the EuchafBhiladelphia: Westminster, 1983), 156-57.

" TRci, 99-100.

S bid., 100-01. Author’s italic.

® Ibid., 102. The reciprocity between the divinel &uman action through the work of the Spirit in
terms of God's self-giving and our responsive néogiis important as well to the concept of baptism
as the sign and seal of regeneration. Torrancerlinds that the significance of baptism will be
diluted if two primary facts of regeneration aressgid. First, he says that the concept of regeoerat
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The reciprocal relation between God and humanityaptismaas Torrance
claims does not compromise the sovereignty of Gébe primacy of God in divine
self-disclosure is not taken captive within theipeacity as if the act of humanity in
responding to God in baptism could supersede tthieohcChrist. Baptism, as
Torrance pointedly says, essentially ‘starts fromd aests upon the free ground of
God'’s being and grace in Jesus Christ... his actadegremains sovereignly free and
is not trapped within a reciprocity between man &wt that begins with man and
ends with man?” Although the decision of baptism is undoubtedfyeasonal one of
the believer and the administration of it is a avgte one of the church, both to
Torrance are possible only out of God’s prevenigrdce. Thus, baptism as a
sacrament is not solely about what we can do buatv@od through Christ by the
Spirit in his freedom, love and grace has donermdtgically for us and on our
behalf. That, at its simplest, is the import optism to Torrance. Hunsinger says,
‘Like Calvin, that is, he sees the sacraments aghes of testimony that impart the
very Christ whom they proclaim (by the gracious ragien of the Holy Spirit), as
opposed to Barth, who insists on seeing them “alljicas no more than a grateful
human response to a prior divine grace not mediatesket forth by the sacraments

themselves’® In affirming the mediatedness of baptism, Toreasays conclusively,

This approach to the doctrine of baptism in terfthe economic acts of Father, Son
and Holy Spirit, cut behind the false problems atramental dualism and monism
that have constantly troubled the Church.... If lsptis to be understood properly
in this way within the saving operation of the emmic Trinity, then the focus of
attention is necessarily directed upon Jesus Chnisself, for it is onlyin him that
God is incarnate and it ihrough himalone that the saving operation of God takes

‘applies first of all to Christ Himself, to His bir of the Spirit and to His resurrection from tread.
Christ is One in whom the regeneration of our hutgahas already taken place.” Second, to
Torrance, the concept of regeneration is appliedhieyNew Testament to Christ’'s second return in
power to judge the world and to give rise to a me@ation. Although baptismal rite in itself does n
regenerate, Torrance underlines that its mediatdeycannot be debased as it is ‘in Baptism that ou
regeneration in Christ is declared, and shown faatid promised; it is sacramentally enacted as an
image and likeness of the birth and resurrectio@lufist.” Thus, like the miracles of Jesus, Tocen
says that sacraments, both baptism and the Eutharés prophetic signs that have to do with the
renewal of life and saving of creation. ‘As thec@anents of God’s interaction with our physical
existence in Jesus Christ,” Torrance claims, ‘theythe counterparts in our ongoing life to theddee
of grace and power in the historical life of JesusAs such, the Sacraments both call for and peovid
a response in which the interaction of the spitituad the physical is exhibited here and now in
anticipation of the new creation.” SEAC2 131-32;GR 161.

pid., 103.

8 Hunsinger, 142-43.
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concrete form in our creaturely existence, andefbeg it is only througlour union
with himthat we share in all that God has done fof°us

As we end with the note of God’s grace in baptiammay ask if the intent to
‘cut behind the false problems of sacramental dodlis also behind Torrance’s
argument of the Holy Communion. We would now examlorrance’s thought on
the Eucharist to ascertain the answer.

Torrance regards St. Paul's dictum ‘Christ, ourcpab lamb, has been
sacrificed’ (1Cor. 5:7) as the centre of a propadarstanding of the Eucharist.
Torrance says that in the act of instituting therd’® Supper just before his
crucifixion, Jesus, in linking his passion with tbensecration of the bread and wine,
has constituted himself as the mystery of the Bagiper and transformed it into the
Eucharist of the church. Thus, ‘the mystery of Bueharist is not any mystery of the
Eucharist itself but the paschal mystery of Chnibich he set forth in the Eucharist
for the participation of all who believe in hiff. To Torrance the mystery is
unfolded in the eucharistic celebration, a time nitee reality of Christ's revelatory
presence is mediated by the work of the SpiritWe believe that when the Church
celebrates the Eucharist in the name of Jesus tCHrisrrance says, ‘it is Christ
himself who is really present pouring out his Spirpon us, drawing us into the
power of his vicarious life, in death and resurigect and uniting us with his self-
oblation and self-presentation before the facehef Eather where he ever lives to
make intercession for u&’ Thus, Torrance is unequivocal that the Euchéuisits
its purpose only when it refers beyond itself te tpaschal mystery which is the
revelatory reality of the Mediator, the actuality @hrist's high-priestly duty in self-

oblation and self-presentation. Torrance says,

®TRci, 104. Author’s italic.

& bid., 107. For detailed account of the Lord’pper as the Eucharist, SEAC2 148-51.

8 MC, 92. Thus, Torrance says that ‘the celebratiothefLord’s Supper means that we through the
Spirit are so intimately united to Christ, by commun in his body and blood, that we participate in
his self-consecration and self-offering to the Eatinade on our behalf and in our place’.

8 TRci 107. To Torrance, the presence of Christthey work of the Spirit mediated through the
sacraments of the Eucharist dnaptismais similar to that okerygma Torrance says that ‘the holy
Sacraments which He has appointed to accompanprdashing of the Gospel as a means to beget
faith, to help our weakness, and actually to coriayself to us so that we have living communion
with Him, and with Him are raised up in the felldws and adoration to the face of our heavenly
Father.” The close relation between the proclamatif the Word and the administration of the two
sacraments in terms of mediating Christ by theitSpirTorrance’s thought could be traced back ® th
influence of Calvin, especially when the latteriria that the sacraments have the same office as the
Word in offering to us Christ, and through him ttreasures of heavenly grace. See Thomas F.
Torrance,When Christ Comes and Comes Aggifi57), 82. Hereafter abbreviatedVdE€ECA Also
seelnstitution IV.14.17 and Kruger 261-64.
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Eucharist is regarded in a dimension of depth iiclvive are directed to look for its

meaning not in itself as such, but in the paschgteny of Christ himself, for then

the teaching of Jesus about his coming down froavdreas the bread of life and the
need to eat his flesh and drink his blood if we tardive by him as he lives by the

Father, and the teaching of the Epistle to the elebrabout the nature and mission
of Christ Jesus as the Apostle and High Priestuofconfession, through whom we
may come boldly to the throne of grace, have diagxt profound bearing upon the
Eucharist. In this perspective the Eucharist byéry nature points us beyond itself
to its constitutive reality in Jesus Christ himsédf the saving mystery which he is in
the léjglity of his person and work and word as the Btediator between God and

man

As the medium it functions as a sign, not unlike glointing-beyond-itself-to
of kerygmaandbaptismaas discussed, leading to and mediating Christslagon.
As Torrance says, ‘The Lord’s Supper as celebratetie Church is a sign with a
meaning; it is signitive, pointing beyond itself wdhat Christ had done and does for
us'® A twofold argument of Torrance’s sacramental ification may be noted.
First, with regard to the signifying, or the refetial character, Torrance, as his
discourse of the ‘Body of Christ’, underlines thiie relation of the sign to what it
signifies as involving neither a relation of idéptmor a relation of difference, but of
analogy involving something of identity and someghof difference.” Second, ‘this
relation of sign to the matter signified dependsrely upon the nature of the matter,
so that the analogical relation is determined gyrihture of Christ Himself, who is
the substance or the matter signifil.One should not overlook that by itself neither
the sign nor the analogical relation tells us angfsubstantive about the Eucharist.
To Torrance they are basically bare and void ofemtcontent unless in union with
Christ. By saying that it does not mean that Tiwgeais here elevating the matter
signified and relegating the sign, or the mediufbe crux is only in union with
Christ the medium as sign has a valid role to plagivine revelation. As the ‘true
sign’ it then has in itself something of that whitlsignifies. Torrance elucidates, ‘In
the ordinance of Christ, through His command arahpse, the outward sign and the
inward reality belong together as form and contg#nthe sacramental communion;
although the form is not the content... nevertheieissthe form in which the content

is communicated to us’. To affirm and defend thedrmatory validity, Torrance

8 |hid., 108. SedC, 90.
84CAC2 141.
8 |bid.
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makes an exceptional remark that when the outwiy & form ‘is neglected or
repudiated the inner content inevitably goes witf’

Torrance’s argument of the inseparability of thereuistic celebration and
the church as one valid medium of divine revelatamain evidences the point.
‘[Tlhe Eucharist is both the act of Christ and thet of the Church in his name’
although ‘in the nature of the case the act ofGharch is one which serves the act of
Christ and directs us away from itself to Chriét.’ ‘Attention must be focused,
therefore, beyond all religious and ethical acyef Torrance insists, ‘indispensable
as they may bé® In addition, by stressing that ‘the Eucharisbisth the act of
Christ and the act of the Church in his name’, &oce is here emphasising as well
the central two-fold significance of the mediatiof the Eucharist. First, by
upholding the normative pattern of the union anthcwnion of divine and human
action that safeguards both the primacy of God huthan participation in the
eucharistic celebration, Torrance attempts to axdtiee sacramental dualism that to
him has troubled the worship and prayer of the WAtesthurch. Torrance’s intent is
evident in ‘The Mind of Christ in Worship: The Pitem of Apollinarianism in the
Liturgy’, @ a magisterial paper according to Gunton providashrfood for thought.
The thesis, as Gunton aptly pinpoints, is that tthenan Christ has effectively been
written out of the liturgy of the Western Churchihd the theme here ‘is taken up of
the human priesthood of the ascended Christ préséné worship of the Churcf”
To address the Apollinarian tendency and to bromghe foreground the essentiality

of the humanity of Christ, Torrance accentuatesptirestly duty of Christ and argues

& |pid.

8 TRcj, 107.

% Jpid., 108. One key factor undergirds Torranaismant of the indispensability of the sacraments
is that the media are the supernatural act of €tiiaghed in the natural act of church. In otherds,

the Eucharist and baptism are the earthly meanegssels that contain the miracle of God in Christ,
and thus they are significant as media of divineelation. According to Torrance, two types of
miracles can be found in scripture. ‘The firstckiof miracle,” he says, ‘we see in the miraculocts a

of healing recorded in the Gospels, such as thisyhich beyond the power of man and beyond the
power of any human science’. The sacraments, haweelong to the second type of miracle which,
according to Torrance, ‘are also signs and wondais,in them God always makes use of natural
forms such as water and bread and wine. Theyatess supernatural, for it is God’s creative Word
that is at work in them, but at work upon us umkgural veil of water, bread and wine, in such & wa
that while water remains water, and bread and vén®&in bread and wine, even when consecrated to
this holy use, in and through them Jesus Christified and risen comes to us and communicates
Himself to us with all His saving power and graaad blesses us with the gift of His Holy Spirit.’
WCCA 82-83;STR 150.

% |bid., 139-214.

% Colin Gunton, ‘Being and Person: T. F. TorranB®strine of God,” inThe Promise of Trinitarian
Theology : Theologians in Dialogue with T.F. Torcaned. Elmer M. Colyer (Maryland: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2001), 132.
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unequivocally that although ‘the Eucharist is tloe @f the Church in his name and is
also a human rite, it must be understood as aptayfer, thanksgiving and worship,
i.e., as essentiallgucharisticin nature, but as act in which through the Spwet are
given to share in the vicarious life, faith, prayarorship, thanksgiving and self-
offering of Jesus Christ to the Father, for in tinal resort it is Jesus Christ himself
who is our true worship’® In other words, as Molnar succinctly states, the
eucharistic worship and prayer to Torrance arecthee ‘through Christ the one
Mediator to the Father so that we pray not anlyand through Christ butwith

Christ.®® Torrance elucidates,

Since the Son of God was made Priest in that hemeale man, without ceasing to
be God, he fulfils his priesthood as one who reseias well as one whoffers
prayer. Since Christ is not twofold but indivisilwne, the worship of our souls and
the confession of our faith are offertl him as well as through him and by him to
God the Father... since he is God become man, whHzedoming man was made
Priest, it is humanity which is the sphere of hiegthood, and it is the fulfilment of
his priestly ministry as man offering himself onr diehalf which becomes the focus
of our worship of the Fathé?

To use the language of John McLeod Campbell, hiogaays that it is the
presentation of ‘the mind of Christ’ to the Fatiercause what God accepts as our
true worship is Christ himself who remains as thed® and the Sacrifice, the Offerer
and the Offering* The claim of Torrance does not devalue the unhjrean act of
worship of both the church and believers; it int fangs to light the truism that only
when in union with Christ by the Spirit our panpation of worship in, through and
with the High Priest finds its true and ultimatdfifoment. Thus, ‘the Eucharist is not
to be regarded as independent act on our partsporse to what God has already
done for us in Christ’, a point of caution agaiBsirth’s sacramental dualism by
Torrance. It, however, should be regarded as twite circle of the life of Christ’,
as Campbell says, to which human action is asgedileby the Spirit to the
acknowledgment of all the Father has already Redfilin the humanity of Christ in

our place and on our behalf. On this note, Tomaargues that ‘the Eucharist, while

I TRci, 109. Author's italic. Torrance underlines timathe context of worship the sacraments bring
forth the importance that liturgical language amddivity derive their true forms only through
assimilation to the vicarious life and work of Je<thrist. Genuine worship occurs when liturgical
language and activity exhibit in themselves thenfoomity to the normative pattern of worship in the
humanity of Christ in so far as they make roomHon and direct us to Him as the actualised essence
and core of man’s true worship of God5R, 159.

92 Molnar, 178. Author’s italic.

% TRci, 175-76. Author’s italic.

*pid., 139.
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being the worship of the men on earth, is essgnagbarticipation in the worship of
the heavenly sanctuary which Jesus Christ theermied High Priest renders to the
Father in the oblation of his endless life, foisitvorship in the same Spirit by whom
we are made one with the Son as he is one witlrdtieer, in whom we have assess
to the Father, and through whom we are taken uptie eternal communion of the
Father, the Son and the Holy Spifit.’ Because the Eucharist is interpreted in the
context of ‘prayer, thanksgiving and worship’, Tamce underlines that it is closer to

kerygmathanbaptismain terms of repetition and continuity. Torraneg's

The two Sacraments of the Gospel enshrine togétieetwo essential ‘moments’ of
our participation in the new creation, while we atdl implicated in the space and
time of this passing world. Baptism is the Sacrame&f our once and for all

participation in Christ, and may be spoken of &Shcrament of Justification, which
is not to be repeated. The Eucharist is the Saranf our continuous participation
in Christ and may be spoken of as the SacrameBanttification, which is regularly

to be repeated, until Christ comes agggin

Torrance’s argument that is christologically ander#fore trinitarianly
oriented is regarded significant by Gunton becaupeintedly addresses the neglect
of the Holy Spirit and the underplaying of the hummde and ministry of Jesus
especially after his ascensidh.Molnar affirms likewise and says that ‘By focugin
on “God as Manrather than upon God in Man”, Torrance embracehigh
Christology which concentrates on the humanityhaf incarnate Son of God and a
view of Eucharistic worship and life “in which thimacy is given to the priestly
mediation of Jesus Christ®.

This leads us to the second significance of thehaistic mediation that
Torrance regards as the presence of the ‘wholesChriOn this note, Torrance
reminds us that the inner relations of the inca@an who takes up human mortality
and stands between the Father and humanity as éaatdr cannot be overlooked;
as the presence is the presence of ‘the incaroateified, risen and ascended Son, is

in himself in respect both of his activity from tRather towards mankind and of his

®TRci, 109-10. Se#IC, 89-90

% STR 150. Notwithstanding the variation, Torrancérakthatkerygma baptismaand the Eucharist

in their totality expresses the core of the ontidaigand eschatological relation that is embodied
within the crucified, risen and ascended Lord. Forrance’s discourse of the sacramental and
eschatological relation to Christ, s8€R 148-58;MC, 91.

9 Gunton, 132.

% Molnar, 185. Author’s italic.



activity from mankind towards the Fathé¥.‘It is in this union and communion with
Christ the incarnate Son who represents God tondsia to God that the real import
of the Lord’s Supper becomes disclosed, for inngakiis body and in drinking his
blood we are given participation in his vicariowdf-®ffering to the Father®® That

is to say, to Torrance, the inner relations of §hn relation to both the Father and
humanity as demonstrated in his two-fold movemdnnediation (see chapter one)
undergird the meaning of eucharistic sacrifice. weeer, notwithstanding ‘neither is
what it is without the other’, Torrance underlinveith regard to the eucharistic act of
remembrance that it is the Godward aspect whignasninent. As noted earlier, the
priority of God here ‘is determined by the integaad essential place we give to the
mind and will of Jesus in his divireamanagency in fulfilling his work of priestly
self-oblation to the Father and in our union wiitmin body, mind and will in which
we offer Christ eucharistically to the Father trgburayers and thanksgiving in his
name as our only true worshiff® Thus, as the church celebrates the Eucharist,
Torrance could say that the ‘whole Christ’ is ‘sely and creatively present in his
mediatorial agency... blessing what we do on earthisascommand and accepting it
as his own act done in heavéff.

The real presence of Christ in the celebration lué Eucharist is an
unquestionable reality to Torrance. He calls éehcharistic parousidecause it is
in distinction to Christ's first advent in the pashd his second coming in the
future!®® A question one may ask in responding to Torraneetharistic parousia
is how the real presence of Christ is actually masent through the celebration of
the Eucharist. Torrance’s answer, if it is accblgtais that it is only ‘explicable from
the side of God, in terms of his creative activityich by its very nature transcends
any kind of explanation which we can offer.” ‘Bube avers, ‘it is nevertheless the
real presencep@rousig of the whole Christ, not just the presence ofljosly and

blood, nor just the presence of his Spirit or Mibdt the presence of the actual Jesus

% TRcj, 109.

199 |hid., 111.

101 1bid., 118. Author’s italic.

192 1hid., 109. Author’s italic.

103 CAC2 170-71. By underpinning the distinctiveness haf @éucharistic parousiaTorrance is not
saying that it is unrelated to the first or theoset advent of Christ. He clearly identifies thesd
relation between them when he says that the Ewtharbound to historical time and space, and it
‘reaches out into the past, to the death of Chrjahd] reaches out beyond the present into thedutur
and becomes the means whereby the Church in teentris brought under the power of the advent of
Christ.” Thus, the coming of Christ in the Eucktitio Torrance may be said to be flerousiain
between the first and the last. &R 148-50.
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Christ, crucified, risen, ascended, glorified, ia Whole, living and active reality and
in his identity as Gift and Givet® It is a presence that is ‘objectively grounded in
the presence of God to himsedhd such is the profoundest and most intensive ki
of presence there could ever be’. Thus, ‘it isasgble for us to construe the real
presence of Christ in the Eucharist in terms oftlang we can analyse naturally in
this world.™® Torrance although is adamant that ¢neharistic parousias beyond
the elements of the Eucharist, he endeavours mstitbour focus away but from and
through them to their real ground in the whole pakenystery of Christ that finally
gives them their basis and meaning. The signifishift of attention is to avoid the
‘fore-shortening [of] the meaning of the Euchabigtdetaching it as a liturgical event
from the objective reality with which it is integeal, and thus of phenomenalising it
as something enshrining a hidden meaning or mysteitgelf.*°° Torrance’s effort
is consequential in the light of his intent to m@mne what he perceives as the pitfall
of dualism and phenomenalism in the Roman Catlaoiet Protestant understanding

of the Eucharist. Torrance says pointedly,

As we have seen difficulties began to arise inuhderstanding of the sacrament as
soon as they were interpreted within the radicallidm... whenever the Eucharist
has been set within a dualist context, whether th&tAugustinian-Neoplatonic,
Augustinian-Aristotle or Augustinian-Newtonian, itseaning tends to be found
either in the rite itself and its performance ortle inward and moral experience of
the participant, for then the Eucharist is regardesd a holy mystery in itself
enshrining and guaranteeing the divine mysteryhef €hurch in the host, or as the
appointed ordinance which occasions and stimuldeeper spiritual consciousness
and awareness in believef<

To Torrance the indubitable outcome of interpretimg Eucharist in any form
of dualism or phenomenalism is the separation ol @om the world and the
disjunction of the Gift and the Giver. When theftGs no longer seen as being
identical with the Giver, the real presence of €ihras Torrance argues, is rendered
impossible because the inherent oneness of thea@idftthe Giver in the Eucharist is

fractured. Although the Gift when separated frdma Giver may still be able to be

1%TRci 119.

1% bid., 121. Author’s italic.

196 |hid., 122. The sift of focus to the centrality@hrist in the Eucharist is crucial if it is tomain
faithful as the appropriate medium God has ordailwethediate theucharistic parousia Together
with baptisma Torrance underscores that both are sacramentss@lse because they are the
‘sacraments of the Word made flesh.” Thus, theyndt have existence or reality independently of
the Word. To make them self-sufficient and indejeert of the Word would be to take away their
sacramental character, for it would deny to theeirtllement of mystery’. S&eAC2 164.

197 |bid., 130-31. For detailed criticism, see 123-32



taken as the grace or the body and blood of Cliriegs basically degenerated into a
created intermediary between God and humanity, @ e ‘substitute-Christ’

standing in between the church and God. In a anbeé statement, Torrance says,

This is not to say that God does not communicatesélf to us through created
mediations... but that when the created mediatiomarhe through refraction merely
intermediate between God and us, then in the Esirtr Jesus Christ is held back
from us and remains at a distance. Thus wheneth&an between the Giver and the
Gift is broken or refracted in this way we are timoback either on the Eucharist
itself as enshrining the Gift or upon ourselvesreseivers over against the Giver.
The former is the Catholic tendency, in concerntif@ real presence of the body and
blood of Christ, an objectifying concentration ¢ tGift which comes to be thought
of as inhering in the Eucharist as such, congtiguit the centre which absorbs our
attention and devotion. The latter is the Protegstiandency, in concern for personal
encounter with Christ, an awareness of ourselvee@svers of divine grace which
comes to be thought of in terms of God’s creatmgs a loving response to what he
has done for us, but in which God in Christ hasawohe all the way to us in a fully

real selfcommunication to us at our creaturely b8

Torrance is confident that the way to overcomesderamental dualism and
phenomenalism is to return to the objective reaityChrist's presence that upholds
the unity and oneness of the Giver and the Gifthe Eucharist. Torrance is
unequivocal that such complete presence of Godisgstng in Christ that is
mediated by the Eucharist has to be taken as thiedt the activity of the Spirit in
creating for us a relation of union and communi&ssentially, it is by the Spirit who
‘comes to us from the Father through the Son and gies us access through the
Son to the Father’ that the real presence of Chsidioth the Giver and the Gift in the
Eucharist becomes finally ‘the most exalted kinde grounded in the real presence
of God to himself*%°

We have thus far argued that Torrance, in buildirsgunderstanding of the
Lord’s Supper, has remained steadfast to the norengiattern of revelation and
mediation. When he detects the problematic ingtgpions of the Eucharist by the
Roman Catholic and evangelical churches, insteagtlefating the mediatedness of
the medium, Torrance stays in line with what hagnbéuilt theologically for
kerygmaand baptisma and argues consistently against the truncatioth@ipaschal

mystery by asserting the importance of the realamdplete presence of Christ in the

198 |hid., 132. Author's italic. At the heart of Tance’'s argument lies the pivotal point that the
eucharistic proclamation in fact refers to the mvaction of God’s salvation in Christ which canbet
completely swallowed up by the human action of meigon without distorting its meaning and
significance. Se€AC2 180-81.

109 pid.
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Eucharist. Thus, together with his discourse againe Apollinarian tendency of
eucharistic worship, we may say conclusively thatrrdnce’s arguments of the
Eucharist as the vital medium of divine revelatmmroborates his overall theology
of revelation and multiple mediations. Before weu on to the creation, we may
register a note that the Word and sacraments toafioe indeed are indispensable
media ‘ordained by God and were to be regardeteaprovision he had made for the

way in which they were to respond to him’ in divireelation:*°

Creation

The purpose of this section is to discuss Torrantigdught on the creation as an
essential medium of divine self-disclosure. We ldoexamine the nature of the
mediation and the subject of natural theology oicllit entails. We attempt to argue
that Torrance’s discourse of the creation-mediassrsits consistently well with his
theological framework of revelation and multiple dragions.

The importance of the contingent creation as tlid vaedium of divine self-
disclosure cannot be undermined in Torrance’s dwohl scheme. Its validity is
evident in Torrance’s claim that ‘theological sdenlike natural science, cannot be
pursued scientifically without being committed tofindamental attitude to the
universe’**! The truism of divine self-disclosure to Torrangéhat it does not take
place apart from the medium of the created ordespce and time of which

humanity belongs. Torrance says,

Since we ourselves are members of the universg,only within that contingent and
semantic reference of the universe to the Creatr we may develop knowledge of
God that is, within the space and time which God bheought into being with
universe as bearers of its rational order and girauhich he makes himself known
to us and summons us to intelligent relation towhnehself. Any attempt to
explicate knowledge of God outside of or apart fritrase structures of space and
time is inevitably and essentially irratiortal

Thus, in theological science, Torrance claims,

1o\, 89.
Hipco, 1.
12RST 36.
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Neither the doctrine of creation nor the doctrirfe ttee incarnation will allow
theology to detach itself from, far less despisgumal or human science in which
man is set by God to the task of exploring, anchding to word, the order and
harmony of the universe and all that takes pladhimwiit, for the universe is the
sphere in which the believer glorifies and prai§sd the Creator, as well as the
medium in and through which God makes himself kntovman™

It would be helpful for the cause of clarity tonpdown at this juncture the
fundamental ideas that undergird Torrance’s undedshg of the mediatedness of the
creation. First, the created world is one of amfwrious system characterised by
multiple structures of existence. In alluding tee tclassical Christian doctrine of
creation, Torrance says, ‘One God, the Father Altgjgs the Creator of heaven and
earth... while the incarnate Son or Logos, througbmwlall things were made and in
whom they hold together, is the central and creagurce of all order and rationality
within the created universé'? Second, as the work of God’s creation, the cteate
reality is essentially contingent and rational. fdlowing the Judaeo-Christian idea
of creatio ex nihilg'*® Torrance argues that the creation by itself i$ seif-sufficient
or ultimately self-explaining but is given a ratadity and reliability in its orderliness
which depend on and reflect God’s own eternal natlity and reliability.**® In the
light of its contingent createdness, the creatioght to be given due attention if, as
Torrance says, ‘we are to have rational knowledg&ad through the medium of
space and time where he communicates himself tobus,even if we are to
investigate the contingent processes of naturedasabver their laws as far as they
may be disclosed to uS’ Torrance’s advocacy, as Roland Spjuth remarks,
primarily builds on the conviction that contingereyd rationality are united in the
harmonious created ord€f Third, God'’s relation to the created order ighesi one
of necessity nor arbitrariness, but freedom degiviut of love''® Because the
creation is contingent upon God and his freedoms given a contingent freedom of
its own, grounded in the transcendent freedom od @od maintained through his
free interaction with the universe.” However, iistohction to God’s freedom, the

contingent freedom of the creation is limited. fBoce elucidates, ‘Freedom in the

3STR 179. Se®CO, 64.

pco, 2.

115 SeeTF, 95-98.

16 pCO, vii-viii.

" bid., 3-4. Se&G, 54-57;TF, 102-04.

118 Roland Spjuth,Creation, Contingency and Divine Presence in thedldgies of Thomas F.
Torrance and Eberhard Jing@lund: Lund University Press, 1995), 107.

19 CFM, 82-83.
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contingent universe is limited, but not less fremdbecause it is limited, for that
which limits its freedom, the transcendent freedomGod, is the ground of its
freedom as contingent. That is to say, limitecedi@m of this kind is the freedom
proper to limited and contingent being, for it isseparably bound up with its
contingent rationality™®®  Although it is limited, it embraces inexhaustible
possibilities as it reposes continually upon Gogdimited freedom. An unlimited
contingent freedom would basically be an inheramttadiction to Torrance. With
these undergirding ideas in mind, Torrance is dbleclaim scientifically and

theologically that,

That is the universe to which we ourselves belavit) the structure of which we
share in the distinctive structure of our own hunising, so that we find our
rationality intimately connected with its ratiorigliand as open to what is beyond us
as the universe itself to the ultimate source aodrgl of all that is in the unlimited
reality and rationality of the Creatdt

Thus,

What confronts us is an inner correlation betwdenstructure of human knowledge
and the structure of the world known by man, forilevlihe universe unfolds its
structure in coordination with the scientific inqas of man, man himself develops
along with the disclosure of the structured unigeround hinf??

To address the question how the creation as théumegkctually mediates the
self-disclosing reality and rationality of God, Tance finds the realist epistemology
of Einsteinian-Polanyian science helpful in promglithe needed apparatus, in
particular the concept that the multi-levelled stune of scientific knowledge indeed
corresponds to the stratified structure of objectreality. On this note, while
Einstein postulates the stratified structure ofivindial science into at least three
levels and Polanyi advocates the hierarchical siracof all sciences, the difference
between them does not disturb Torrance. In faotrance regards their works
complemental and often uses them correspondinghuitding his arguments. The
appropriation is manifest when Torrance underlitiest ‘each science reveals a

stratified structure of at least three layers orelg in additional to that of pre-

20pCO, 4-5. Torrance underlines that ‘it was this doetrof the freedom of the creation contingent
upon the freedom of God which liberated Christiaought from the tyranny of the fate, necessity, and
determinism which for the pagan mind was clampesirdopon creaturely existence by the inexorably
cyclic processes of a self-sufficient universeéeSG, 57-60.
121 i

Ibid., 20.
122 TCFK, 85.
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scientific experience and thought, the physicak theoretical and the meta-
theoretical (which has been Einstein’s principaénast), but with the fact that the
various sciences themselves, ranging from physaadschemistry to the humanities
and theology can be regarded as constituting aarcigical structure of levels of
inquiry which are open upwards into wider and mooenprehensive systems of
knowledge but are not reducible downwards (whick been of special interest to

Polanyi).*#

By appropriating their arguments, Torrance ingend achieve the
objective of laying the scientific foundation thatestigative events, either within a
particular science or a collective of sciences,obex coherent and intelligible only
by referring them to a higher hierarchical leveThat is to say, from the side of
epistemic knowing, scientific understanding of shgative events is often attained
by the introduction of an additional factor fromoale the original level; ‘a dimension
of depth involving cross-level referencé”. It is in this mode of multi-dimensional
perspective that, according to Torrance, partitplan theological science, a
profounder knowing of the object is achieved thiotige human action of scientific
inquiry and the divine action of self-disclosures Sue Patterson remarks, ‘For
Torrance, contingent worldly rationality necessankveals and is revealed by
transcendent divine rationality?®

One important argument Torrance makes with regardhe principle of
hierarchical structure of knowledge is that it && a theoretical abstraction imposing
upon the creation like the old school of CartesiarKantian epistemology. On the
contrary, he claims that the concept ‘is incredgibging forced on scientific thought
under the constraint of the intrinsic rationality rature’**®  Alternatively put, the
universe in Torrance’s view is indeed a multi-lée@lcomplex of rational order. It is
‘a stratified structure, for we have to do not owigh levels of knowledge but with
different levels of existence or reality’ Torrance encapsulates the mediation of the

creation in the following assertion,

[W]ithin the universe itself we must surely operat#gh the principle of directive
control between the many levels of order whichwashave seen, characterise the
stratified structure of the universe. Each leeshains ‘indeterminate’ or ‘uncertain’
or ‘incomplete’ in such a way that it is open & oundary conditions to external

2 STR 188.

24 |bid., 188-89.

125 ye PattersorRealist Christian Theology in a Postmodern AGambridge: Cambridge, 1999), 14.
26pCo, 102.

27STR 190.
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direction from another level.... Hence, we may hekl a general principle that
within the coherent structure of the universe tbevér’ levels of reality disclose the
full measure of their proper order when the ‘higHevels interact creatively with

them, and conversely that through the interactibrthe ‘higher levels with the

‘lower’ the latter are given direction and purpasgi¢hin the meaningful organisation
of the multi-levelled complex of the univer&d

Torrance is in congruence with Polanyi with regdod the principle of
hierarchical structure of the universe. To himdagi's principle has laid the crucial
foundation for the discovery of the universe as imtninsic intelligibility of a
deepening dimension that is both independent of soyriori presupposition and
beyond our finite comprehension; it evokes a sefiseanscendental awe in us as we
are confronted and overwhelmed Dby its indefinitpacity of compelling self-
disclosure’?® On this note, scientific inquiry as human actiohthe normative
pattern of revelation and mediation must move avrayn the traditional flat
understanding of the natural world to one that asicerned with the complex
relations between things and events at differemeldewithin the objective reality.
While Torrance baptises Einsteinian-Polanyian fpies in theological science, he is
not unaware of the dissimilarity between sciena theology. Torrance says, ‘Here,
of course, we have to reckon with a considerabtferédnce between the kind of
knowledge that obtains in physical science, fordieated universe does not disclose
or declare itself to us as God do&¥. Although in science we do speak of nature
disclosing itself to our inquiry and experiment,rilemce is unequivocal that it in fact
is silent in relation to God'’s self-revelation tarhanity through his Son by the Spirit.
Essentially, God communicates himself with us tlgfowesus Christ in such a
dynamic way that no created order can compareod]@ not dumb but supremely
eloquent in his divine Being, characterised by whiagelm used to speak of msma
locutio apud Summam Substantidit Thus, the being that confronts theology is the
Subject-being and not just the Object-being in ratsciencé® Nevertheless,
notwithstanding the difference, Torrance is adantiaat the common ground the two

disciplines share cannot be undermined. He sayslusively,

?8pCo, 127-28.

122 STR 191. Torrance says, ‘As the universe becomegrgssively disclosed to our scientific
inquiries it is found to be characterised by amimsic intelligibility of an ever deepening dimeaosi
which far outrages our power of comprehension, kingofrom us awe and wonder.’

10RST 138.

B1CDG, 87.
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However we consider it, it seems clear that thectdgscience and natural science
operate within the same world, and within the sanaglium, the medium of space
and time, which are the bearers of contingent omtemtelligibility in which all
created realities share. Within that medium, retscience is concerned to explore
the stratified structure of contingent existenced @heological science inquires of
God their Creator who reveals himself through th&n

The discussion of the similarity and differenceviesn science and theology
leads us to the heart of the subject of naturalltigg that not only marks Torrance’s
reformative understanding, but also distinguishes @pproach from that of his
theological mentor. In the preface of an importavirk, Space, Time and
Resurrection Torrance recalls his last conversation with Badbout Barth's
persistent rejection of an independent natural Itdtggoand the possibility of a
workable basis for the subject in the light of modsciencé* Torrance believes
that if a deep natural connection exists betwe@nse and theology, ‘that common
basis surely be the proper ground for a naturalltigy.”**> However, Torrance is
unambiguous that should there be a viable recacigiry it can only be on the basis
of a restored ontology in which we function witmealist epistemology of integrating
form and being within the contingent, intelligibland multi-levelled-structure
universe. In distinction to some critics who, aciog to Torrance, have erroneously
averred that Barth’'s objection is based on ‘somenfof Marcionite dualism’ or ‘a
scepticism coupled with a false fideism’, he statfest it in fact rests upon an
immense stress of God’s dynamic interaction in taaaand upon the refusal to
accept ‘natural reason’ could alone limit God'sf-seVelation to humanity?® On
theological ground, if our knowledge of God as ifyinas Barth says, is made
possible only through Jesus Christ, natural theolmgubitably has no place in
theology as it leads not to the Being of the Tyibitit some Being of God in general.

Torrance underscores,

Natural theology by its very operation abstraces ¢kistence of God from his act, so
that if it does not begin with deism, it imposessdeupon theology. If really to
know God through his saving activity in our workl to know him as Trinity, then
the doctrine of the Trinity belongs to the very wgrdwork of knowledge of God
from the very start, which calls in question anyctdae of God as the One God

IBRET, 30.
134 STR ix-x.
B¥5GG, 76.

136 hid., 87.
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gained apart from his trinitarian activity---butathis the kind of knowledge of God
that is yielded in natural theology of the traditb kind 3’

Barth underlines the importance for every scientdiscipline to develop
specific method of inquiry appropriate to the natwf its investigative object?
Theology as am posterioriscience therefore necessarily involves the quastoof
all presuppositions and structures of thoughtspeddent of or antecedent to its own
operation.  ‘This is why,’ Torrance says, ‘Barth kes so much of the
epistemological implications of justification byage alone, for it forces upon us
relentless questioning of all we thought we kneviolkehand... in such a way that in
the last resort theology is thrown back wholly uglo& nature and activity of God for
the justification or verification of our concepisdastatements about hirft’

Torrance notes that Barth in fact does not rejetunal theology on the
ground of its argumentation or rational structure, its independent character. When
Barth rejects natural theology as pmaeambula fidei he is rejecting it as an
independent epistemological system antecedent tiealaknowledge of God that is
revealed in Jesus Chri$f The main problem of independent or traditionabiral
theology according to Torrance’s reading of Bai#ls lin the tendency to split the
knowledge of God into two parts; namely, naturabwledge of the One God and
revealed knowledge of the Trinity, which is bothestifically and theologically
unacceptable. However, instead of rejectingitt court Torrance underlines that
Barth has transposed it into the material contémheology and in a changed form it
constitutes the epistemological structure of ouovikedge of God. On this note,
natural theology, properly understood, cannot standts own as an independent
system apart from the actual knowledge of God dedem Jesus Christ, although it
is open to philosophical analysis. Torrance clativg Einstein’s treatment of the
relation between geometry and physics could ilatstrwell Barth’s approach.
Instead of idealising geometry (like Euclidean getny) by detaching it from
experience as an independent conceptual systerstelinaccording to Torrance,
underscores that it must be brought into unificatiath physics where it becomes a

kind of natural science, or an epistemological citrte, in the heart of physics:

7 bid., 89.

138 SeeCD, 111, 4-9.

GG, 90.

M0 9TR ix-x.

141 bid. SeeGG, 91-92. Is there a danger of compromising theolagTorrance’s use of geometry
analogy? McGrath draws our attention to the qaestiat Frederick Norris raises in the light tha t
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Thus, ‘natural’ in a similar way, natural theologthen ‘constitutes the
epistemological “geometry”, as it were, within tadric of “revealed theology” as it
is apprehended and articulated within the objdawiand intelligibilities of the
space-time medium through which God has made Hhirkselvn to us**? Indeed,
Barth’s reworking of natural theology by providingvith a ‘dependent’ character in
positive theology according to Torrance has setleaghe a priori difficulty.
However, the question now is could the ‘dependeatural theology fully assume its
role in the light of Einsteinian-Polanyian sciencéldrrance says, ‘But if Barth's
position is to be accepted, as | believe it isnthalso believe that there must be a
deeper connection between the basic concepts ofotjieal science and natural
science than he seemed to alld#.’ In other words, given the natural connection
between the two disciplines, Torrance believesap@r natural theology ‘should be

natural both to theological science and natural sciend@france elucidates,

A natural theology in this full sense will have igsoper place in the dialogue
between theological science and natural sciendairwtheir common sharing of the
rational structures of space and time conferretheruniverse by God in his creating
of it, and within their common sharing in the basionceptions of the unitary
rationality of the universe, its contingent intgiliility and contingent freedom---
which derive, as we have seen, from a Christiareratanding of the relation of God
to the universé®*

In order to develop his argument, Torrance turnétteanasius and Anselm.
Torrance underlines that Athanasiusdantra Gentedas showed us that ‘as we let
our minds tune in to the rational order that peegthe universe, they are already on
the way that leads to the really existence of Gaothus, ‘No attempt was made there
to find a way of reaching God by logical reasonibgt rather to point out a way of
communicating with the regulative and providengativity of God in the rational
order of the universé”®®> Because theology and science share common Wemis t

does not derive from any cosmological reason bat uhcreated Word of God,

relation between natural and revealed theology lmeagetermined by an analogy outside its discipline.
McGrath argues that the analogy to Torrance is Igingpconvenient way of illustrating something
which he already knew to be true on other grouridsother words, the analogy is to be understood as
illustrative, not determinative or constitutive.’Alister E. McGrath, Thomas F. Torrance: An
Intellectual Biography (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1999), 187. Also see Fméde W. Norris,
‘Mathematics, Physics and Religion: A Need for Garahd Rigor,'Scottish Journal of Theolod7
(1984): 466-67.

M2RST 30.

MGG, 94.

144 bid.

5 |bid., 76.
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Torrance claims tha€ontra Gentesand De Incarnationetogether disclose ‘what
Athanasius is doing there is to show that knowledfj&od and knowledge of the
world share the same ultimate foundations inltbgos or Rationality, of God the
Creator.**®  Since no distinction is made between natural augernatural
knowledge, Athanasius’ argument provides the neegsdfor Torrance to articulate
that God’s revelation is mediated as well throulgl tontingent creation as both
human action of scientific inquiry and divine actiof compulsive self-disclosure
take place within the field of God-man-world or Gedrld-man interconnections.
Torrance says, ‘It is within the compass of thaegnated theological understanding
of creation and incarnation that we have embeddedargumentation that some
would regard as “natural theology.” Thus, knowdedof God as spoken by natural
theology derived from the mediation of the continigereation ‘cannot be abstracted
and made to stand on its own, for it holds good iantbnsistent only in a deep and
unbreakable polarity with our actual knowledge @idGevealed in and through Jesus
Christ.™” On this note, Anselm’s ontological argument tiamental to Torrance.
Torrance says that the unity of intelligibility andeing in Anselm’s thought
characterises all created realities so that wheninvestigate, we are under the
compulsion to understand and interpret them in @aoe with their contingent
rationality. However, since created intelligibyilior the contingent creation, is under
the compulsion of the unlimited intelligibility ddod and thus points beyond itself to
God’s ultimate reality, the use of inferential amgent to ascertain God's existence in
this regard, according to Torrance, is perceiveleéanadequate by Anselm because
with its contingent nature it could only break b#fore terminating on God® But,
‘as contingentcreaturelybeing and intelligibility require a sufficient ground and
reason beyond themselves in order to be what ttenally are,” Torrance claims that
by existing they in fact ‘constitute a rational gtien requiring rational answer*’
‘It does have something to “say” to us, simply bging what it is, contingersind
intelligible in its contingency, for that makes gk of self-explanation inescapably
problematic, and it is precisely through that peofdtic character that it points

beyond itself with a mute cry for sufficient reasof! Torrance says,

148 |hid., 77.

147 |bid., 77-78.

148 1bid., 100. Also seRST 48.
9RST 44. Author’s italic.

150 hid., 52. Author’s italic.



On the other hand, if our thought along these limzdly has to do with an active
Agent who is the creative Source of the intelliipiof the universe, then we know
him not because we succeed in penetrating throoghntelligible structures of the
universe to net him... but rather because he actuatBracts with us and the
universe, constitutes himself the active Objectoof knowledge, and discloses
himself in a positive way to us as the created em® by virtue of its sheer
contingency is quite unable to do.... Yet it is moth discoverythat we have to do
here, as in our inquires into mute and determiredéties when we seek to let them
‘disclose’ themselves to our questioning, but wigvelationin which our seeking
and ligllquiring are anticipated, prompted and supgobly creative activity on God's
part

Here is the key of Torrance’s transformed naturabtogy. The fact that the
contingent creation is intrinsically rational meattmt it is capable of mediating
rational explanation from beyond itself, its contpfeess will only be fulfilled if it is
met with the act of God’'s actual self-revelationThis is also the strength of
Torrance’s ontological argument; as Colyer sayd)isTis the core of Torrance’s
reformulation... that it does identify the kind ofbile, yet intelligible, way the
universe coming to articulation by the new scieseems to point (in the form of a
guestion) in the direction of the Christian God the sufficient reason for this
universe.*® Natural theology in this regard is connected amggrated with
revealed theology. That is to say, ‘natural thgglgroperly arises under the
dynamic impact of God’s own Being and Word, butha context of the relation of
God the Creator to the universe he has made atie tehole integrated complex of
created intelligibilities that that entai®® The multi-levelled structure of the
contingent creation as Torrance argues is irrefyttie crucial medium of divine
self-disclosure that cannot be undermined. Inctigjg the deistic disjuncture
between God and the creation, Torrance is uneqaiubat natural theology cannot
be pursued in its independent or traditional forih.natural theology is to have a
workable basis, it has to be brought into revedleeblogy and be pursued in
unbreakable unity with it. ‘No longer extrinsic tbiatrinsic to actual knowledge of
God, it will function as the necessanyra-structureof theological science,” Torrance
underscore$>* On this note, Torrance, in alluding to Henri Blaud, stresses that

natural theology in a transformed way constituteseaessary but not a sufficient

151 bid., 59. Author’s italic.

%2 Elmer M. Colyer,How to Read T.F. Torrance: Understanding His Tamian & Scientific
Theology(Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2001), 202-03.

18 GG, 100.

14RST 40. Author’s italic. The teriimtra-structureis borrowed from Henri Bouillardihe
Knowledge of GodLondon: Burns & Oates, 1969).
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condition for theological knowledge. It esseryiah an open, pliant structure
involving basic concepts that are decided only trelogrounds or at another level of
thought.>> Torrance says conclusively that ‘now the wholarabter of natural
theology becomes transformed, for pursued withenabtual inquiry of theological
science, where we must think rigorously in accocgawith the self-disclosure of
God in his own intelligible relations, it will benwe natural to the material content

theology and will fall under the determination @$ intelligibility.’*>®

Essentially,
Torrance’s natural theology, as Molnar observesengits ‘an account of our
relations with God in grace, faith and revelatibattdo not destroy human nature or
the created world of nature but place them on theaper footing in relation to the
incarnation and resurrection in particul&.’ Natural theology finally is dependent
upon God’s ultimate revelation in Christ.

We have thus far analysed the importance of theirggent creation as the
ordained medium of divine self-disclosure in Too@s theology of revelation and
multiple mediations. We show that the mediatedradsthe creation, as Torrance
argues, is constituted by its endowed nature oftiegency, rationality and
intelligibility. Being the medium of contingent toae it thus unfolds the divine
action of compulsive self-disclosure and pointstibenan action of scientific inquiry
to the ultimate reality in God. The mediation b€ tcreation is again affirmed in
Torrance’s argument of a needed transformed nathemilogy. As the analysis
draws near to the end, we cannot let the quedtidarrance is successful in his case
of natural theology to go by unmentioned. In gaheforrance is commended by
scholars such as McGrath, Morrison and Colyer fear $uccess of shifting natural
theology to a new paradigm not only without compising the christological
foundation of Barth of which it is built, but alsengendering a closer inter-

disciplinary dialogue and interaction between smerand theology?® Molnar

%% |bid., 41. Torrance regards Bouillard as a petiety and creative critic of Barth especially in
relation to the subject of natural theology. Homrevorrance disagrees with Bouillard when theefatt
stresses the prior character of natural theologjorrance says that ‘when Bouillard speaks of this
natural theology as arm priori and links it with Bultmann’'s “prior understandingdr
“precomprehension”, he seems to be confoundilogi@al with anepistemological a priori, and to be
thinking in static rather than in dynamic terfnso Torrance the confusion is one that Bartlerafits
to surmount in his advocacy of scientific methodheology. Se&BBET, 157.

1%6 GG, 92-93. Author’s italic.

7 paul D. Molnar, ‘Natural Theology Revisited: A Cuanison of T. F. Torrance and Karl Barth,’
Zeitschrift fir Dialektische Theolog0 (2005): 72.

1% McGrath, Thomas F. Torrance: An Intellectual Biography/79; John D. Morrison, ‘Thomas
Torrance's Reformulation of Karl Barth's Christabad) Rejection of Natural Theology,The
Evangelical Quarterly’3, no. 1 (2001): 74; Colyer, 207.
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recognises the solution of Torrance has undoubtedbaped two problems that
trouble much contemporary theology; namely, there@a ‘logical bridge’ between
our knowledge of the world and knowledge of Godi #mus am priori knowledge
of God is not possiblE® However, Molnar suspects that Torrance in his
appropriation of Bouillard may have parted compavith Barth more than he
realises, and thus introduced an inconsistencystargument®® A point implicated
in Molnar’s discussion about the indispensable tb& contingent creation plays in
mediating divine self-disclosure concerns us mdstaty here. On the ground that
the mediatedness of the contingent creation fitgl$uifilment finally in Christ, we
are in congruence with Molnar to state that Toreéproject would have been more
plausible if he refers it as a theology of natumstdad of natural theolod§*
Unquestionably, as we argue, Torrance’s discoufsthe creation as the crucial
medium of divine self-disclosure harmonises welthwiis overall framework of
revelation and multiple mediations. On this naaestatement of Torrance in the

preface oReality and Evangelical Theologyptly ends the discussion,

Now since God had endorsed his creation with @amatity and beauty of its own in

created correspondence to his transcendent ratiorsid beauty, the more the
created universe unfolds its marvellous symmetaied harmonies to our scientific
inquiry, the more it... reflects the glory of the @rmar and resounds to his praise.
But this is the very universe to which we humamggibelong and which God has
ordained as the creaturely medium through whichnfakes himself known to

mankind, in his historical dialogue with Israel agobve all in the incarnation of his
Word in Jesus Christ; therefore the increasing nsifie understanding of the

universe, as under God it becomes disclosed toirmurires, must be taken into
account in our deepening understanding of hiscaeffmunication in Jesus Chrfé¥

Conclusion

This chapter pivots on Torrance’s arguments ofdherch, Word and sacraments,
and contingent creation as the irreplaceable meftd@od’s self-disclosure in Christ
by the Spirit. Our discussion shows that the nadineapattern of the union and
communion of divine and human action of revelatow mediation is paramount to

Torrance undergirding his discourse and enablimg to surmount the dualistic

1% Molnar, 62.
180 For detailed discussion, see Molnar, 73-76.
161 Molnar, 83.
162 RET, 10-11.
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tension of separating God from the world. The aidprinciple serves as the
anchorage aiding Torrance to stay in line withittient to uphold both the divine and
the human in revelation, and preventing him fronngwff at a tangent towards the
immediacy of revelation. Torrance’s argumentshef ¢hurch as the body of Christ,
the proclamation of the Word as the indivisible istity of Christ and the believers in
the Spirit, the inseparability of water baptism &irit baptism, the conjoint ‘act of
Christ and the act of man’ in the Eucharist, and tlorrelation between human
scientific knowing and divine self-disclosure ineation-mediatedness, as noted,
evidence the significance of the principle. To rBoce it is nota priori but a
posterioribecause it has for its foundation the Mediator Wtifis the revelation and
mediation between God and humanity with the acGotfl and the act of humanity
both united as one in union and communion withimdalf, as our chapter one
claims. Because the normative pattern of revelatiod mediation has been fulfilled
and set by Christ himself, our understanding of kheman and earthly media
participate in Christ through the work of the Spini mediating God'’s revelation in
human history cannot derail from it without fallimgfo the peril of dualism. This
essentially is the core of Torrance’s argument tainot be overlooked by any

attempt to explore and apprehend his theologywlation and multiple mediations.
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Conclusion

In the first part that encompasses three chaptetiseothesis, our primary aim is to
establish the first claim that divine self-disclosin Torrance’s theological scheme is
the mediation of the incarnate Son Jesus Christ. h&We, in chapter one, focused on
Torrance’s understanding of Christ as the Mediaetween God and humanity, and
in him the foundation of the normative pattern e¥elation and mediation is set.
Torrance’s argument of the nature of Christ's retteh and mediation is analysed.
We argue that Torrance primarily pivots on the tgtptic union of Christ as fully
God and fully man in one person to demonstrateithhim one finds the culmination
of the two-way movement of God’s revelation and ragon. Because of the
fulfilment in Jesus Christ, Torrance underscores ithportance of the union and
communion of divine and human action as the noregiattern of revelation and
mediation.

We shift our focus to dualism in chapter two andieke, in Torrance’s
view, its threat and detriment to Christ’s revelatiand mediation. Our discussion
shows that Arian dualism and Newtonian dualism deme€hrist’s revelation and
mediation by separating God from the world. Thenn@oblem of dualism, as
Torrance argues relentlessly, lies in distorting kimowing of divine self-disclosure
by moving the centre of interpretation erroneodsiyn God in Christ to humanity.
In order to repair the damage, Torrance postuta@sm as the pertinent corrective.

Riding on the advancement of Einsteinian-Polangernce and building on
the theological foundation of Barth, Torrance adies theological science, the
subject of our chapter three, as the answer ofdbeal reconstruction. We discuss
Torrance’s understanding of scientific inquiry & tproper theological action
because it acts in accordance with the compulsaere of God’s self-revelation in
Christ. If scientific inquiry of theological sciea constitutes the human action, then
the work of the Spirit in Torrance’s framework fasnthe divine action of the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation. Shaur analysis of Torrance’s
pneumatology in chapter four begins the second gfaifte thesis and sets the stage
for subsequent discussions of revelation and meltipediations.

The discussion in chapter four shows that notwathging the dynamic and

non-formal features, Torrance’s understanding efapistemic work of the Spirit is
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essentially rational and intelligible. To Torrantee Spirit as the divine action
corresponds to the human action of scientific ingin bringing about God’s self-
revelation in Christ through multiple mediationsSince the Spirit works through
human and earthly media, we argue, in subsequeptets, that any attempt by
Torrance to relegate them in any way will not onlgdermine his theology of
revelation and multiple mediations, but also wedkisrpneumatology.

Chapter five and six involve the second claim @& thesis. The examination
of Torrance’s understanding of scripture in chapite¥ shows that notwithstanding
his intent to uphold the primacy of scripture indiaing divine revelation, he makes
the unusual move to relegate the mediatedness ¥mcating its effacement when
responding to what he perceives as the dualisteatiof liberal, fundamentalist and
modern historical-critical biblical scholarship.hd extensive discussion affirms our
claim that such move is unnecessary and unjudgfias it derails not only from the
normative pattern of revelation and mediation, isoacreates problems and
exacerbates tension that is embedded in his thiealagructure, and runs the risk of
gravitating revelation from mediation to immediacWe claim that what is required
of Torrance when he senses the peril of dualisto istay in line with that which is
built and argue consistently from the theologicauridation of the union and
communion of divine and human action of revelaaod mediation.

Our analysis of Torrance’s discourse of the chuveébrd and sacraments, and
creation in chapter six evidences just that. Byaiming steadfast to the cardinal
principle, Torrance demonstrates his theologicamg&ta in sustaining a dynamic
understanding of the ordained media as essenti@hsfoof mediation without
compromising either the divine or the human. Is tiegard, one could not help but
to feel that if only Torrance has taken heed ofdwis construction, the argument of
scripture as the primary medium of divine revelatioould be less problematic. If it
is true that at times one needs alternate voicé® teeminded of certain ‘blind spot’,
the question then is who, in the case of Torraogeld do the job? Without question
there are able voices in the Christian tradition tbe purpose. We however
recommend Tillich and Gunton, believing that Tiifig thought on the revelatory role

of religious symbdl and Gunton’s view of propositional revelation wibyirovide

! Morrison underlines that Torrance has two chotoesvercome his theological negation of historical
and human participation in Christ’'s revelation. $4gs, ‘Either Torrance must theologically go ie th
way of Paul Tillich or in the way of John Calvin.However, due to the apparent theological
differences between Torrance and Tillich, Morrisewentually opts for Calvin to develop his
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Torrance with food for thought. Tilich and Gunt@ne chosen for another two
reasons. First, they are contemporaries of Toeramtl therefore belong to the same
historical era. Second, their contrasting theaalgipositions are able to give
Torrance distinctive stimulants to reassess thelevissue of scripture as the primary

medium of divine revelation.

Human L ogos as Symbol

To Tillich the importance of human logos in thegla@iould not be confined only to
the function of mediating the self-revelation of dsm Jesus Christ, as it is also
indispensable in communicating almost all doctrasadl human expressions. Tillich
says, ‘Man’s rational structure cannot be undestaithout the word in which he
grasps the rational structure of reality. Revelatannot be understood without the
word as a medium of revelatioh. Tillich argues that we could only understand the
meaning of the ‘Word of God’ and ‘Logos’ when wergan insight into the general
nature of the words. And, our understanding okinawvledge of God has to do with
the semantic analysis of the symbolic ‘word’ usedreévelation. Similarly, our
interpretation of the biblical message cannot beedeithout involving semantic and
hermeneutic principle. Tillich’'s understanding tfe close relation between the
human logos and divine revelation reverberateshiptBorrance’s argument of the
asymmetric relation between scripture and revela® discussed in chapter five.
From the side of Torrance, he would welcome Tillighen the latter says,
‘Revelation through words must not be confused Wighvealed words.” To Tillich
human logos whether it is used in the context afresh or secular language, is
nothing more than the product of humanity that @sdd on the experiential
correlation between mind and reality in the proceksistory. Tillich claims that
fundamentally no apparent distinction could be mbadeveen religious or ordinary
language. Tillich says, ‘Revelation uses ordidanguage, just as it uses nature and

history, man’s psychic and spiritual life, as meud& of revelation. Ordinary

corrective as he believes that Calvin's theologimaroach may contribute to ‘Torrance’s Barthian
understanding of “the Being of God in his Act ahd Act of God in his Being” and the simultaneous
authority and humanity of the scripture, which &mce seems to indirectly acknowledge, another
needed and complimentary dimension.” See Morri8a0;21.
zPauI Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. 1 (London: Nisbet, 1953), 136.

Ibid.
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language, which expresses and denotes the ordimperience of mind and reality in
their categorical structure, is made a vehicle éxpressing and denoting the
extraordinary experience of mind and reality intasg and sign-event.” In this
regard, human language remains primarily as thenwomtative tool of divine
revelation to Tillich and thus one should not benfoonded with the other. As
revelation is distinct from ordinary language, itHl, like Torrance, does uphold the
sovereignty of God’s revelation in relation to tivedia of divine revelation. In
someway similar to Torrance’s argument of the n&teso allow the compulsive
self-disclosure of God to shape human languageiah & fashion that it could be
used as the ‘appropriate tool’ to depict accuratied revelation of Christ, Tillich
underlines that revelation, or the experience wélegion, like any human experience,
could contribute to the formation and transformaid our understanding and use of
words. However, Torrance may not accept lock,kstowd barrel of Tillich’'s claim
that by itself revelation ‘cannot create a languafj#s own which must be learned as
in the case of foreign language.’As our discussion of his understanding of the
proficiency of human language in chapter three enwigs, Torrance believes that a
‘new’ language, or a specialised language as siwelsinguage, could and ought to
be created under the compulsion of divine selfldsae and human participation so
that theological language is able to speak acdyraté divine revelation.
Notwithstanding his rhetoric, as we argue, the hufogos used in articulating God’s
revelation in Christ although is theologically sjdised, is not altogether different
from ordinary language, a point Torrance himse#rgually concedes. On this note,
we may say that Tillich’s argument could not beirelyt unacceptable to Torrance.
In the light of what has been said, one could agraeboth Torrance and Tillich are
rather likeminded with regard to the importancecofrelating the human logos to
divine revelation. The difference between themengheless surfaces when we take a
closer look at the nature how the human logos isén related to divine revelation.
And, it is here we believe that Tillich’'s perspeeticould be an alternative to

Torrance. Tillich says,

The preaching of the church presupposes an undénsggof the expressive and
denotative functions of the word in addition to @g@mmunication function. Under
these circumstances it is not surprising that &emgdt has been made to reduce the
whole of theology to an enlarged doctrine of theofd/of God” (Barth). But if this

4 lbid., 137.
5 Ibid., 136-37.



is done, “word” must either be identified with r&at@on and the term “word” must
be used with such a wide meaning that every diged-manifestation can be
subsumed under it, or revelation must be restridtie spoken word and the “Word

of God” taken literary instead of symbolicaﬁy

If Tillich is right in his comment, the latter aph is clearly the one Torrance
inclines to take, given his theological propensityaving said that, one should recall
the attempt to take scriptural words as literakfation of God’s Word, such as the
propositional model of revelation, is one that Bmwe rejects unquestionably.
Torrance’s twofold order of the asymmetric relatloetween the human and divine
Logos may be regarded as a sophisticated answackte what he perceives to be a
simplistic and literal association between the twis we would return to the subject
of propositional revelation, it is suffice at thiscture to say that given that which
has been laid down by Tillich, Torrance would fitné latter option more acceptable
than the former.

But there is a price for taking the latter optiagcording to Tillich. It
‘contradicts not only the meaning of God’s powet Blso the religious symbolism
inside and outside the biblical literature, whickes seeing, feeling, and tasting as
often as hearing in describing the experience efdivine presencé€.’ Torrance, on
the one hand, may disagree with Tilich on a twdfground. First, Torrance
underpins that the ultimate of ‘hearing’ has itetrm the Hebraic tradition of which
the shaping of theological form is determined lard®y its hearing of the Word of
God in distinction to the Hellenic tradition of feging on the primacy of vision and
the perception of the true, the beauty and the JoS8écond, Torrance claims that the
objective reality of God’s self-revelation in Chris the incarnate Word who speaks
to us in person and he is not mute. As Torrangs, sae are concerned mainly to
insist that theological concepts have an aspettcdranot be appropriated so long as
we insist on construing them only in modes of visib While his argument without
guestion warrants our attention, Torrance, on tiherohand, has to concede as well
that “This is not to say that there is no placekoowledge construed on the pattern

of visionary experience; on the contrary, it hagssential and unavoidable plat®’.

® Ibid., 136.
" Ibid.
8TS 22.
® Ibid., 29. Torrance claims that the element @fting’ is the uniqueness of Christian theologye H
says, ‘The outstanding characteristic of theolagyhiat it operates with a direct act of cognitian i
Poearing God and engages in the act of conceptrmugh audition.’ TS, 23, 30-31, 39-40.

Ibid., 22.
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We may underscore three main reasons for Torrangedssible
acknowledgement and thus the prospect of his eakmongruence with Tillich.
First, Torrance would have rejected Tillich comelgtif the latter claims that all
knowledge is construed only through the model sfovi’' Clearly this is not the
argument of Tillich as he unequivocally states,tlast the above citation shows, the
aesthetic experience of vision, touch and tasteldvaat supplant but complement
our experience of the revelatory presence thaveerthrough hearing. Second, the
argument of Tilich may enrich Torrance’s discourdethe inseparableness of the
Gift and the Giver in the Eucharist. It could pblsserve as a workable basis for
Torrance to deepen the nuance of the ‘whole Chpsésent in the eucharistic
celebration. For example, giving more weight te theeing, feeling and tasting’ of
the elements would enrich our apprehension andrexpe of the presence of the
‘whole Christ’ in the Eucharist. Third, the argumef Tillich does not jeopardise
the primacy of God’s revelation. In fact, Tillichike Torrance, is adamant that
human logos and divine revelation cannot be cordedn Tillich unequivocally says
that ordinary language by itself even when it islihg with matters of ultimate
concern is not a medium of revelation. He sayshéWspeaking of the ultimate, of
being and meaning, ordinary language brings it dtavthe level of the preliminary,

12 ordinary language

the conditioned, the finite, thus muffling its réatery power.
by itself is handicapped, the question naturallgasv could it become a medium of
divine revelation? Tillich answers, ‘Language amedium of revelation... has the

“sound” and “voice” of the divine mystery in andrdingh the sound and voice of

human expression and denotation. Language wihpibwer is the “Word of God.

He continues,

If it is possible to use an optical metaphor fog ttharacterisation of language, one
could say that the Word of God as the word of gi@h istransparent language.
Somethingshines (more preciselysounds) through ordinary language which is the
self-manifestation of the depth of being and me;aﬁ'n

% bid. Torrance says that ‘it would be false tastue all knowledge on the model of vision.’

2 Tillich, 137.

¥ Ibid. My italic. In delimiting the denotation drexpression of ordinary language, Tillich says tha
the denotative power of language is about its tghith grasp and communicate general meaning, and
the expressive power of language is about itstghii disclose and communicate personal states. He
gives examples to explain his points. He says, ddgebraic equation has an almost exclusively
denotative character, an outcry has an almost ssigeecharacter. But even in the case of an oatcry
definite content of feeling is indicated, and ewba case of a mathematical equation a satisfaction
about the evidence of the result and the adequiaityeanethod can be expressed.” Thus, to Tillich,
most language moves between the two poles. The memhnical and scientific language would

22¢



At times one can be surprised by how close Tillsid Torrance are on
certain matters. The fact is the optical metapdibiTillich is almost identical to
Torrance’s claim that scriptural words ‘servetmsparent media’;* and we could
‘rely upon the Bible for its guidance in directiogr understanding to the Word of
God which sounds through it, or the Truth of God whictshines through it.’*®
Another aspect of Tillich’s assertion of which Tamce would again agree regards the
fact that scripture is not solely about informatioiillich says, ‘If it were this, if
revelation were information, no “transparency” @ndguage would be needed.
Ordinary language, transmitting no “sound” of ulicy, could give information
about “divine matters.” Such information... wouldchathe characteristics of
revelation.*® Torrance could support Tillich on the ground afeguarding the
authenticity of God’s self-revelation by pinpoirgithat scripture is not any ordinary
work. Gunton’s comment on this note is helpfuémriching our discussion. Gunton
says, ‘One of the proposals sometimes heard... ismbaonsider the Bible as a kind
of classic: a work that retains its hold as an dpdnsable work of literature,
providing clues to our being in the world that arevailable elsewhere. On such an
account, however, we reach a similar difficulty; tbere are many classics, and they
give us all kinds of information.... But they aretribe Bible."” Gunton argues that
scripture, being the mediation of divine revelatismmarked by its unique good news
of the salvific truth of Christ. The Bible is ngbmething that provides us with
helpful information; it is about the salvation ob&made possible in Jesus Christ, the
divine Logos becomes human words so that humaniy fmear and see the
revelatory glory of God. As Tillich says, the aenbf our concern essentially is the
‘power of grasping, shaking, and transforming’, evhis the attribute of the ‘Word of
God’ in revelation'®

After establishing the symbolic characteristic afrtan logos in relation to the
revelation of God, Tillich continues to underlineetimportance of positing the
relation of human and divine Logos within the egeot revelation. This leads to the

recollection of Morrison’s criticism that pinpointse lacuna of Torrance’s God-

incline towards the denotative pole, and the mavetipal and communal one would move to the
expressive pole.

“RET, 96.

®1bid., 97. My italic.

'8 Tillich, 138.

¥ Gunton, 72-73.

'8 Tillich, 138.
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world-human relation, the problem of historicalatelness of divine revelation.

Tillich says,

If the word as a medium of revelation is not infatmn, it cannot be spoken apart
from revelatory events in nature, history, and manA.collection of assumed divine
revelations concerning “faith and morals” withoutrevelatory event which they
interpret is a lawbook with divine authorisationit fit is not the Word of God, and it
has no revelatory power.... The “Word of God” congaineither revealed
commandments nor revealed doctrines; it accompaareb interprets revelatory

situations'®

Tillich argues that human logos as the mediumiahe revelation will lose
its revelatory meaning if it is severed from ‘reateky events in nature, history, and
man’. He gives two examples to substantiate thatpoTillich says, ‘When the
prophets spoke, they spoke about the “great dee@®o,” the revelatory events in
the history of Israel. When the apostles spoley §poke about the one great deed of
God, the revelatory event which is called Jesus,Ghrist.”® Revelatory events are
crucial to Tillich because they assume a critisal-fold function. First, they provide
the historical anchorage for the divine and humago$. Second, they serve as
historical contexts of interpretation and make piss the hermeneutical
understanding of the message in accordance witlintaat of the giver; as, ‘divine
revelations... without a revelatory event which thaeterpret is a lawbook with
divine authorisation, but it is not the Word of Gaahd it has no revelatory power’.
The strength of Tillich’s argument in this regardslin opening up a wider scope
beyond the subjectivity of the human knower for 8rit to mediate God’s self-
revelation in Christ. In other words, the revetgtevents are platforms the Spirit as
the source of revelatory power could work to transf ordinary language into
revelatory language, a point comparable to Torranckeetoric of the epistemic
dynamic of the Spirit (see chapter four).

Tillich’s emphasis of the revelatory events brirtgsmind the concern of
Anderson that without the historical contexts tiedrmical transcendence of scripture
is at stake; ‘if the cognitive link with the contesf God’s transcendence as historical
act is broken, the act of faith must supply its ogamtent to the divine Word?
These are important issues Torrance has to wrestifie as we clearly identify in

chapter five. No doubt there is valid cause forrd@nce to claim that the ontological

19 |bid., 138-39.
2 |bid., 138.
2 Anderson, 213.
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reality of revelation is independent of the humagols. However, as argued, we
cannot forget the point as well that it is throubk platform of scripture the Spirit
mediates the revelation of God by working closeithvthe human counterparts first
in the events of forming it, then in the procespassing it down from one generation
to the next in human history, and finally in the memnt of interpreting it. Torrance
himself agrees that scriptural words ‘are much miben that for they have been
adapted by God under the impact of his Spirit fierdwn self-testimony®> Would
Torrance eventually take cognisance of Tillich'guanent? The common ground
both share seems to suggest that Torrance’s thealoftamework is able to
accommodate Tillich’s thought as an auxiliary. $hthe possibility cannot be ruled

out simply because of their general theologicded#inces.

Proposition and Inspiration

To do justice to Torrance, it has to be said frdra butset that while he rejects
propositional revelation, he indeed says that ‘théne revelation does certainly
involve the communication of truths and ideas arappsitions’ and ‘without all that
the Scriptures in the saving purpose of God haweecto embody, we would not be
able to know God or to have intelligible communieith him within our continuing
human historical existencé&®. Thus, it would be helpful to set the stage bydirig

to light the reasons of Torrance’s objection befweeengage Gunton in conversation.
Kruger’s concise observation would aptly serve lnepose as he rightly pinpoints

the questions Torrance raises as,

[l]s it ‘in and through’ these truths and idea @rdpositions that ‘God speaks to us
personally and confronts us with the majesty amphithi of his own Truth’™? Does
our knowing and faith terminate on the statemehtheBible and its information, or
upon the living Jesus Christ? Is the Holy Scriptthre ordained and inspired and
authoritative medium of the personal communicatbrihe living Christ Himself or
is Holy Scripture the content of the mediationliesé*

2 TR, 257.

2 SeelTRgt, 91 andSTR, 12-13. Cited in C. B. Kruger, ‘Thesis: Particijpatiin the Self-Kknowledge of
God: The Nature and Means of Our Knowledge of Godhie Theology of T. F. Torrance’ (The
University of Aberdeen, 1990), 234.

% Kruger, 234.
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From the questions we may infer three main reasbi®rrance’s objection.
With Gunton’s help in providing critical alternagiy Torrance may reassess the
viability of the subject in questiorFirst, the objection involves the misrepresentation
of the relation between reality and language. Tdeecalled one to one
correspondence between the human logos and diéwmelation in scripture is
perceived to be inaccurate and unacceptable. Ta jpuTorrance’s terms, scriptural
word can never be the incarnate Word; the ‘Holyifare is not Jesus Christ.
However, the problem of such approach is thatki¢dahe theory unnecessarily in its
most simplistic way. In alluding to McGrath, Gunteays that even the mediaevals
who are the proponents of proposition believe tdaitctrines were reliable, yet
incomplete descriptions of realit§’ The argument is built upon the claim that no
theory of metaphorical truth would base on a naiivderstanding of the one to one
correlation of word and reality. The undergirdipgnciple of the appropriation of
propositonal statements lies in the referentialrattaristic of language; a salient
point in fact sits well with Torrance’s emphasistioé referential feature of the media
of divine revelation. Gunton asks, ‘Does our laaggior does it not refer, or affect to
refer, to realities which lie beyond it, howeveusVely? Does it or does it not affect
to describe, albeit partially, obliquely and inadately, those things which truly

are??’

Gunton says, ‘If it was once true that Jesus the@ur sins on the cross, then
it is always true. | take that sentence to be psdnal, cognitive, in that it makes
claims for the truth of that which lies beyond filsmulation in words, and to form
one dimension of what it is to claim that Chrisitiaris a revealed religiorf®
Torrance would have no difficulty in accepting Gamis argument on the account of
the importance of the referential feature of prafurs

Second, if the question is about whether ‘the dbgfcour faith accurate
propositions or is it the living Christ®, the issue in fact is about the suspicion that
propositional form is too cognitive and it has redd the salvation of Christ into
abstract concept or statement. The concern ofafioeris legitimate in this regard, as
Gunton himself recognises as well that ‘there Hasen in the history of theology the

development of propositions that appear to standhther tenuous relation to the

BRET, 95.

% Gunton, 8. See Alister McGratfihe Genesis of Doctrine: A Sudy in the Foundation of Doctrinal
Criticism (Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), 16-17.

2 hid., 9.

% |hid., 8.

B Kruger, 234.
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nature of Christian faith® But, Gunton, in alluding to Calvin, explicatestthe
issue is more complex than just about propositi@gainst non-propositional. He
comments that Calvin, though a propositionalistolbgian, has a conception of
knowledge far from being intellectualist in the mav sense. ‘The shape of his
theology,” Gunton says, ‘from the beginning seekiogntegrate the knowledge of
God and ourselves, is witness to theology as wisdwoh abstract, but saving and
existentially relevant knowledgé™ Having said that, it however does not fully
resolve the suspicion that some propositions maméeely abstract and conceptual.
The way to go, as Gunton suggests, is to distihgiisse that are not from those that
are. For example, the patristic slogan that sags ‘the unassumed is unhealed’ is
clearly not just a conceptual abstraction, althoutglis expressed cognitively in
propositional forn?> The point is by making a distinction between sas forms of
proposition, we are able to avoid generalisatiod give proper recognition to the
role it plays. The indisputable fact is the ineaenWord is indeed mediated by the
words and testimonies of the apostles and those avbdnvolved in the events of
Christ within a unique historical and communal eotit Torrance himself clearly
recognises the point as our analyses in the pnegethapters evidence.

Third, when the focus of our faith is placed priityaon the ‘living Christ’
instead of the ‘accurate propositions’, we may aedthe undertone is about the
assumption that propositions are primarily statid éixed. In other words, as the
scriptural records of revelation are in somewag te the past, the presupposition is
‘there is no further divine action, only the worgirout of what God has done
already.®® It however does not have to be understood inwlagt as Gunton argues
that notwithstanding the seemingly static, fixedd aextual character of biblical
revelation, it in fact provides the foundation fbe belief that there are further divine
acts to comé&! Gunton cites Isaiah 43:19 that says that ‘Behblim doing a new
thing’ to substantiate his argument. He claims tha propositional form of biblical
revelation does not relegate the truism that ‘teeaded Christ is a living and active
advocate with the Father, or that the Spirit wddkperfect the creation.’ In addition,
in spite of its association with the past, Gunt@yssthat propositional form of

revelation encourages inquiry and revision in tledeb that ‘we shall learn greater

%0 Gunton, 9.
3 bid.

%2 |bid.

% hid., 80.
3 bid.
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things, and that the servant of the kingdom is &kscribe bringing out his treasure
things both new and old (Matt. 13:53.’ The crux of Gunton’s argument lies in
riding on Calvin’s claim that the Spirit enablestbsough the mediation of scripture
to see the world in a different perspective. Alsively put, while the mediation of
revelation is unchanging, our apprehension ofatstent through the guidance of the

Spirit may change. Gunton says pointedly,

That is where the discipline of theology must nsasy/ differ from other
disciplines, which are not tidd the same way to the past history. If God is the one
who creates and redeems through Christ and Spnd,is made known as such by
the incarnate, crucified, risen and ascended Jdésess,that is the one he always is.
Any new action, therefore, can be expected wittia framework of this eternal
revelation (or revelation of the eternal gospeljhe possibility of progress in
theology which is grounded in the revelation, andparticular the promise that the
Spirit will lead the church ‘into all truth’. Thefore dogma and theology are
revisable, scripture is in certain respects opequestion, but revelation, mediated

through scripture, is note

From the arguments we may derive the notion thait@us understanding of
the nature of revelation and mediation is not wntkat of Torrance. The emphasis
of God’s self-disclosure in Christ, the dynamic waf the Spirit in unfolding and
leading all to the truth, and the fact that dogmd #heology are human formulations
which under the leading of God require to be relisenstantly are salient points
close to the heart of Torrance’s theology of rei@mand multiple mediations.
Torrance would appreciate Gunton when the lattedleawours to uphold the
sovereignty of God’'s revelation by emphasising ,thie theological statements,
‘scripture is in certain respects open to questhut, revelation, mediated through
scripture, is not.” Gunton’s view of propositios food for thought to Torrance
especially when, in one moment, he concedes thathBir very nature theological
statements [and scriptural texts] involved proposdl relations with God and
propositional relations between human subjetts’.

We may now turn to the related issue of the insimiess of scripture and
continue to allow Gunton to dialogue with Torrancé order to commence our
discussion we should return to the statement ofahae that says, ‘if we become too
obsessed with the Bible, as so often happens instiess that is laid upon its
inspiration when our attention is directed to thbl® itself instead of to what it is

35 |bid.
% |hid., 80-81. Author’s italic.
S"GR, 190.
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intended to bear witnes¥’ From the articulation we may construe that Tazean
adopts a position akin to that of Barth by putting weight of revelation not so much
on the past process by which it occurs under the gdethe inspired writers of
scripture. The emphasis, however, is placed maréhe present process by which
scripture, through inspiration, becomes revelatmiis readers.To put it succinctly,
the focus is on the ‘now’ instead of the ‘then’ evef revelation. When the ‘now’
outweighs the ‘then’, Gunton says that the uphagldihthe dogma of the humanity of
scripture is achieved at the cost of paying todelitattention to the intrinsic
inspiredness of the teX. We believe Gunton’s reflection may lend Torrandeand
to reconsider his position.

Gunton says that a common view of how scriptureobezs the mediation of
revelation through the process of inspiration coloéd captured briefly in a picture
depicting the image of a shadowy figure of the iBgiovering over the writer
prompting him in his writing, either by dictatiorr by giving guidancé® Whether
this is how the Spirit works is a point of discassi However, according to Gunton,
the main concern here is that it is too individstak picture to give an adequate
account of the two features of the characterisbeckwof the Spirit. Gunton says, ‘In
the first place, the Spirit is the one whose giftommunion, community, both with
God and with the other. The Spirit is thus, amaotiger things, the Spirit of the
church.** As much as it is commonly understood as a wottkefindividual writers,
the argument is that scripture is also a producthef early Christian community.
Gunton argues that the Paraclete is the one whieguhe community into all truth,
and the Bible’s inspiration may be perceived toi@efrom the fact that ‘it is the
book of a community, or rather of the people of Gdw are variously Israel and the
church.*? Principally Torrance is congruent with Guntontjzafarly when the latter
builds his discourse of the inspiredness of scrgptn the conjoint action of the Spirit
and the chosen communities. It harmonises well Widrrance’s normative pattern
of revelation and mediation that puts much stockhm union and communion of

divine and human action. Our analysis thus famshtihat the formation of scripture

¥ RET, 96.
%% Gunton, 67.
“|bid., 74. Gunton does not deny the possibilitle says that artists and scientists sometimeselo f
that they have been given insight from beyond teesthe problem they face. For example, Anselm is
%rat?éed his wish to find one argument with whictpt beyond all doubt the existence of God.

Ibid., 75.
“2 |bid., Gunton remarks that the scriptural writere sometimes called redactors. Their job is ¢ogi
together parts of the tradition into literary wimie the light of the needs of the community of ethi
they are also a part.
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to Torrance is never a one-sided process carriedingularly either by the divine or
the human (see chapter five). Nevertheless, &teshould be directed to Gunton’s
argument of giving more weight to the inspirednefsscriptural texts. This is crucial
because it involves in Torrance’s thought a criititecision of shifting the focus from
the ‘now’ to the ‘then’ event of revelation.

The second feature, according to Gunton, liesénfélct that the Spirit is the

one who leads us through Christ back to the Fat@emton says,

If we are to rely on the testimony of the New Testat, and particularly that of the

Fourth Gospel, it is noteworthy that their emphasisot on Jesus Christ as revealing
himself.... It is rather on Jesus as the one whoem&kown, mediates indeed, God
the Father. Within the complex interrelations bé tpersons of the Trinity, the

function of the Spirit is to guide to Jesus as @he who reveals the Father. The
Spirit is thus the one who points away from himselfesus, whose will is to do the
work of the one who sends hith

Gunton claims that the inspiration of scripturéoide found somewhere here:
by the Spirit, in the Son, and to the Father. Sigaificance of the apostles and the
believing community as the witness for Christ ie first days of the church cannot
be undermined. Gunton observes part of what itniéa say scripture is inspired is
the affirmation that the Spirit enables the Chaistindividual and community to bear
the witness of Christ. However, Gunton does coae@@eakness in the metaphor as
at times the witnesses may speak of what theyrsteeir own strength; for example,
the account of the Palm Sunday (John 12:16-19 ate$ that the witnesses are the
ones who in fact misconstrued what is to happenevelheless, despite the
weakness, Gunton claims that the metaphor is indesgful in suggesting the
importance of the work of the Spirit in turning theman logos of the scriptural
writers into the words of Gotf. Torrance would concur with Gunton in relation to
the significance of the apostolic witness in unioddthe revelation of God in Christ.
Our foregoing chapter clearly indicates that theurch to Torrance is the
indispensable medium of divine revelation becabhgseSpirit works within the faith
community in pointing all to Christ, and throughrShto the Father. If Torrance is
to accept that it is here, as Gunton avers, wherdrspiration of scripture is to be
found, he would have to bestow upon the Spiriteatgr role in turning the human

words of scripture into the words of God; not apassible task to Torrance as he

* hid., 75-76.
4 bid., 76-77.



possesses a dynamic understanding of the epistgaric of the Spirit (see chapter

four). Gunton aptly says,

It is first to express a little more adequately thet of the work of the Spirit in
ordering the community and its writings around amdhe incarnate Lord, and thus
of a process of formation both of the community ah@s documents, in which the
words are, as human, already and as a result bptheess in an important sense the
words of God. P. T. Forsyth put it thus: ‘Thisergretation of theirs, this exposition
of Christ, was a providential, integral, and, weyrsay, polar part of the action of the
total fact itself, and not a searchlight thrownibfrom without.” ‘The Apostles were
not panes of bad glass, but crystal cups the méBget.” There is thus, to use an
expression | owe to Alan Torrance, an intrinsi@tien between revelation and the

words used to enable it to come to expresé?on

Another way to approach the inspiredness of sagptias to do with the
advantage of being the contemporary of Jesus Chr{Sunton is aware of the
discourse of Kierkegaard in bringing to light tleéervant point that contemporaries of
Jesus in fact have no advantage over us in thetieneof God’s revelation. While
he acknowledges the argument, Gunton underlingéghibaadvantage here lies in the

givenness of the peculiar function of apostoliciGunton delineates,

There is a particular function to be performed lhgse who are apostles because of
their unique relation with that ‘which’, in the apeg words of the First Letter of
John, ‘we have seen with our eyes, which we hawkeld upon and touched with our
hands, concerning the word of life....” Their unicaed unrepeatable function is to
‘proclaim also to you’, but in such a way that detien and more than revelation is
mediated: ‘that you may have fellowship with usdawur fellowship is with the
Father and with his Son Jesus Christ’. The functé the contemporary, of the
apostles, is to act as mediator of salvation tootiewho is not. According to John,
that was the aim of his writing his Gospel: ‘thégengs] are written that you may
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God,that believing you may have life

in his name’ (Jn. 20.3?[‘3

Gunton’s argument is not altogether unfamiliarTarrance. Our preceding
chapter shows that the uniqueness of Jesus’ cootamypin bearing witness to him
and unfolding his revelation in the course of timsetheologically significant to
Torrance. Gunton’s stress of the unrepeatabldibtmof the apostles in proclaiming
and mediating Christ's revelation resonates Toeananderstanding of their role as
‘hinges’. In addition, Gunton expresses that agals argument could be developed
for the inspiration of the OIld Testament texts, the Old Testament writers’

revelatory function derives as well from their glacn a community of faith.

*hid., 77.
“ |hid., 78.
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Notwithstanding the similarity, Gunton is awarettli@e question of revelation is far
more complex in the Old Testament. Among othensntGn pinpoints two main
reasons that account for the complexity. Firghaoalgh it is necessary to understand
Jesus’ identity and his saving reality within trentext of the Old Testament, Jesus’
ministry represents one among other possibilitiésred by the Old Testament for
the shape of being the people of God. That ige¢hson, according to Gunton, why
while the New Testament writers as a whole recegniesus as the fulfiiment of the
Old Testament, they are free to draw upon somedsraf tradition at the expense of
others; in particular, those which express theriocs suffering rather than military
glory of the messiaff. Second, in the revelation of the Old Testamerd @GoJesus
‘is personally present in a way only anticipatedsrael.” That is why Gunton says
that we need not be embarrassed about the legstablesides of the record for ‘it is
only to be expected that the trumpet will at tinghge a more uncertain souritf.’
The complexity of the Old Testament revelation @sdelation to the self-disclosure
of God in Christ are crucial issues Torrance ackadges and addresses as well.
Since we have analysed them in the earlier chagtdsssufficient at this juncture to
highlight that Torrance’s analogy of Israel aswamb of the incarnate Word would
be able to contribute significantly to the interawt In the light of what has been
discussed, we may conclude by saying that Guntamslerstanding of the
inspiredness of scripture would be the impetusTiomance to reassess the question
of the ‘now’ and ‘then’ event of revelation, and b@stow more weight upon the
mediatedness of scripture.

As the end is at hand, we may close our discudsyostating that Tillich and
Gunton are suitable dialogue partners to Torranadiqoularly on the issue of
scriptural mediation. Their distinctive views dhe stimuli needed in engendering
theological reconsideration and revision, as atkagunanimously that dogma and
theology are revisable, but not revelation. If tkerent analysis is able to bear some
fruit, it would be, as indicated, in pointing tcetlirection of moving from immediacy
to mediation by giving scripture the legitimate ghai of mediation. It is a return to
the primacy of scripture in Torrance’s theology@felation and multiple mediations.
Essentially as Torrance says, the compulsive seilasure of God eventually takes

‘verbal and even written form through the sharedarstanding and shared response’,

47 bid., 79.
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and in and through scripture ‘men continued to H@ad addressing them directly

and backing up His Word by the living power and esgj of His divine Persor{”

“GR, 148.
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