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thın ACCOU) of work aMONS evangelıcal Christians. thıs deficıt. VYet the question remaılns: How much
the ıntellectual heavy lıftıng of the projJect takes place work ın the real WOT.| 15 one Dy getting ONe’s ontol-

eology of Work, and the general How of the rıght? Cosden aAaNSWCTIS, what thıs CONCCDL ofwork’s
MmMent 15 paralle: in both books, ll concentrate the essent1a] primarıly guara.ntees 15 resistance

reduction1ıst1ic ethıcal prescr1ptions :elated work. Itacademı1c form of the
an OPCNCLI, Cosden TraCces the theology of modern provıdes SETt of checks and balances that 111 sımply

Roman Catholı1Cc encyclıcals work. Here he concludes NOT allow ONEC partıcular CONCCINMN, legıtımate AS It IMaV
that aborem Exercens 1S overlv foundatıonalıst iın Its be ın ıfs OW! right, roughshod OVCT other ımpor-

Cant concerns’ But 15 thıs avowal of “balance’”anthropology and conception of work, and under-
plays the doctrines of (understood ubject in ethıcal prescription either practically ıllumınatıng
1ts OW) rıght and eschatology. equally T1E' SULVCV reflectıve of bıblıcal examples? Here the avowal of
of Protestant COonNceptions of work 15 read eXpressing “Christian realısm” and Nexıbility” er complıcates

overemphasıs on vocatıon and protology. esie CrTIt1- MmMaftfters Practically, work thıc INay ınıtıally eed
legıtımatıse OSt of eCONOMIC actıvıtıes andC1SMS nction rımarıly ground clearıng for Cosde  ns

introduction of Moltmann’s theology of work wıth Its NCCESSAL Y for the provısıon of LTESOUTCCS for basıc lıte SUD-
emphasıs human work’s “correspondence” dıivıne pOrt for the number of people. In domg it
aCt1VItYV. Here Chrıist’s “abour’ the NINSS about IMaYy Vecn legiıtımatıse certaın kınds ofwork 1C under
the eschatologıcal realızatıon of creation, and (perhaps less CATTCENTIE Circumstances WOUL be deemed unethiıcal?

ontology 1C legıtımates the unethiıical 15COuUNfTfer intutıvely) grounds Moltmann’s emphasıs
the joyful and gratultous of work OVCI agalnst ıts relatıvely exOt1C beast requırıng much INOTC explanatıon
utılıty. Cosden’s criticısm of Ooltmann 15 that he OVCCI- than en supplhıes.
plays Justificatıon and inconsıstently explıcates the Ihe second poıint tollows from the first It 15 clear that

thıs LYPC ofontologıcal ofwork, especıally wheneıther play abour, rendering problematıc the
of work actually satısfyıng in thıs ıfe emphasısıng eschatology OVCT protology, easıly embraces

en that what 15 needed 15 LNOTIC actıvıist progressiVvist Programs. What 15 mi1ssıng 15 the
detaıled and appropriate ontology of work. He begıns ıdea that there 15 rather large AD between OUr WOTr.  g

CONSTIITLICT such theology ın dialogue wıth Olıver and Ifs SUCCCSS, VIEW 1C. ADPCALS clearly ın places
Iıke Psalm LE On Cosden’s VICW,; work 15 NOT disc1ı-UO’Donovan, wh: allows valıdate creatIon

avıng teleologıc order, oug Cosden plıne that 15 good and from 1C| learn whether
(YDonovan st1l] lets protology do INOTIC work than ıt It 15 MmMet wıth SUCCCS5S5 NOL, but 15 concerted cshow
should appropriate rheologiıcal anthropology that OUTr work “Mmatters the grand scheme of thıngs

Here:; by Anatiers. Cosden does NOT MC sanctı-have LNOTC eschatologiıcal teleology, contends Cosden
fyıng iscıplıne, L1LOT lıyıng OUT of appropriateIn thıs Cosden draws ogether the ınsıghts ofwhat

he calls substance and nctiıon conceptions of the IMAYO vocatıon C he mısunderstands in Heavenly 00i
de1 by ımbeddıng them ın relatıonal ontology. Here but actually advancıng the gdom, in hıs„
Colın Gunton 15 hıs Maın ogue Partner, despite hıs heaven Cosden conflate approprIi-

A dıiscussıon about what OuUg! t ALmMm tor OUTLrWOILTY that Gunton draws the analogy between uman
work wıth evaluatıon of ICS actual goodness, 1C}ANı dıyıne PCISONS TOO tIvy and 15 NOLT always able

sustaın PrODCI place anthropology for human Protestant theology ar least, has been properly keen
stewardshıp of non-human creatlion. keep dıstınctlyC.

Ihe culmınates wıth extended dıscus- V1IAanNn Brock, Aberdeen, cotland
S10N of oltm:  anns anthropology, 1C) adı these
pomnts STrESS that work 15 NOLT Just task commande
n creation, but 15 pP: of what humans ATC ontologıcally
MeAanNtT be, part of redeeming and eschato- Nıetzsche and Theology:Nietzschean Thought in

Chri.vtolqgimlAnthropologylogıcal Ihe thrust of the ole book becomes
Davıd Deaneclear when en po1ints Isa1ah 4():3-5 the eart

of properly theologıcal ontology of work: prepare ershot hgate, 2006, PP  9 hb, ISBN
the WdYy for the Lord; make traıght ın the wılderness 978-0-7546-5767/7-5
hıghway ftor COUTLTL God

UMMARY'Thıs theology of work ralses Aat least questions.
Hırst, Cosden surely rıg € that Er lıke Gunton This book and responds the USE of Nietzsche’s

fOCUS theır reasonıng about PrOpCI uman relatıon- critique of moderni! DY Radical Orthodox theologians
the immanent trınıty that It becomes dıfhcult Milbank and Pickstock. Based close eading of the

biological underpinning of jetzsche’s concept of the will-imagıne what ıght 15 shed 3C“ quest10ons
broken WOTF. Cosden’s attempt develop IMOTC LO-POWET, Deane chows how Milbank and Pickstock draw

robust anthropology (ontology) wıth the condıtıon of Nietzsche In mManner that undermines the coherence
the ecologiıcal CY1S1S VIEW plausıble of their (IW! constructive proposals. eane that
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Barth’s Christological appropriation of the semlotIiCc pOlyse- physıcs. By creatıvely MI1sUSINS those (most
of Nietzschean insights IS superior that of notably the Iaw of non-contradıction) he Ocates hımself

proponents of Radical OdOXy, an that Nietzsche’s wıthın the metaphysıcal tradıtıon dynamıte 1It from
concept of the will-to-power en iımportant concretion wıthiın. Yet Deane does NOT thınk Derrida fully grasped

Barth’s concept of the ‘lordless powers’. the range of LTESOUTCES Nıetzsche NNgS the desta-
RESUME bılızıng sem10t1Cc functionıng.

OSse FCSOUTCCS, Deane , ATC OUnN! iın
auteur Evalue 1a pensee de Milbank et de IC  OGK;
theologiens de ’orthodoxie radicale QquI reprennent leur

Nıetzsche’s notıon of the wiıll-to-power. DDeane cshows
how thıs COI'ICCPt CVe1lops OurTt of ınconsıstencıes Scho-

Compte Ia critique nıetzscheenne de la modernite, el leur penhauer’”s definıtion of the self, whıch unsuccessfullyrepond. En hasant SUur Un  w ecture attentive des onde- trıes hold ogether Kantıan epıstemology and modern
ents Dlologiques de 1a notion de volonte de Dulssance
chez Nietzsche, Deane Mmontre UE Milbank et Pickstock physiologıcal theorıes. In order elucıdate Nıetzsche’s

conception of the se eXpression ofmultıple drıves
Ont utilise Nietzsche d’une anıere qu! mıne 1a coherence and cultural Inputs (as Nıetzsche puts It, *the body has
de leur DFrODTE construction |)eane sSsOoOutlen Jue Ia reprise wısdom'), he Nıetzsche’s anthropologıcal PIC-Christologique Dar Barth de 1a Dolysemie semilotique QquI
Caracterise les niıetzscheens est superlieure A celle Supposı1t1ons wıth the biologıcal and cultural theorıes

of Dawkıns and Dennett. Hıs a1m 15 ıllustrate that
des tenants de ’orthodoxie radicale, et UJUC 1a notion Nıetzsche wriıtes that destabıilıze and attack the CCTI-
nietzscheenne de volonte de DUISsaNCE donne un  D CONSIS- aıntıes of the estern phılosophical tradıtıon from the

iımportante Concept arthien des CC DUISsaNCES
Sans domıination » relatıvely stable launching pad of pseudo-mechanıistic

ACCOUNLT of the S body comprised ofmultıple, COIN-

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Aıctıng, drıves DY multıple, conflicting, cultural
ıdeas, above 1C hovers an only apparently unıfled[ )ieses Buch hbewertet und auf die Verwendung CONSCIOUSNESS.Von Nietzsches Kritik der Moderne UrC| die adikal ortho-

doxen Theologen Milbank und Pickstock Auf der rund- Thıs ACCOUNFTC of Nıetzsche’s wiıll-to-power draws TMNOTC

lage eıner sorgfältigen Wahrnehmung der Diologischen from certaın Anglo-Amerıcan vers1o0ns of Nıetzsche than
the French post-structuralıst Nıetzsche who has becomeUntermauerung VOo  — Nietzsches Konzept des Willens ZUT

Macht zeigt eane, wıe Milbank und Pickstock Nietzsche standard-bearer the modernıty criıt1ique of Radıcal
auf Iıne Weise benutzen, die die Kohärenz ıhrer eigenen Urthodoxy. Deane’s fore-grounde of eriticısm
konstruktiven Vorschläge untermınılert. |)eane schlägt VOT, of1wıth Hart iın the ackground. On Deane’s

ACCOUNLT, ılbank’s approac 15 rely Nıetzsche’sdass Barths Christologische Verwendung der semiotischen
Vieldeutigkeit der Einsichten Nietzsches der Nutzung genealogıcal me  O! but then ACCUSC hım of rely-
Nietzsches In der Radikalen Orthodoxie überlegen ist, und ıng conception of *nature” whiıich hıs perspectival-
dass Nietzsches Konzept des Willens Zur Macht dem KOon- 1SM makes It ımpossıble provıde. Nıetzsche then

be dismıssed vet another modern voluntarıst. 'Thıszept Barths VOI den „herrschaftslosen Mächten“ Konkre-
tion verleiht. allows ılbank Snıp OUuUTt the violence of Nıetzsche’s

wiıll-to-power grounded ın ıts voluntarıst underpın-
nıngs, 1E he A structurally dıstınct TOM

Nıetzsche and heology 15 FeVISION of thesıs wrıtten AT hıs non-voluntarıst ontology of dıyvıne charıty. avıng
Irınity ege, Dublın under Lewiıs Ayres and James argued for the ‘bıological foundatıons’ (here Deane’s
Mackey. In it, aV ]Deane utılızes the sem10t1c theo- language 15 revealıng of Nıetzsche’s critique of nıhılısm,
res of Nıetzsche and the Christology of offer Deane attempts force Mılbank CI up wıth [NOTEC

sympathetıc but eritical SOINC basıc claıms of sophıstıcated LTCASONS for dısmıssıng the thınker whi has
the proponcnts of Radıcal Orthodoxy. advanced hıs OW' proJject

IThe book OPCDS Dy revisıtiıng the old chestnut of Deane shores hıs ACCOUNT ofNıetzsche’s biological
Nıetzsche interpretation, hıs assertion of the truth nat foundatıons Dy showıng how, tar from being OPP
there 15 truth Deane eXamınes the MOST ınfiuentı.al EenTt of Darwın, Nıetzsche telt the empirıcıst Darwın
phılosophıcal attempts straıghten’ thıs contradıction needed only unıversalıze hıs theory SCC that strug—
(of Heıdegger, Kaufmann, al  en anto and finds that gles for SUPICINACY S0o1INg AT CVECLIYe iınsıde and
each ıllegıtımately accomplıshes thıs straıghtenıng by outsıde the uman organısm. Deane’s point 15 that ıt 15
readıng Nıetzsche through conceptual OVi he explic- patently that Nıetzsche the c17 voluntarıst1-
ıtly OPPOSCS. Deane ınks Derrida’s draw cally chosen, because aV (17 1S eXpression
OUurTt Nıetzsche’s understandıng ofwrıting performa- of thıs MYT13A| of, tımately biologıcal, struggles. Miıl-
t1ve ACT rather than straıght expression of the author’s dısmıiıssal of Nıetzsche therefore elıdes the ““NeX-
ıdentity OV( in the rıght dırection DYy ıllustratıng how triıcable iınterdependence of genealogiıcal method and the
Nıetzsche’s outlandıs contradıctions ATC expressi1on ontology ıt claıms unve1ıl’ 105) Nıetzsche’s wıill-to-
of hıs desıre utılıze the form of wrıting deconstruct P 15 iınescapably ontology of the physıcal WOT.|
the CONTENL, the hallowed antıthesıs of CSn meta- wıth Its appetites and metabolısm, NOT Just A 'mythos’

EuroJTh 1/7°7



Book Reviews

C choose, reject, “outnarrate”. ‘Nıetzsche’s under- of interpersonal polıtıcal reconcıhatıion.
standıng Ca INOTC be opposed DYy sımply rejecting it: eCcause ACCOUNT of SIN 15 oroughly chrıisto-

OUtT narratıng It anV LNOTC than Darwın’s understand- logıcal ıt 15 ınked the doctrine of electiıon and has the
ıng of evolutıon roug! natural selectiıon can conflict of the C1IO! 15 at ıts eart. Fallenness 15 that SItU-
Theology, therefore, CAaNNOT ypass Ser10us CNgAZCME: nt atıon of rebelliıon that has been transcended the O  5
wıth “che basıc truth of Darwınıan princıples,’ but MUST 1C establıshes the condıtions of uman treedom
dırectly face theır ontologıcal ımplıcatıons. Barth seeks A} ACCOUNLT of the unıversalıty of sın that does

Ihe focus NO LUurns back SCEMI1OtI1CS, and here NOT reSst biological genealogy NOr ACCOUNT of CONMN-
DDeane traıns hıs sıghts Catherine Pıckstock. Like cupıiscence causal. Hıs maın IMOVC 15 frame the
Miılbank, she also reles heavıly Nıetzsche’s ceriticısm umanıty’s turnıng AWAV from Word toward the
of sem10t1Cc 1sSm (the ıdea that words have INCAN- flesh, Aat ONCEC free choıice and A choıce for unfreedom.
ng outsıde sole reference us, the OW1Ing subjects In choosing follow the esn the biological, iıntel-
only dıscard hım Pıckstock’s After Yılıng points lectual and cultural forces whıch ATC gıven humans

the medieval Roman I1ASS$5 the hıstorıical MOMECNT Al“ SCeTt free, becoming, ın the Janguage of The Christian
when modern and ancıent metaphysıcal dıchotomıies Life, “ordless powers’. analysıs of these predatory

sımultaneously between language and uman drıves SCeTt T1C6 thus and 15 nrıched by the
speech, ACC and time, sıgnıfıer and sıgnıfıed, il In Nıetzschean anthropology outlıned above, and has the
thıs perfectly balanced INasSs, these dıchotomıies addıtional advantage of flankıng problematıc

of SIN ın the Christian tradıtiıon.unıted doxologıcal practice. Deane that thıs
unıficatıon 15 understood sacralısıng language, ftollow- Havıng shown super10r capacıty keep
ıng the OgI1C of transubstantıation. By sacralısıng lan- essentı1a] Nıetzschean iınsıghts play, Deane concludes
ZUaASC V appropriation of Nıetzschean ınsıghts about by (implıcıtly) omparıng hıs approach the strategıes
the instabıilıty language becomes ımpossıble. Agaın, of adıcal OXY. Barth and Nıetzsche that
Deane concludes, VOUu C  ; have Nıetzsche, VOU perspectiVv: epistemologıes wıth all theır problems sStem
have the Radıcal Orthodox ontology of P  , but VOU from fundamental human drıves self-assertion. They
cCan’t AaVC bo  - also the violence thıs (WeE4ALES and the necessIity

Deane’s counterproposal ooks Karl chrıs- of lordlıness nOo that Ca 1COM! It. Where
theyg 15 ın Nıetzsche’s valıdatıon of COMIMNONSCH:!tologıcally-mediated appropriation and overcomıng of

Nıetzsche preferable approach. In maılntaiınıng that NOt1ONs ofW and Overcomıng, and in arth’s 111VOCT[I-
en humans in the ontologıcal posıtion of being S1I0N of these the figure of the rovyal whose task
both Justified and sıinner 15 able retaın not1ons 15 SCTVC °*che least of these)?. 'CThıs rovyal INnan 15 NOLT ıdea,
that OUr language 15 ar ONCEC M1X of meanıngful and but concretely confronts and ın the configura-
meanıngless references. Beginning thıs mManner allows t10NSs ofOUres and S12NS order invest hımself
uSs ACCOUNT for the solıpsısm (the theorvy that se 15 turnıng them owards hımself. Deane concludes that the
the only object of real knowledge) of semM10t1C nıhılısm CONCretfenNe€ESss of thıs Chrıistology 15 ynamıc and anger-

artefact of OUr being severed, NOT from lıturgical OUS, propellıng Christians Nto actıve CeNgaAZSEMECNT wıth
practices, but from self-revealıng Bar- the WOT|! and Chrıiıstian ethıcs and polıtical theol-

ontology 15 preferable that of Radıcal OXV
because hıs ACCOUNLT of reconcıliatiıon, which 15 grounde: Though rarely reaching the clarıty CCONOMY of
ın the conflict of the O:  „ explicıtly bears multıplıicıty eXpression of Nıetzsche imse. (Or Vecn Barth for that
of meanıngs and take Nıetzsche ser10usly. O€es matter), Deane has made ımportant contrıbution

understandıng the ımport at Nıetzsche’s phılosophy torNOT Str1Ve, do PropONCNLTSs of Radıcal UOrthodoxy, for
homogenous ontology. Homogenecous ontologıes, contemporary theology.

Deane’s VICEW, dAdIC pernNICIOUS ın Cal  o weak Brıan Brock, Aberdeen, cotland
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