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I t  is important to notice thn book’s 
subtitle: ‘A Philosophical Asscssment of 
Secular Reasoning from Bacon to Kanl’. 
Attfield docs not deal with sccularizalion 
quo sociologist, and the intcllcctual prob- 
lems of many twenticth-century writers 
just do not come into the reckoning. 
Nothing here, for example, about I‘rcud, 
Durkhcim, M a x  or Witkenstein: key fig- 
ures are people likc Boylc, Clarke, New- 
ton, Hobbcs, Iiume and Leibniz. But this 
rcstrictcdncss need not matter. Nobody 
can d&l with everything, and the sevcn- 
tecnth and eighteenth centuries produced 
many important, xminal argumcnts well 
worth summarizing and considering on 
their own. Attfield’s treatment of thcm is 
certainly of contemporary interest. For his 
general aim is to ask whcthcr, and in what 
ways, various scicntific and philosophical 
positions not dircctly dictated by religious 
considerations bear on fundamental rclig 
ious bclicls, in particular on the belicf that 
thcrc is a God. He is also concerned to cx- 
aminc some attempts to makc religious 
conclusions yield information which might 
normally now be vicwcd as falling within 
the provincc o f  an autonomous cmpiricd/ 
scientific enquiry. Roughly speaking, Att- 
field’s conclusion is that independent rc- 
flection and., religious presuppositions 
sometimes nccd to be kcpt apart but can 
sometimes go together. Some arguments 
could undcrminc specific religious bclicfs; 
but thesc arguments may often be philos- 
ophically suspect. And it is not impossible 
for philosphical argument to act as an ally 
of rcligious belief. Occasionally , indeed, it 
can act as a neccssary ally. Such is the casc 
with natural theology. 

Perhaps it is its willinhmess to emphas- 
ize this last claim that makes Attficld’s 
book most worth taking seriously at the 
prcscnt time. For now thcrc really is a 
need for natural theology. And, as writers 
likc Gcach, Swinbumc. Plantingu and 
others have supgcsted, the a priori c a x  
for  its impossibility is far from k i n g  dcf- 
initivcly cstahlishcd. Rut thcrc is still an 
important question to ask. What kind of 
Cod is natural tlicology interested in 
artwinp (‘or? Ilerc, as it sccins to me, we 
coinc to lhc major drawback in Attfirld’s 
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study. 
1 sliould say that fundaincntal 111 :my 

worth-while natural thcology is the recrw 
nrtion thal God is, in Aquinas’s termin- 
ology , extra ordiniwi o t m i i i i n  cwiiuiir. 
Cod niusl k outside ihr range 01’ partir- 
ular bcines, outside all Kcnus and class, 
definitely not a kind of cclrsiial Michcl- 
angclo. Altlield, on the othcr hand, and m 
spite of occasional concessions to apopli- , 
aticism. insists on talking ahout tlic 
peculiar anthropomorphic God bclovcd 
of Ilumc and thc deists. Ilerc it is d1 a 
question of infening an invisible person, 
agcnt, benevolent intclligcncc, entity, 
thing, object or king.  “ I t  must beagrecd”, 
says Altfield, “that God is ncccssarily of 
some wrt or othcr. Indeed, he is nucvsmr- 
ily of a sort mcmbcrs 0 1  which arc nccess- 
arily timclcss, placclcss and omnipotent.” 
(p. 165) The obscrvation is not very illum- 
haling. How many nicmbers othcr than 
Gtd &long to this cxclusivc club? And 
can they rccngnize cach other? Perhaps 
thcsc questions arc rathcr unfair to Att- 
field. Presumably hc would reply that God 
is the only member of the sort ofwhich he 
is a member. But this docs not really dis- 
pose of the uncasincss engcndcrcd by 
Attfield’s account. Along with a number 
of writers (notably including process 
t hcologians likc Hartshorne) Attticld fa& 
to givc weight to the fact that, as long as 
Cod is regarded as bclonging to a class, as 
long as hc is Seen as an individual, the 
whole doctrine of creation simply collag 
ses. For, as a member of a class. as an ind- 
ividual, God himself requires a Creator. 

Yet it musl still bc said that Attficld is 
definitely worth rcading. His arguments 
often sccm Ion brief lo establish the con- 
clusions aimed at, but anybody who 
thinks that the last word on natural thcol- 
ogy has h e n  uttercd by Hume and Kant 
will find plcnty of reason in his book for 
thinking again. And so will anyone who 
blissfully bclicves that religious positions 
arc remote from and unconnected with 
nthcrs that one would not immcdiatcly 
think of as religious. At a fcc ofEq.SO the 
lesson is an expensive onc. And one will 
have to put up with a whole lot of mis- 
prints along the way. But it is always 
worth learning. BRIAN DAVIF.~ 0 . p .  
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