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_f;:te“{nt principle and the Catholic system. We are divided by a different
tption of the relationship between the redemptive event and ourselves: “The
Staﬁdi;us between Qatholicism and Protestantism rests on a different under~
of oy % O.ftf,le makmg present h?re %mnd now of the historical once-for-all-ness
conge clation’. The principle of justification by faith alone is the principle of
Prese nt to u_nsecuredness, of recognition that the redemptive event becomes
. secnt only in the PreaFMng which evokes faith, and not in the manifold attempt
‘ﬁona‘:rf itby turning it into a peculiar kind of thing which can be met with in
d 3Ssic:11c life, liturgy, transubstantiation, apostolic succession, ete. In fact it is the
W, Pl‘Otesftant reproach that Catholicism excludes the decision of faith.
"hat Dr Ebeling insists on, however, is that Catholicism must be regarded as a
i ectly CO_herent, often rather magnificent and certainly highly ‘successful’
. 02:‘ Which nevertheless systematically misunderstands the gospel because of
Setce ological categories in which it grasps it: in particular because of the ab-
. 'der; any true appreciation of the nature of history in the framework of the
tnder andfng of reality which Catholicism presupposes. It is therefore on an
Standing of reality in which the idea of history has a place that everything
thae ¢ Catholicism would not have a true enough conception of event to realise
lnde, e 1§Vent o.f salvation can become present only in the event of preaching.
sl | r Ebeling says that Catholicism can continue only by refusing to let
.. 0¢ affected by the understanding modern man has of himself. It is an
: rééog?l?s“éhic}l ha§ certainly been held by many Catholics: it may one day be
thatie, ed as the significance of the present Council (if it is not already obvious)
atl 3schallenged this opinion. Whether that challenge will ever be responded
8t by theologians, one cannot yet say: there is little sign of the kind of
g, Bugt ](EWOUI,d require outside the work of Kar] Rahner and Bernard Loner-
ot aathohc.thcology seems to move along about thirty years behind Pro-
Creng e°_10gy: if the successors of Brunner and Barth are to get to grips with
£Cy vation of ontology what may we not expect from the coming generation
Olic theologians?
FERGUS KERR, O.P.
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T
AUGUSTINE OF HIPPO: LIFE AND CONTROVERSIES, by Gerald

fep. T
er; lerary of history and doctrine, S.C.M., 50s.

o

geschliﬁ:zasck’ who dev.otcd some of the ﬁ-nest chapters .of his great Dogmen-
Wb g aint Augus.tme, expressed the dllemma.of wh}ch anyone m}mcrsed
POrtray th Y“of Augustme must be sharply conscious: Whocvc%r wishes to
betta in ¢ XVllOlc Augustine” (or “the whole Luther”), stands in danger of
alityan clg :) ¢ “true Augustine” (or the “true Luther”); for what man’s individu-’

Hf‘“lack Ev r‘;":f are fully exprcssefi in the wide range o_f all he hfls said and.dO}lee
the teat th'e end of the nineteenth century; hisdeath, in 1930, coincided
Yearin which the fiftcenth centenary of Augustine’s death brought forth

41
https://doi.org/10.1017/50269359300000082 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0269359300000082

REVIEWS

a spate of studies devoted to the saint’s life and writings. The intervening Penoc-[
has seen a steady flow of detailed and often scholarly studies on Augusting: ©
bulky volumes which contain the papers read at the anniversary celebratios n
1954 are no more than a landmark and a representative cross-section. And yet¥
may safely be said that of those equipped for the task, only one, M. Marrot has
ventured on anything like a portrayal of Augustine in the round, in his short .’
magisterial volume, Saint Augustin et l'augustinisme [E. tr. Saint Augustine o# .
influence through the ages). Scholars have been only too conscious of Harn
dilemma, and have preferred to keep to the ‘true Augustine’ rather than t0 sec—
him ‘whole’. Now Mr Bonner has had the courage and determination to % e
take this daunting enterprise, and to carry it out on a very much larger scale g
that of M. Marrou’s short book. The present volume contains two long biogr#? ;
ical chapters, followed by two chapters devoted to each of the three Chielf cot
troversies in which Augustine found himself involved: the controversics W be
Manichees, the Donatists and the Pelagians. This, the author hopes, is t°
followed by a further volume in which Augustine’s thought is to be pfﬁscnt
systematically.

Mr Bonner is thoroughly at home among Augustine’s voluminous works, &
he has 2 good knowledge of other contemporary sources; he is also widely re’ri
in the huge bulk of modern literature about Augustine. His account is SC}}OIQI
and judicious. The more extreme views propounded by one or other writet o
generally carefully eschewed, and yet always treated with respect. His Pifturih ¢
Augustine is a traditional, middle-of-the-road picture; and even behin fan
strictures he sometimes allows himself to make, the reader is conscious &,
admiration which secks to justify as much of its object as possible. His b
fair-minded and very readable account; perhaps the best of its kind. fess

Compared with Harnack’s exciting chapters, Mr Bonner’s book nc'verthec,
lacks something. Harnack had seen the central core of Augustine’s signlﬁ’c"mc. it
the development of Christian doctrine in the inwardness of Augustine s 5P ! 0,
uality, his sense of God in the inner recesses of the soul. In his search for this Czst‘
Harnack allowed his passionate concern to distort seriously his image of Aug -
ine. His conclusion, that Augustine had divested the Christian religion of dog! »
far from doing justice to the “whole Augustine’, will not stand critical e¥ s
tion. It was a nineteenth-century vision of Augustine, and its highlights le e
too much in the dark. In Mr Bonner’s vision the highlights are subdue ltg
shadows less dark. Without question, modern historical scholarship has thh olly
us closer here to the ‘whole Augustine’. Harnack’s Augustine bclonngV;.’ ur
to the nineteenth century; Mr Bonner’s stands, unquestionably, in the 20 iy
and fifth centuries. This is clear gain, and in a work of responsible schole? g of
such as this is, it would be foolish to complain about the consequent blurﬂsn His
the image. Nevertheless, a dimension is missing in Mr Bonner’s page 14
Augustine, even in his inconsistencies and shortcomings, is too monu® Tﬁ d
figure. Only rarely is it given to a historian, even to one of maturcq' insig™ oy
at the height of his power, to achieve the kind of understanding which ¢

ook 152
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:°mPl€tely into the deeper tensions of a complex personality. Saint Anselm has
ecently had his Southern; Saint Augustine still awaits bis. Meanwhile we have
Much for which to be grateful to Mr Bonner.

R. A. MARKUS

T . .
?E PARABLES OF JESUS, by Joachim Jeremias; SCM Press, New Testament
tary, 30s.

CE;Ck to the historical Jesus " This liberal Protestant cry of about the turn of the
x tury is, fortunately, little heard today. It is now generally recognised that our
PProach to the Jesus of history can only be made through the living tradition of
and prayer, and even the theological interpretations, of the early Church.
&ven today there are still some gospel commentators who, after conceding
1 Principle, go on to give theimpression that the interval between the ascension
the fing] writing of the four gospels was a period in which the first generation
tWo of Christians simply lost touch with the historical source of their faith.
b ¥ €arly source-documents are to be treated seriously; all else is ‘embroidery’
© primitive Christian community. Books by commentators of this type
. Z;ead rather like mathematical treatises, concerned primarily with the mani-
evo Ons of ‘material’ long dead. A common, over-simplified and usually
X tlona‘l reaction to this treatment has been a too-rigid stand on the letter of
OVv?,t?m and a refusal to countenance any scientific analysis aimed at showing
oy € Sacred text evolved and took its shape. The text is inspired, and that is
; v“%_ - Why subject what is sacred to the profane processes of human scientific
2tas lgatlm}? Subscribers to this latter error (as also scholars who have not quite
by \slen the importance for biblical theology of the process of salvation-history
eaninCh GOd. reveals himself in time) are still basing conclusions about the
SOuzce 8 of scripture on an uncritical comparison of texts taken from divergent
of thy S, presum'ably in the conviction that since the same Holy Spirit is the author
theg Owh.OIC Blble it does not matter. In other words, bad exegesis and biblical
from gy s still being produced, due to neglect of the fact that the Spirit works
Widg] Wi : the true human freedom of many individual persons placed in
W 0rsty ‘f';'fylng circumstances. Of all scripture, it is the gospels which seem to be
rema icted at the hands of those who tend towards either of these two
ful i . 55-_ Tjhere are not a great many studies available in English that are success-
tion ¢ Oiding them both, while yet making a substantial and positive contribu-
the boo‘)llt true understanding of the gospel message. Of those that there are,
The . under review is certainly in the first rank of importance.
Parables:jion for' t}.liS is partly, of course, that Jeremias brings to bear on the
g selons the brilliance of his scholarly insight, and that he builds with discern-
Dodg Uity upon the work of others before him. (He frequently quotes C. H.
con Ce’ Ot example, though he takes account of the one-sided nature of Dodd’s
Ption of the kingdom; cf. pp. 7, 21, 230.) But equally significant for the
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