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  NOBODY LIKES BOOKS ON METHOD. This is a book on method. As Jeffrey Stout has famously written, “preoccupation with method is like clearing your throat: it can go on for only so long before you lose your audience.”1 It is also true that there are defenders of method. Method is, in one sense, simply a reflection on assumptions; to assume without examination is to be trapped in an unwitting solipsism. No one does theology in a vacuum, and there is no Archimedean perspective from which to lift the weight of the subject matter with the ever-elusive lever of objectivity. Without reflection on method we would all be the masters of our own Procrustean beds. The postmodern situation, whatever it is, is at least an awareness that we all start embedded in contexts and language games that need every once in a while to “be dug out and inspected.”2 To dig out and inspect is also a contextual exercise, and around and around we go. . . . My task in this book on historical and theological method is not to limit myself to methodological questions, but to engage these questions within a constructive theological argument. The central part of this book, then, reads more like the beginnings of a systematic theology; it is systematic to the extent that it argues for a particular, sequential logic as Christian dogmatics are brought into conversation with the question of historical method. This book is also a critique, a critical dialogue with one of today’s preeminent biblical scholars, N. T. Wright. Wright’s work on method sets the stage, and his continuing work on the question of God in the New Testament provides the primary dialogical material for my constructive arguments. But more than anything this book is an exercise in thinking beyond the question of God for theology and history to the question of the reality of God, and what methodological impositions are necessarily implied for both areas of inquiry.


  If Ernst Troeltsch was right in saying that the intellectual revolutions of the sixteenth century introduced a crisis for Christianity of “world-historical dimensions,”3 and that this crisis made the traditional historical basis of Christianity untenable, then the work of N. T. Wright has been a major force in answering that crisis with the scientific and methodological rigor needed to restore the historical grounding of traditional orthodox Christianity. Troeltsch, of course, was working within the modern problematic created by Lessing’s “ugly ditch,” the gap between the “contingent truths of history” and the “necessary truths of reason.”4 Ever since Lessing published and commented on Reimarus’s treatise, modern religious thinkers have produced a variety of attempts to overcome this gap and provide the believer with the appropriate conception of the relationship between historical events and the experience of faith. Given the total cultural influence of Christianity in Europe, these debates all centered around the historical question of Jesus and the significance his historicity could have for faith. Troeltsch asks the paradigmatic question as it addresses the modern crisis: “Whether we possess enough certain knowledge about him to understand historically the emergence of Christianity, let alone justify attaching religious faith and conviction to the historical fact.”5


  To the first of these concerns, Wright has done a significant amount of work, making strong historical arguments that make sense of the emergence of Christianity as it is inseparably linked to the messianic event that took place around the historic person of Jesus of Nazareth. The first three volumes in his Christian Origins and the Question of God series develop a significant and coherent account of the historical forces that led a first-century Jew to be crucified and for his followers to come to the conclusion that he was indeed who he claimed to be. To the second concern Wright also directs his attention, raising the overall question in his series as the very question that, according to Lessing, cannot be asked; that is, he raises the question of God. How can he, and for that matter, anybody, move from the historical questions to the theological question? How does Wright move from historical arguments to theological ones? Are his moves valid? Do they overcome the broad, ugly ditch?


  Of course, it can be argued that the modern assumption behind Lessing’s gap is simply wrong. There is no gap. This is just how knowledge works. To a large extent this is the sort of move that Wright makes. He rethinks the way we know things historically and theologically so that the gap loses its central force. It remains to be seen if this attempt succeeds. The purpose of this book, then, is to examine the question of God, as Wright appropriately focuses our attention, but to examine it not from the historian’s side of things but rather from the side of the theologian. Can what theologians say about God make sense of both the historical question and the theological question and articulate them in such a way that does justice to both? At its most basic level, the question I am asking is this: What does the reality of God mean for historical knowledge? This is, after all, what theologians do best: they allow the reality of God to determine their method and attempt to conform their formulations and systems as best as they can to this reality. Of course, it often works the other way around! There is no shortage of theology that has endeavored, wittingly or unwittingly, to conform God to human formulations and limits.6 Nevertheless, it makes sense to ask the historian who is investigating God, even “the question of God,” to do what theologians ought to do, that is, to work out a method that somehow makes room for the reality of the god in question.


  To make the central question of this present work hinge upon the reality of God is also to associate it with a particular theological trajectory (if not a definite tradition) that has attempted to accommodate theological work to the priority of the living and active Word of God. This trajectory, roughly sketched and with many missing voices, follows from the Protestant Reformation to Søren Kierkegaard; from Kierkegaard’s radical opposition to Christendom it proceeds to Karl Barth, Dietrich Bonhoeffer and, more recently, to T. F. Torrance. A contemporary appropriation of the basic insights of Kierkegaard, Barth and Bonhoeffer have been brought together with a certain reading of Paul led, in the United States, by J. Louis Martyn, which is now going by the name apocalyptic theology.7 While remaining controversial, this movement is neither “closed” nor definite, so it remains to be seen exactly how its particular contribution will emerge and what difference it will have on the overall theological scene. It is from within this trajectory, roughly termed apocalyptic, that the question of the reality of God for historical method that I am addressing will both be articulated and answered. By choosing this trajectory from which to mount a critique of Wright’s method, I am simply affirming that it offers a particular tradition of theological questioning that cannot be avoided if the aim of this book’s thesis is to be accomplished. In other words, to raise these questions against the background of Wright’s historical method is to oblige oneself to engage this apocalyptic trajectory. In this sense, then, this book is an apocalyptic critique of the theological and historical method of the work of N. T. Wright. But it engages in this critique not only in order to bring together two unique perspectives, but also to further both the understanding of the theological implications of Wright’s work and the development of this apocalyptic theological trajectory.


  The book moves ahead in six chapters. The first is an overview and description of Wright’s historical and theological method as they both are grounded in his critical realist epistemology. The second chapter argues for a particular theological epistemology that goes beyond and corrects the epistemological and hermeneutical prolegomena of Wright’s major project. This is where the constructive theological contribution begins. In the third and fourth chapters the apocalyptic approach is defined and articulated according to a progression from soteriology to Christology to creation. Then, in the fifth chapter, this theological work is directed first to a theology of history and then finally to a theology of historiography that is presented in critical dialogue with Wright’s historical method. The sixth and final chapter brings together the apocalyptic theology and evaluation of Wright’s method into critical engagement with the question of apocalyptic literature and Pauline apocalyptic. What does it mean to say that Paul was an apocalyptic thinker? How does Wright articulate this, and how might the methodological and theological arguments presented in the previous chapters respond to Wright’s concerns, as well as open doors to new ways of imagining the relationship between history and theology? Finally, this chapter argues for an apocalyptic theology that takes seriously both the covenant with Israel and the new creation in such a way that holds together a commitment to the present reality of history and, at the same time, to the radical rupture and discontinuity that the apocalypse of Jesus Christ is for this history.


  1
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  IN ONE SECTION OF N. T. WRIGHT’S Jesus and the Victory of God, the repetition of the phrase serious history1 signals one of the underlying concerns of Wright’s entire project, a project that aims at restoring the relationship between Christian theology and methodologically rigorous historical scholarship. This concern for renewed attention to the work of historians for the sake of theological discourse signals a renewed confidence in the results of historical scholarship to both encourage and correct orthodox Christian faith. This occurs through a more nuanced and careful understanding of the relationship between Christian theology and the historical events that gave rise to the Christian movement.


  The Christian is committed to the belief that certain things are true about the past. . . . This belief will drive the Christian to history, as a hypothesis drives the scientist to the laboratory. . . . The appeal to history with which the Enlightenment challenged the dogmatic theology of the eighteenth century and after is one which can and must be taken on board within the mainline Christian theological worldview.2


  Here Wright makes two points that need to be foregrounded before going further. First, his entire project is premised upon the commitment of the Christian faith to the reality of the events to which it refers. This commitment, however, leaves the description—both historical and theological—open to be informed and corrected by a proper historical method.3 Second, the critical turn to rigorous history during the Enlightenment, while seemingly detrimental to faith, is nevertheless a necessary development if the first point is to be taken to be axiomatic.


  In light of these two points, Wright’s project develops within his own telling of the history of the relationship between theological and biblical scholarship as it has been shaped by historical forces, whether political, philosophical or theological. His account is at once both a declension narrative and a hopeful, programmatic call for a renewed commitment to serious history. In short, the Enlightenment’s historical project rejected the a priori of faith because, in the eyes of the enlightened, it skewed the results of historical investigation away from that which could be known as fact. It did this unaware that it was making just as questionable assumptions under the guise of freedom and objectivity. Yet even as it imported its own problematic set of assumptions, the Enlightenment nevertheless provided an important turn to the significance of scientific historical investigation and the importance of the historical question for the Christian faith. This is a lesson that the church is still struggling to learn. Without history, and the corrective that the discipline provides, “there is no check on Christianity’s propensity to remake Jesus, never mind the Christian god, in its own image.”4 The historian stands as an important point of contact between the past events that make up the source of Christianity’s confessions and the theologian’s efforts to articulate the significance of those events for contexts that present themselves ever anew.


  In NTPG Wright identifies three movements within the history of Western culture that transformed the way the New Testament is read. These three historical movements are the following: (1) pre-Enlightenment: precritical reading; (2) Enlightenment/modernity: historical and theological reading; and (3) postmodernity: postmodern reading.5 This chapter will begin by examining the way in which Wright depicts the dynamic relationship between history and theology as it undergoes significant philosophical, theological and political pressures during each of these three periods, and how this history has come to determine the place of history vis-à-vis theology today.6 Moving from Wright’s narrative to his constructive proposal, I will focus on the history/theology relationship that is corrected by his account of “critical realism” (CR). This means looking for the way he articulates the problems relating history and theology from the perspective of his constructive, critically realist proposal. My articulation of Wright’s method will largely be based upon a reading of his account of the various quests for the historical Jesus in JVG, and his methodological reflections in the first two parts of NTPG.


  The thesis of this chapter is that Wright’s methodological proposals are specifically designed to reconcile theology and history, and to do so in such a way that their reconciliation is philosophically justified according to a particular epistemological theory (CR). Wright’s version of CR is designed to answer the problem of history and theology, but in doing so he leaves the ontological and metaphysical questions unanswered. Yet it is just these questions that need to be addressed in order for Wright’s CR to be true to the unique objects of both history and theology. In support of this thesis, the broad task of this chapter will be to describe (1) the threefold historical context in which Wright has set this return to the historian’s task, (2) Wright’s specific critique of this context in his constructive account of CR and (3) an examination of the questions that his critical realist proposal raises for a continued program of reconciliation between history and theology.


  THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT


  From the Precritical Period to the Reformation


  Wright bases his programmatic retrieval of the discipline of history for theology and biblical studies in a narrative that begins with the Reformation. When reading Wright’s work it is hard to find an ecclesial situation or historical moment when things were exactly right. Yet if he is telling a declension narrative, it is one that has its high point in the simple, pre-Enlightenment assumption that the Bible reports actual occurrences and that the veracity of its stories are what we would consider today to be “historical.” The Bible was assumed to be speaking of real events. This is not to say that this assumption is without its own problems, only that the assumption that Christian belief is inextricably bound together with beliefs about historical events is the right assumption to have. Nevertheless, prior to the critical movements of the Enlightenment, the situation of Christians vis-à-vis history was such that it could “today be criticized on (at least) three grounds . . . : it fails to take the text seriously historically, it fails to integrate it into the theology of the New Testament as a whole, and it is insufficiently critical of its own presuppositions and standpoint.”7 Without the safeguards of a proper historical discipline, these criticisms come to characterize Wright’s declension narrative. In JVG, Wright tells the story of modern historical Jesus studies by beginning with the pre-Enlightenment, precritical context of the sixteenth-century Reformers. What particular shift, in Wright’s view, did the Reformation effect that might signal a declension away from a more healthy—if only intuitive—union of theology and history?


  Pro me. During the Reformation, as Wright tells it, a significant shift occurred as doctrines became centered around the question of benefits pro me,8 or how the teachings of the Christian church were soteriologically efficacious within the current situation of the individual Christian living in Europe.9 This meant that the narrative contexts in which the Christian teachings made sense were discarded in favor of more propositional formulations that could be articulated in a variety of confessions with certainty and clarity. In the practical use of the Bible, this looked like a favoring of the more theologically oriented epistles over the more narrative-based Gospels.10 While this benefitted the need for doctrinal clarity in the face of ecclesial abuse, the negative result was that the stories that made sense of the doctrines and in which they found their proper horizon of meaning were lost precisely as the crucial hermeneutical context for the teaching of the church. Jesus’ death and resurrection made sense according to the demands of a newly reinvigorated personal soteriology, yet the stories that made up the bulk of the Gospels, that made sense “historically” of why Jesus was crucified (i.e., social, cultural, political and economic reasons), were seen to be of lesser importance. Thus, the ecclesiological and political break with Rome can be seen to be analogous to the theological movement away from the historical particularity of Jesus and its significance for the pressing questions of the day.11 According to this narrative, we could say that the doctrinal controversies that made up the Reformation took the historical basis of the Christian faith for granted, focusing instead on the sources of the tradition, the texts themselves, as the basis of the propositional content of Christian theology. The Bible itself came to replace the historical events to which the Bible bore witness.


  For Wright this is all quite nicely displayed in Philip Melanchthon’s (1497–1560) dictum, Hoc est Christum cognoscere, beneficia eius cognoscere: to know Christ is to know his benefits. After quoting the dictum in JVG, Wright quotes Melanchthon’s following question: “Unless one knows why Christ took upon himself human flesh and was crucified what advantage would accrue from having learned his life’s history?”12 In NTPG and JVG, the pro me of the gospel is identified with the benefits of Christ that Melanchthon prioritizes, and Wright interprets these benefits against the historical question of Jesus. Melanchthon’s dictum stands for this rupture between Christology and the historical Jesus. In the context of politically charged theological disputes, in which rupture and discontinuity were both threat and possibility, the Reformation, on the side of discontinuity, set the stage theologically (and politically) for the major philosophical shifts that were to come with the Enlightenment. According to Wright, by prioritizing doctrines over history according to the criterion of pro me, the Reformers could, in principle, ignore the historical question and instead settle theological disputes in abstract, conceptual terms. Their concern to break ecclesially and politically with the medieval church in favor of continuity with Christ and the apostles by faith came with a similar break with the history of Jesus, the first-century Jew. “Continuity with Christ meant sitting loose to the actuality of Jesus, to his Jewishness, to his own aims and objectives.”13 The Jesus of history could easily be transposed into the abstract, conceptual Christ. By opening this door, the Reformers made it possible for theology, in its movement forward from the Reformation into the crucible of the Enlightenment, to adapt to a variety of new historical claims. This in turn would give theologians an increased freedom to articulate theological claims regardless of changing historical understanding.


  History and doctrine. In Wright’s account, this “divorce” between history and doctrine became a key moment in the history of theological development. Politically, the question of authority was of such significance during the Reformation that theological innovations surrounding the source of religious authority determined the rise and fall of cities, states and empires. The Reformers set the question up in terms of Scripture, and answered with the doctrine of sola scriptura, making the Bible, but especially the proclamation of its doctrines, the source of authority over and against the Roman Catholic magisterium. While this break with the authority of Rome was based upon the Bible itself, the question of authority was never directed to the Bible’s historicity, but rested with the teaching of either “pope or preacher.”14 In Wright’s understanding, the debates assumed the abstract Christ: “The icon was in place, and nobody asked whether the Christ it portrayed—and in whose name so much good and ill was done—was at all like the Jesus whom it claimed to represent.”15


  The Enlightenment: Idealism and Realism


  The Enlightenment and the movement of modernity can be characterized according to a certain paradoxical tension between materialistic empiricism and subjective idealism. The Enlightenment was the era in which the prioritization of reason, following the Renaissance, was realized first in the elevation of objective scientific investigation. The remarkable scientific and technological successes that were transforming almost every area of life and inquiry were validations of the transformative power of reason. It was also the era of Immanuel Kant (1724–1804), who radically transformed philosophy into its modern form and made subject-oriented standards of universal reason and criticism dominant. In a paradoxical way, with the Kantian revolution, Gary Dorrien writes, “the seemingly unstoppable march of materialistic empiricism was stopped in its tracks.”16 The Cartesian search for the foundation of knowledge of the external world in the thinking subject turned, by means of Kant’s “transcendental move,” toward a subjectivism that tended to reject the very possibility of knowledge of external reality. And yet the empirical tradition continued alongside the subjective, leaving us with a modern legacy of profoundly significant technological advancement and conceptually abstract philosophical systems. These two emphases uniquely positioned theology and biblical scholarship in such a way that the tension between them came to determine the next several hundred years of Christian intellectual effort.


  On the one hand, there was that which in a broad sense can be termed realism, bolstered by empiricism, which was confidently committed to the correspondence between what one observed and what a thing is in itself. The successes of the natural sciences in the rapidly expanding knowledge of the physical world were taken as sure evidence confirming the validity of the realist’s confident march toward a holistic account of a thoroughly demystified natural world. On the other hand, and in a seemingly contrary move, was the Kantian turn to the subject, the emergence of various manifestations of idealism and the critical theory that developed in the wake of increasing suspicion that any meaning could be found in an object that was not determined by the knowing subject. These two divergent paths, realism and idealism, become crucial to understanding Wright’s programmatic retrieval of the study of history for biblical studies and theology.17 Christian theology could take either path. The first path, that of realism, would move down the road of rigorous historical inquiry—and suffer the consequences. The second, that of idealism,18 would pick up Christian doctrines and take them away from their historical rootedness and along multiple paths that would include subject-oriented idealism, existentialism and speculative, progressive Hegelian systems. Here, the Hegelian approach is exemplified by D. F. Strauss,19 while Rudolf Bultmann exemplifies the neo-Kantian trajectory within New Testament interpretation and theology.20 The latter does so according to modified Heideggerian categories.21


  The Jesus of history and the Jesus of faith. One way Wright narrates the split between realism and idealism is by telling the story of the origins of the quest for the historical Jesus (in JVG). Along the first path, that of historical inquiry, the Enlightenment followed the lead of Reimarus (1694–1768) who in his posthumously published Fragments (1788) sought, according to Wright, to “destroy Christianity (as he knew it) at its root, by showing that it rested on historical distortion or fantasy.”22 Following Colin Brown, Wright claims that Reimarus was influenced by the antisupernaturalism of English Deism23 and instigated the “Quest” for the historical Jesus “as an explicitly anti-theological, anti-Christian, anti-dogmatic movement.”24 Given the political climate and the Enlightenment radicals’ motivation (Spinoza, Lessing et al.)25 to break free from the constraints of tradition, the discovery of Reimarus by Lessing was an opportunity to further their goals. The point of all of this was not to provide a more accurate historical basis for the Christian faith, but rather to free the individual from the constraints of religion and, in this newfound freedom, to discover what are the eternal and universal truths of reason.


  This brings us to Lessing’s “broad ugly ditch.”26 On one side of the ditch are the contingent truths of history, the events that we know through sense perception and experience, whether in the present or in the past; and on the other are the necessary truths of reason, those truths that are not contingent because they are not based upon historical events, events that could have been otherwise. Lessing’s ditch essentially was a deepening of the divide indicated by Melanchthon’s dictum. The payoff with respect to Christian theology was that an abstract Christ could now be associated with the universal truths of reason, while the historical basis of Christian faith, along with the ecclesiastical forms of authority that were related to it, could easily be dismissed as irrelevant. As Lessing wrote, “I do not deny for a moment that Christ performed miracles. But since . . . they are merely reports of miracles . . . I do deny that they can and should bind me to the least faith in the other teachings of Christ. I accept these other teachings for other reasons.”27 The point that historical investigation was after, apart from simply the desire to know the past, was akin to the willingness of the Reformers to break with the traditions of the past, to introduce a rupture in history that would free the individual from dogmatic claims (and old political loyalties) based upon past history. If that history could be put in question, then those binding claims could be undone and humanity would be free to live and govern according to the universal authority of reason. So for the theologians following the path of rigorous historical investigation, the only possibility was to abandon church teaching in the face of a discredited historical foundation, or to abandon history as a foundational component of Christian identity.


  In JVG Wright describes the work of Reimarus as “simply exploiting the split between history and faith implicit in the emphasis of Melanchthon’s dictum. . . . [Reimarus] claimed that the gospels were records of early Christian faith, not transcripts of history, and that when we study the actual history we discover a very different picture.”28 This emphasis on the study of history, while aimed at discrediting the historical foundation of the Christian faith, nevertheless opened the door for an important corrective to the Reformation’s emphasis on the abstract conceptual Christ. Wright points out the irony of the turn to history following Reimarus. “The fascinating thing, looking back two hundred years later, is that the appeal to history against history, as it were, has failed. History has shown itself to contain more than the idealists believed it could.”29 Historical investigation, it turns out, is not only essential for retaining the historical basis of the Christian faith, but good historical method—serious history—is in fact less damning of a historically grounded Christian faith than Reimarus, Lessing, Strauss and others thought. The realist path, the path that chased down the empirical but contingent truths of history, led ever further into a discovery of a past that affirmed the Christian faith even without the help of the ecclesial authorities who had always predetermined what one would find at its end.


  By using the term idealist in the passage just cited to refer to the Reformation split between history and faith, Wright points us toward the other path from this division through the Enlightenment. While somewhat anachronistically used to refer to the direct intellectual heritage of the Reformation, Wright’s use of idealism first gains meaning in reference to the abstract conceptual nature of Christian theology, as opposed to the concrete historical reference that Christian thought has always assumed. The idealist path can in this sense be traced from Melanchthon’s dictum to Lessing, through Kant and all the way to Bultmann and Barth. In this trajectory, if attention was paid to the past, it was to the experience of the believing subject that bore theological significance, and not to the historical events themselves. This became a major force in German theology through the modern period. “Bultmann in his way, and Karl Barth in his, ensured that little was done to advance genuine historical work on Jesus in the years between the wars. Attention was focused instead on early Christian faith and experience, in the belief that there, rather than in a dubiously reconstructed Jesus, lay the key to the divine revelation that was presumed to have taken place in early Christianity.”30 The fact that historical-critical work has continued alongside the idealist movement can be attributed to the enduring significance of Lessing’s ditch. These two trends, both a thoroughgoing realism in historical investigation and the speculative retreat into the realm of the subject, idealism, were able to be maintained because of the assumed incompatibility between contingent historical events and the universal truths known to the rational subject. The idealist is not interested in learning about reality as if events in themselves were meaningful, but, as Wright argues, “one looked at the history in order then to look elsewhere, to the other side of Lessing’s ‘ugly ditch,’ to the eternal truths of reason unsullied by the contingent facts of everyday events, even extraordinary ones like those of Jesus.”31


  The intellectual context that Wright is outlining can, at this point, be described along the lines of a significant split between the Jesus of history and the Jesus of faith. The Jesus of history, the real man who lived and taught in Palestine, is understood apart from faith and, perhaps most significantly, apart from the miraculous. As Murray Rae notes, the Enlightenment quest for the historical Jesus that Reimarus and Lessing introduced was committed, as was Spinoza, to the category of immanence.32 The Jesus of history is limited to explanations that make sense within known possibilities. The Jesus of faith, on the other hand, is an open possibility, a figure who can be molded and articulated according to various speculative schemes and ideals, and whose true reality may indeed be simply but powerfully existential. So, for example, Wright characterizes Albert Schweitzer’s final portrait of Jesus like this: “He thus took upon himself the Great Affliction which was to break upon Israel and the world. The bridge between his historical life and Christianity is formed by his personality: he towers over history, and calls people to follow him in changing the world. The very failure of his hopes sets them free from Jewish shackles, to become, in their new guise, the hope of the world.”33 If we go back to the ruptures, ecclesial and theological, of the Reformation, we can see the way in which doctrines, if they are to be maintained despite being ruptured from their narratival contexts, can move in either direction. They can be picked up and transported into an idealist framework, or, if historical foundations remain significant, doctrines can be the theological commitments that predetermine our reading of history.


  The dilemma for faith. This last point regarding the priority of theological commitments is significant, because it identifies what remained for many the only possibility for the church if it is to maintain its commitment to the necessary relationship between history and theology: a commitment to the affirmation of biblical history even in the face of the severe dismantling of the historical sources of Christian faith. Those who took this path had to do so in faith and against increasing pressure in the opposite direction from academic historians. If the path of idealism is rejected and an affirmation made that the historicity of the Christian faith ultimately matters, then this appears to be the only option. Indeed, for Wright it is the case that “the rootedness of Christianity in history is nonnegotiable.”34 The temptation for orthodox Christians can be simply to avoid the Enlightenment critique of the historical events that gave rise to the Christian faith. In the case of Jesus, this often involves a prior commitment to the divinity of Jesus, ahead of historical investigation, and then whatever historical work follows must reflect this commitment. The result is a portrait of Jesus that is iconic, “useful for devotion, but probably unlike the original subject.”35 If, however, we commit ourselves to rigorous historical investigation, leaving the question of divinity aside, there is the fear (for some) that “we will thereby ‘disprove,’ or at least seriously undermine, orthodox theology.”36 This is precisely what happened for those who followed the trajectory represented by Reimarus. The picture that emerges in this telling of the relationship between Christian theology and the pressures of the Enlightenment is of the difficult position in which Christian faith finds itself. On the one hand faith relies upon history to make sense of its very existence, and yet historical investigation following the Enlightenment has been highly critical of Christianity’s historical claims.


  If the church forsakes history for the idealist side of the picture, Christian faith retreats to a subjectivism, insulated and safe from the pressures of historical research. Yet here it becomes unclear that what we have is genuine Christianity, if genuine Christianity depends upon a particular history. The tension between realism and idealism that emerged during the Enlightenment forced Christian theology into the difficult position created by these polar forces working against each other. Wright’s theological dialogue partners,37 those who represent the most serious declension in his narrative, are primarily those who have done theology on the idealist end of the spectrum. These theologians have attempted to protect the Christian faith from the work of the historian and, like the older brother in the parable of the prodigal son, remain distrustful of the historian’s return to the household of faith.38 Wright’s project is intended to resolve this tension through a fully committed and rigorous historical investigation, and by bringing to the table equally rigorous theological questions, all the while maintaining the nonnegotiable relationship between history and theology. “The underlying argument . . . is that the split is not warranted: that rigorous history . . . and rigorous theology . . . belong together, and never more so than in discussion of Jesus.”39


  Wright’s project, then, can be understood to be a thoroughgoing attempt to halt the decline in the relationship between theology and history with a comprehensive methodological approach that takes seriously both poles of the Enlightenment, realism and idealism, and effects a kind of synthesis of the two that can maintain an orthodox Christian faith in an intellectually rigorous and philosophically credible way.


  Postmodernism


  Wright’s account of the postmodern turn, while only cursory, emphasizes the dialectic of realism and idealism. His account focuses on the world of postmodern literary criticism as a turn toward an emphasis on the act of reading rather than on the reality of the events to which texts refer.40 His response to this is both appreciative and critical. The postmodern focus on the reader can be seen as an extension of the Enlightenment’s turn to the subject, where the question of external reality is only answered in terms of subjectivity and not objectivity. Postmodern reading focuses on the reader’s experience of the text. This can point to an important aspect of the hermeneutical enterprise that is neglected if the text is seen as a simple window into another world, but the opposite danger is that the text becomes only a mirror, reflecting only the reader to the reader’s self.41 The text as object, to be dealt with as external to the reader, locates the positive aspect of the postmodern literary turn in light of the concern for a realist account of reading. On the other hand, the subjective element—in other words, the focus on the reader and her experience in reading—points to the idealist strand and the critical aspect of the hermeneutical question. Wright’s own project takes significant strides toward addressing these issues in the third chapter of NTPG, where he takes up and provides a detailed account of both story and worldview.


  Significantly, we see Wright continuing to hold together the idealist and realist strands as essential correctives to each other in a generous movement, welcoming the insights of the postmodern critique while retaining a sense of the necessary grounding of Christian thought in a reality external to the subject. The postmodern text is one possible open door to this ground, while the postmodern account of the reader provides the critical distance needed for appropriate epistemological humility.


  FROM CRITIQUE TO CONSTRUCT


  Introduction: Idealism, Realism and Critical Realism


  The previous section described the way in which N. T. Wright articulates the tension between history and theology by attending to the narratives he tells about the Reformation, the Enlightenment and postmodernity. In both JVG and NTPG we find a variety of terms that can generally be clustered around two intellectual trajectories from this narrative, two trajectories I have already begun referring to as realism and idealism. The choice of these terms is not meant to refer to their technical philosophical use, although the terms can include them, but rather to indicate the twin poles of the epistemological tension between the knowing subject for whom the world is subjectively and rationally determined (idealism), and the reality of the external world that presents itself, as it is, to the subject (realism).42 This choice is suggested by Wright’s methodological proposal, his particular account of “critical realism” (CRw),43 which relies upon a critique and reformulation of these two poles.44 Wright himself admits that at times the concepts he is working with are “deliberately general” and that he is using a “broad-brush” to set up the “rival theories” that make his methodological account necessary.45 This should be kept in mind, both as a restraint to quick dismissals from more nuanced perspectives of CR, and as an encouragement that continued work within the framework that Wright has offered is warranted. It is to Wright’s account of this framework, his CRw, that I now turn.


  Critical realism (CRw), in Wright’s own words, “offers an account of how we can take full cognizance of the provisionality and partiality of all our perceptions while still affirming—and living our lives on the basis of—the reality of things external to ourselves and our minds. This method involves, crucially, the telling of stories within the context of communities of discourse.”46 The threefold form of this description—provisionality, reality, communities of discourse—will guide the organization of this section, although I will change the order slightly. The tension between provisionality (idealism) and reality (realism) is overcome in the positive aspect of Wright’s methodology—namely, the attention paid to the stories that constitute the discourse and worldviews of communities. Each of these elements will be dealt with in turn, beginning with realism and ending with the synthetic resolution of the tension in an appropriate methodology. The purpose of this section, then, is to provide an account of CRw according to these terms, as the synthetic overcoming (Aufhebung?) of the dialectic between idealism and realism. Theology, since at least the Reformation, errs when it tends toward the idealist end of the dialectic, and history (e.g., Enlightenment historiography)47 errs when it is overdetermined by its commitment to realism. The overcoming of this dialectic is facilitated by Wright’s attention to the contexts of human knowing, contexts that are given coherence according to narratives, stories and, ultimately, worldviews. Knowledge occurs in the dynamic relation between reality and the conceptual makeup of our engagement with that reality.48


  Realism


  Realism can be associated with the intellectual trajectory from the Enlightenment that pushed against the traditional historical content of Christian teaching with a confidence in the ability of a modern historical method to know the truth, with varying degrees of objectivity, about the past. That is the historical context of realism in Wright’s narrative. Philosophically understood, realism names a confidence in the independent existence of objects apart from observers.49 Historians, to the extent that they are realists about their subject matter, are confident that the events that they study have (really) occurred in time and space and that texts and testimony do, in happy cases, refer to those events. This is the case regardless of whether or how one has access to those events. It may be the case that we cannot know the events, but a realist nevertheless believes that events really occurred that, through human intention, become objects of inquiry. Thus realism, broadly conceived, implies the allowance in epistemology for the reality of objects external to the knower, objects that must be considered in their externality.


  Positivism


  Realism could be said to simply describe the epistemological assumptions of most people before coming under the Enlightenment critique. How one came to know a thing was not a question of the reality of the thing itself (this was not in question), but rather a problem of appropriate method with respect to a given object. Scientific method and historical method were seen to be epistemological developments that would aid the observer in coming to know an object as it really is, without regard for what the observer brought to the task of observation. Positivism names this “optimistic” epistemological position.50 As Wright understands it, positivism is simply a position that assumes the ability to make claims about reality external to the observer based solely upon sense data. One of the problems that Wright sees on the positivistic side of realism is that it ignores the prejudices that always accompany observation. For positivist historians, this looks like a “value-free and dogma-free historiography as though such a thing were attainable.”51 For positivist theologians, either the biblical text is read “straight” as if they have avoided all presuppositions, or, “because one cannot have ‘direct access’ to the ‘facts’ about Jesus, all that we are left with is a morass of first-century fantasy.”52 Another problem that Wright sees with positivism is its rejection of other types of knowledge, presuming them to be less secure compared to the direct and unmediated knowledge of empirical verification. Positivistic knowledge, if it is methodologically controlled through empirical testing, must either reject other claims to knowledge, for example, philosophy, theology and so on, or these claims are generally “downgraded”53 because they are not subject to empirical verification. Wright notes that positivism has generally been rejected by philosophers after undergoing the critique leveled against it by the sociological study of knowledge and the reconsideration of the philosophy of science by philosophers such as Michael Polanyi and Thomas Kuhn. Even so, positivism hangs on in popular opinion. This understanding of realism is pejoratively referred to as “naïve realism” by Wright and identified as a “common-sense level”54 of realism that, in positivistic fashion, would seek both an objective point of view and claim unmediated correspondence of perception between subject and object.55


  Phenomenalism


  Phenomenalism names the realist position taken to the other extreme, what Wright calls “the pessimistic side of the Enlightenment programme. . . . The reverse of this belief is that, where positivism cannot utter its shrill certainties, all that is left is subjectivity or relativity. The much-discussed contemporary phenomenon of cultural and theological relativism is itself in this sense simply the dark side of positivism.”56 This “dark side of positivism”—phenomenalism —is similar to the idealist/subjectivist thread from the Enlightenment, except that rather than having its roots in the Kantian turn to the subject, it has its roots in the realist side of critical realism, and specifically in the commitment to empirical observation. Phenomenalism begins with the humble recognition that all phenomena from the external world are mediated through our senses, but instead of taking that as a positive account of how we have knowledge of external reality, phenomenalism takes this as an absolute barrier to knowledge: all we can do is speak in terms of what we perceive rather than what really is. For Wright, an unchecked phenomenalism is a step onto the slippery slope to solipsism, the “belief that I and only I exist.”57 “When I seem to be looking at a text, or at an author’s mind within the text, or at events of which the text seems to be speaking, all I am really doing is seeing the author’s view of events, or the text’s appearance of authorial intent, or maybe only my own thoughts in the presence of the text . . . and is it even a text?”58


  What is rejected by Wright is the idea that external reality can be immediately known, that is, unmediated, apart from larger mediating contexts of meaning. This gets at the heart of Wright’s critique of the Enlightenment’s historical method. All historical knowledge is knowledge that is mediated. By assuming that scientific methodologies function positivistically, any historical methodology that claims objectivity will simply ignore the imported a priori commitments and broader narrative contexts that predetermine conclusions about historical events. In Wright’s words, “The positivist . . . traditions are wrong to imagine that perception is prior to the grasping of larger realities.”59 The twin problems of positivism and phenomenalism represent for Wright dangers of a realist epistemology that is not corrected or checked by a properly critical realism. It is to this critical, and in some respects idealist, end of Wright’s account of epistemology that we now turn.


  Idealism: Two Branches


  In its most basic sense, idealism, and the cluster of terms associated with it from NTPG, can be understood to correspond to the subjective turn of the Enlightenment. The term idealism shows up more frequently in JVG than in NTPG, primarily because in the former Wright is dealing with the particular intellectual trends that contributed to the scholarly projects associated with the various quests for the historical Jesus. In NTPG, Wright refers to idealism as the philosophical context of much modern Protestant theology, which, when read together with the introduction of JVG, links it together with the historical trajectory from the Reformation to Kant and beyond. The extent to which Wright’s realist epistemology is critical will need to be articulated in contrast to the idealist trajectory of the Enlightenment in order to see how his constructive proposal attempts to overcome the idealist critique. In Wright’s account, the idealist trajectory can be demonstrated according to two major branches that influence the relationship between theology and history: conceptual abstraction and subjectivism.


  Conceptual abstraction. Wright’s narrative of the idealist trajectory begins, chronologically, with Melanchthon’s dictum, the pro me of the Reformation, and the abstraction of doctrine from history that it implied. It ends with the radical subjectivism of postmodernity. When Wright speaks of the way in which theology deviates from its proper relationship with history, he does so in reference to this abstraction from the historical and concrete, and he uses, at times, the term idealism to draw attention to its conceptual nature. For example, when discussing the many problems to be found within the field of New Testament theology, Wright identifies “Idealism” as the distinct philosophical context in which the field developed. This development favored abstraction rather than “concrete history, ” with the outcome being that abstract theology became the privileged discipline set free from the historian’s attempt to ground theology in the reality of actual events in time and space.60 This has been a consistent emphasis within Wright’s critique of the relationship between theology and history, and it is implicit in more recent critiques of abstract theological categories such as “divinity” and “humanity” when they take precedence over more biblically rooted concepts such as the kingdom of God or Jesus as Messiah.


  In fact, one might suggest sharply that it is the mainstream dogmatic tradition (arguing about the “divinity and humanity” of Jesus) that has actually falsified the canon by screening out the Gospel’s central emphasis on the coming of the kingdom and by substituting for this the question of the divinity of Jesus, as though the point of the Gospels’ high incarnational Christology were something other than the claim that this is Israel’s God in person coming to claim the sovereignty promised to the Messiah.61


  The abstraction of theological concepts from the historical narratives is a mistake that has significant theological and even political ramifications. By locating theological doctrines in their historical contexts, the Christian faith is necessarily rescued from its “charmed faith-based circle” so that it might “go out and address the world, in order to rescue the world.”62


  Subjectivism. The other branch of idealism is subjectivism. Subjectivism holds that the only knowledge we can have of objects is of their appearances, as they appear to the observer, and not as they are in and of themselves.63 With Immanuel Kant’s epoch-making shift in philosophy, the idea that all reality actually conforms to a priori categories that belong to the mind of the human subject, the independent reality of objects in the world was put into question. In Wright’s discussion of epistemology, surprisingly little attention is paid to Immanuel Kant.64 Where subjectivism is mentioned, it is associated with phenomenalism,65 the outworking in a negative direction of the trajectory of positivism that I have associated in Wright’s work with realism. Nevertheless, the Kantian turn to the subject is an essential part of the idealist trajectory. The pro me and corresponding theological abstraction of the Reformation was followed by the turn to the subject and the radical subjectivism that followed. Put in question by this move was the very reality of the external world. What might have simply been Cartesian doubt regarding our knowledge of the world, knowledge in search of an external foundation that Descartes found in God, was now with Kant grounded in an account of the metaphysical priority of the human subject. This move placed the reality of the nonsubjective world, that is, the world of objects, into question. Seen from the perspective of Wright’s project, the major problem with this strand of the idealistic turn is that it makes what should be independent, concrete historical events completely dependent on the subjectivity of the one interpreting history. All history involves interpretation, but for the thoroughgoing idealist it is only interpretation. Kant’s description of his project as a “Copernican shift” is an apt metaphor for the sort of shift that occurs when the critical element overcomes the primacy of the reality of the external world.66 For in Kant it was the object that must conform to the subject, and not the other way around. The center of the universe has become the subject, and the universe itself is only understood around that center. This is exactly opposite for Wright in the sense that Wright is committed to the existence of external reality and that our knowledge ought to conform to that reality. But how does one account for externality if we cannot escape our subjectivity? How do we remain epistemological realists while at the same time acknowledging our own subjective limitations?


  Wright’s Critical Realism (CRw)


  CRw fits into Wright’s project as an epistemological position that attempts to resolve the tension between realism and idealism in such a way that regains the central role of historical knowledge for theology and, at the same time, to justify theological inquiry as undertaken by the historian. It is specifically intended to overcome the rejection by theologians of the biblical historian’s conclusions, while at the same time it functions to expose the a priori commitments of the historians who reject the theological claims of their historical subjects. Above these polemical goals, however, CRw is meant to be an epistemology that conforms to the reality of the world as the good creation of God, and to provide a way of investigating that world free from the dualisms that we have seen through Wright’s narration of the intellectual heritage extending from the Reformation and the Enlightenment. The dualisms of idealism and realism, subjective/objective, phenomenalist/positivist, and so on, are present in the split between theology and history.67 In Wright’s words, “The challenge is now before us to articulate new categories which will do justice to the relevant material without this damaging dualism—and without, of course, cheating by collapsing the data into a monism in which one ‘side’ simply disappears into the other.”68 CRw will be an attempt to meet these twin challenges: to reject the false dualisms that beset Christian discourse and avoid the temptation of favoring one side or the other. CRw must be a new way of accounting for the reality to which the Christian faith must bear witness.


  The primary dualism that provides the immediate context in which Wright introduces CRw is that of positivism and phenomenalism. This highlights the primary tension that we have been dealing with—namely, the tension that exists between the reality of the external world and the subjectivity that determines the way in which we experience it. After giving a brief description of CRw (to which we will come in a moment), he comments that “critical awareness . . . challenge[s] a naïve realism or a mainline positivism.”69 This is another way of referring to the phenomenalism/positivism duality. A few paragraphs later he attempts to preempt the conclusion that in CRw it appears that the “phenomenalists, or the subjectivists, have won after all.”70 It is this cluster of terms, and the inherent dualistic tension between what I am calling idealism and realism, that Wright identifies in order to set up the context in which he presents CRw. In Wright’s own words, CRw is a


  way of describing the process of “knowing” that acknowledges the reality of the thing known, as something other than the knower (hence “realism”), while also fully acknowledging that the only access we have to this reality lies along the spiraling path of appropriate dialogue or conversation between the knower and the thing known (hence “critical”).71


  The point that needs to be made, and the key to understanding how CRw can avoid falling onto one side or another, is that knowledge, for Wright, is only achieved along this “spiraling path” described as “appropriate dialogue” or “conversation.” It is this “path” that holds the key to understanding what Wright is doing with CRw.


  Knowledge as contact. Against the empiricist or positivist assumption that separates the knower and the known into the categories of subject and object, CRw prefers to understand this fundamental epistemological relationship in terms of humans and events. This eliminates the distance between the knower and the known by refusing to abstract each from within the social contexts or “frameworks” that contribute to identity and meaning.72 Rather than assuming a basic distance between the knower and the known, something that the language of subject and object do, the language of human and event necessarily involves the inclusion of each within stories that make sense of them as conversation partners. In other words, knowledge is not empirical verification or, in a positivistic sense, an objective comprehension of what a thing is in itself; rather, knowledge is fundamentally relational. CRw is a “relational epistemology.”73


  Wright identifies CRw within a tradition of CR spanning several disciplines, including theology, philosophy, science and history. A brief look at two scholars from whom Wright draws for his understanding of CR will be helpful for understanding what “relational epistemology” means. First, theologian Colin Gunton’s book Enlightenment and Alienation argues that one of the problems with Enlightenment epistemology is that it operated under the false assumption that there exists a fundamental distance between the observer and the world (alienation). Drawing on the work of Michael Polanyi, Gunton describes the contrast between the Enlightenment assumption of alienation and a critical realist epistemology as the difference between two different metaphors of seeing. On the Enlightenment side, normal seeing is the primary metaphor, and the observer is assumed to be at a distance from the object seen. On the critical realist side, seeing is likened to a blind person with a white cane, feeling the world through the cane. Knowing, according to this metaphor, is a process of learning through contact. Polanyi’s arguments, the source of this change of metaphor, “all circle around his central claim that knowledge of any kind, whether it be of mathematics, natural science, philosophy or literary criticism is personal and not, for example, to be understood on the analogy of the machine or of omniscience.”74


  Another of Wright’s influences, Ben F. Meyer, whose own work of biblical interpretation draws heavily upon the transcendental method of Bernard Lonergan, points to Lonergan’s Insight for a similar rejection of the metaphor of seeing: “Insight demystified the conflicting epistemologies of the modern era (naïve realism, empiricism, idealism), tracing them to a common root, namely, the fallacy that knowing is like seeing, that knowing the real is, or would be, akin to seeing it.”75 Lonergan’s own words are helpful in elucidating further the epistemological position of Wright:


  For knowing is an organically integrated activity. . . . To conceive knowing one must understand the dynamic pattern of experiencing, inquiring, reflecting, and such understanding is not to be reached by taking a look. To affirm knowing it is useless to peer inside, for the dynamic pattern is to be found not in this or that act, but in the unfolding of mathematics, empirical science, common sense, and philosophy; in that unfolding must be grasped the pattern of knowing and, if one feels inclined to doubt that that pattern really exists, then one can try the experiment of attempting to escape experience, to renounce intelligence in inquiry, to desert reasonableness in critical reflection.76


  For both Lonergan and Polanyi, knowing is a type of experience or encounter with the world. Knowing is coming into contact with that which is to be known. In this way it is a realist epistemology. In CRw, this contact with the real is uniquely accounted for in Wright’s account of story and worldview.


  In Wright’s words, worldviews are “the basic stuff of human existence, the lens through which the world is seen, the blueprint for how one should live in it, and above all the sense of identity and place which enables human beings to be what they are.”77 The concept of worldview is not a constructive proposal of Wright’s, but is rather based in what he sees as a particular honesty regarding how humans engage and interact epistemologically with the world. By countering both the idealist and realist strands of thought, what remains is an account of human interaction with reality that can only be understood in terms of a holistic vision of humanity in integrated contact with the world. The concept of a worldview provides a way of talking about this integrated nature of human contact with reality. Worldviews do this by providing stories that give coherence to our experience of reality. They answer basic questions that arise out of these stories and out of human experience, and the answers to these questions are always bound within stories. Worldviews also include cultural symbols that express the stories and questions that make up worldviews, and they are sustained and formed in the context of praxis, of particular ways of being in the world.78 This account of worldview is basic for CRw and provides the context that makes sense of the human as knowing subject, an integral part of the whole of reality.


  One function of the role of worldview and story in CRw is to be a critical check on any aspirations to a positivist epistemology. This can be seen in the way that story and worldview function with respect to the process of hypothesis and verification.


  Hypothesis and verification are the normal scientific means by which one comes to know things about reality external to oneself. Wright understands the methods of hypothesis and verification according to the “usual accounts of ‘scientific method.’”79 For Wright, it is important to make the claim that in the natural sciences, the data that we gain from our senses always has a prior framework of understanding, a hypothesis and theoretical context that makes sense of experience, and that focuses the scientist or historian in which direction to look and with what tools to use in their inquiry into an event, person or other object of knowledge. Sense data is then interpreted according to an existing framework or theory that can make sense of it. In order to successfully inquire regarding an experience or an object, “one needs a larger framework on which to draw, a larger set of stories about things that are likely to happen in the world.”80 In Wright’s method, worldviews provide the frameworks within which knowledge can occur. There is no knowledge apart from worldviews, and it is in the interaction between worldviews, through the processes of hypothesis and verification uniquely enabled by worldviews (just as a theory or hypothesis enables data based on observation to gain meaning in a scientific research program), that knowledge can take place. In this way, knowledge is never abstracted from stories, and it is in the context of stories that contact with external reality takes place.


  But in what sense can we speak of this as “contact” with reality? There are at least four explicit ways in which Wright accounts for “contact” in his articulation of the relationality of CRw. First, Wright articulates the theological and biblical claim that humans are made in the image of the Creator and so are given responsibility within the created order. This means that human presence in the world is necessarily interactional and can be described in moral terms as “stewardship.” Wright even suggests that his CRw might be understood as an epistemology of love.81 This is clearly a claim internal to Wright’s own Christian worldview and subject to the same critique as any other worldview. That Wright uses this argument suggests his willingness to admit his own bias, an admission that is consistent with his understanding of the impossibility of a point of view outside of any worldview. Second, the dialogical nature of the epistemological process implies contact,82 a contact exemplified by the fact that the knower may be changed in the process of knowing. Third, the content of stories, the basic components of our knowledge about the world, are necessarily and “irreducibly” about the “interrelation of humans and the rest of reality.”83 Knowledge cannot escape this interrelationality. Fourth, and finally, stories are told. It is the human act of telling stories that communicates information about reality; storytelling is that unique practice in which knowledge is passed from one community to another across time and space.


  Stories and worldviews, then, provide the appropriate critical check to a realist epistemology in CRw. They do this ostensibly without risking the realism that is essential to Wright’s Christian commitments, preventing both abstraction and the subjectivism that would isolate the knower from the contexts that provide meaning. There can be no abstraction of knowledge apart from frameworks of meaning that permit knowledge to be classified as knowledge. “The fact that somebody, standing somewhere, with a particular point of view, is knowing something does not mean that the knowledge is less valuable: merely that it is precisely knowledge.”84 Knowledge could thus be defined as the appropriate fit of a fact or object within the worldview of a knower. This means that we can only know what an object or a fact is (any “small” piece of knowledge) if we can place it within a story, or, in another term Wright uses, an “event.”85 There are no isolated facts or objects: “Stories . . . are more fundamental than ‘facts’; the parts must be seen in light of the whole.”86 Knowledge therefore must be understood as the successful location of objects or facts within a true story or worldview.


  But what makes a story true? Here Wright seems to leave us with a coherentist account of truth. At several points the proof of his account of CRw, or epistemology, is simply given over to the coherent outcome of his project: “And, as always, the proof of the pudding remains in the eating. . . . Simplicity of outline, elegance in handling the details within it, the inclusion of all the parts of a story, and the ability of the story to make sense beyond its immediate subject-matter: these are what count.”87 All external reality, if it is to be the subject matter of knowledge, is necessarily story bound. In other words, reality is only perceived as an object for knowledge of the knowing subject within stories. These stories situate the object of knowledge within a spatial and temporal framework of meaning. Therefore reality can only be known in a meaningful way if we get our stories right. This means that the epistemological process, as a process that moves toward true stories about the world, will have to pay critical attention to the stories and worldviews that make sense of both the knower and the person or event to be known. This can only be done through contact with the storied existence of reality. But this contact is always contact between stories and worldviews.
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