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BOOK' REVIEWS

NORTHROP FRYE
THE GREAT CODE: THE BIBLE AND LITERATURE

TORONTO:  ACADEMIC PRESS CANADA, 1982

In the near quarter of a century since its first publication Northrop Frye's
Anatomy c{ Cuiticism has become something of a classic. It has come to

stand as a central text of the movement in literary criticism which is
generally called archetypal criticism, but which might better be called the
myth and symbol perspective. Along with the so-called New Criticism, the
myth and symbol perspective tended to dominate Anglo-American criticism in
the two decades following the Second World War. Although these two staples
of the critical diet of a generation of literary scholars have now been
largely supplemented by the developments of structuralism, post-structuralism,
hermeneutic theory, and reception or reader-response criticism, my guess is
that they still form the basis of most undergraduate studies in North American
English departments. It is therefore with a good deal of anticipation that
another major theoretic synthesis by Professor Frye has been awaited.

As the fortuitous historical pun contained in the title of The Great Code
indicates (the title comes from Blake, but also invokes. the importance of

the word ccde in contemporary critical terminology), Professor Frye has
assimilated the developments of recent criticism into his theoretical framework
as a means of refining rather than altering his interpretative position. This
can be illustrated by the way in which he uses Roman Jakobson's famous
distinction between metaphor (the order of similarity) and metonymy (the order
of contiguity) within an imaginative Viconian vision of historical and
Tinguistic cycles: the mythical age of poetic or hieroglyphic language, the
heroic age of hieratic language, and the vulgar age of demotic language. After
which, the ticonso starts the process all over again. The poetic language of
the mythical age, the age of the gods, is identified with metaphor. The
dialectical language of the heroic age, the age of aristocracy, is seen as
being essentially metonymic in character. And the demotic language of the age
of the people, beginning roughly in the sixteenth century, is viewed as
descriptive. From one point of view, Professor Frye's scheme would appear to
be highly suspect to both the structuralist and the historian of ideas. But
such a point of view would miss the main import of the scheme. What we are
given here is an imaginative way of conceiving the relationships between
language and reality, a theonia in the radical sense of the term. This theory
also enables Professor Frye to locate the Bible as a vehicle for Revelation
within a special category characterized by kerygmatic language. That is to say,
the direction which the biblical proclamation takes, while embodying the
rhetorical figurations of metaphor and metonymy, transgresses the limits of

«an argument disguised by fiquration» (29). Nevertheless, myth as narrative
metaphor becomes, in opposition to a simplistic understanding of Bultmann,

whom Frye exculpates in a note, the linguistic vehicle of kerygma. This
imaginative theoretical framework initiates the development of the rest of

the book.
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The Great Code is divided into two parts: «The Order of Words» and «The
Order of Types.» It is possible, I think, to see in these two broad
categories the relationship between metaphor as a particular Tinguistic
phenomenon and the mythic functionality of metaphor as narrative within
the imaginative-historical scheme of typology. Indeed, in revivifying
for the twentieth century the typological way of viewing reality, a

way at once metaphoric and metonymic, Professor Frye has demonstrated
just how typical this interpretative mode is for the Western, Christian
hermeneutic tradition and just how alive it still remains.

Each of the two parts of The Great Code consists of four chapters which

are mirrored, as it were, concavely. Thus Language, Myth, Metaphor, and
Typology in Part One reappear as Typology, Metaphor, Myth, and Language in
Part Two. The image of the «double mirrory (xxii), though, is perhaps somewhat
misleading. Rather, the structure of the book imitates the paradigmatic
shape which Frye discerns as basic to the Western literary tradition. This
paradigm assumes two forms: the U-shape of comedy and the inverted U-shape
of tragedy. It is interesting that Frye has chosen to depict this pattern

as a U rather than the more traditional V. Does this indicate that
literature always fails at the point of transcendence? That, confined by
form, it can never fully impinge upon otherly-shaped reality? In any case,
it seems to me that there is a certain ambiguity as to whether The Great

Code itself is U-shaped or inverted U-shaped. 1 would suggest that this
ambiguity reflects something of the ambiguity of literary criticism as an
undertaking. The upward swing of the code of art, even paradoxically in
tragedy, always points towards the comedic, whereas meta-art, of which
literary criticism forms a significant aspect, carries the downward thrust

of what might be called the code of history, the impetus of tragic transiency.

Readers of the Bible are familiar with the up-and-down movement of the
biblical narrative taken as a whole, a movement which Frye diagrams at one
point as a series of rounded peaks and valleys and aptly calls «manic-
depressive» (176). This structural pattern combines the shapes of comedy
and tragedy within the sequential dimension of historical time. Frye then
sees, with due qualification, a major mythic, cyclical design encompassing
the entire biblical narrative from Genesis through the Apocalypse. Would

it not, however, be more appropriate to see this overarching design as spiral?
Looking at it in this way would enable the reader to accommodate the up-and-
down historical movement to an underlying cyclic, or cyclic-progressive
design, one of the patterns of eternity in time. For, after all, a spiral
coil looked at head-on is a circle.

The Great Code is an immensely rich book. Part of its density is no doubt
due to its origins in Professor Frye's courses. To a certain extent, however,
the vers richness and density of the work make it difficult to read. This is
the sort of book that one needs to study as one studies the material for a
course. But, then, is this not perhaps the only form that a book dealing with
the Bible could assume? It is a book to be re-read on a book that is being
constantly re-read.
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I can see that The Great Code will be of interest mainly to two kinds of
readers: students of literature and students of the Bible. Not very
often in our contemporary culture do these two kinds of students meet. At
present, biblical studies as an academic discipline remains at core
historical-critical in its orientation, while literary studies have for a
long time tended to downplay the historical approach at the expense of an
often confusing proliferation of competing text-analytical and inter-
pretative approaches. Frye's book is, of course, written from the point of
view of the literary scholar; and, no doubt, biblical scholars will have a
number of criticisms of some of its generalizations. Yet it would be a
pity if biblical scholars were not responsive to the kind of imaginative
reading that Frye offers. 0On the other hand, the aesthetic unity towards
which imaginative literary criticism aspires is always in need of the
historical and philological objections which biblical scholars can raise.
The Great Code opens a channel of communication between these two scholarly
domains and, at the same time, approximates more closely than the usual
representatives of either to the concerns of the educated, unspecialized
reader of the Bible. One eagerly looks forward to Professor Frye's promised
sequel.

Richard R. Cooper

BRIAN MAHAN AND L, DALE RICHESIN, EDITORS
THE CHALLENGE OF LIBERATION THEOLOGY: A FIRST WORLD RESPONSE

MaRYKNOLL, N.Y.: ORBIS Books, 1981

In this volume seven theologians respond to questions which liberation
theologies have posed for First World theology and biblical studies. Their
essays (with two exceptions) were originally presented as panerf at a
student conference on «the challenge of liberation theology» held at the

Divinity School of the University of Chicago in 1979.

In the first essay Dorothee S&11e describes the need for liberation in a
consumerist society. She urges First World Christians who have learned

to endure their «Egyptian» exile to «choose lifen by participating in the
struggle against the totalitarian and hedonistic culture which holds them
captive. Lee Cormie follows with a First World view of the role played

by international capitalism in racism, sexism, and poverty. He argues that
Tiberation theologies are accurate in exposing the irrationality of the
capitalist worldview, its optimism and its individualism, and that
liberation theologies converge in attempting to transcend the present system
by means of a new and liberating rationality.

James H. Cone explores the relationship between Christian faith and political
praxis in the context of black theology. He defines praxis as a specific
kind of obedience connected with a social theory of change. Faith is
ontologically prior to obedience, but «by putting obedience prior to faith on
the sociological plane, we protect ourselves from the heresy of substituting
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faith for action» (62). James W. Fowler applies his theory of thg '
structural-developmental stages of faith to black theologies of liberation.
He discovers «ideological theologiansy and «theologians of balance,»
representing two different stages of faith, and concludes that poth
theological approaches should be preserved in the hope that their inter-
action will result in a more comprehensive synthesis.

Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza defends the «advocacy stance» of liberation
theologies and suggests that the woption for the oppressed» should be the
canon and norm for biblical interpretation. Noting that the Bible functions
as a male weapon in the political struggle against women's liberation, she
argues that a feminist biblical hermeneutics «must uncover and denounce
biblical traditions and theologies that perpetuate violence, alienation, and
oppression» and «must delineate those biblical traditions that bring forward
the liberating experiences and visions of the people of God» (108). Since
Scripture is a source of violence and domination as well as of truth and
revelation, the Bible should be understood as prototype rather than archetype.

Langdon Gilkey surveys biblical views of evil in history and concludes that
the powerful and the affluent are primarily responsible for the distortions of
social life. Political liberation therefore means a struggle both against

the dominance of ruling groups and for new forms of social existence inspired
by the symbol of the Kingdom. In the final essay Schubert M. Ogden asks
whether Christian theology today must be conceived as liberation theology.

His answer is that theology must be moze than «critical reflection on faith

as a liberating praxis» (Gutierrez); it must also subject the claims of faith
itself to the question of truth.

It is clear that liberation theologies challenge the adequacy of First World
theological method and biblical hermeneutics. Most of these essays therefore
attempt to clarify questions concerning contexuality, theory and praxis,
witness and critical reflection, redemption and emancipation, or the individual
and the social.

On a deeper level liberation theologies challenge the values and worldview of
the dominant First World culture. The «culture of consumerismy» is fundamentally
irrational and must be transcended if a community of justice is to be
established.

This book is a warning, however, against a too-easy appropriation of liberation
theology by First World Christians. Schiissler Fiorenza charges that co-opting
the term «oppression» through generalization renders it meaningless and
neutralizes the struggles of particular groups for liberation. St1le allows
that First World citizens do indeed need liberation but adds a crucial
qualification:

« Our need for liberation has a different starting point than the struggle for
economic justice. Our being exploited is different from the exploitation of
the Third World. Still, it is one beast that rules over us, Third World and
First World people, but we in the affluent societies tend to overlook its
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fascist dimensions. Our immediate experience of the beast is of its
hedonistic side rather than of its oppressive side (9-10).»

[ recommend the book to all pastors and educators who are willing to be
challenged by what continue to be the most provocative theological movements
today.

William Van Gelder

JURGEN MOLTMANN
THE TRINITY and the KINGDOM

SAN FRANCISCO: HARPER AND ROW, 1981

With Andrei Rublev's fifteenth century Russian icon of the Holy Trinity
poised before him, Protestant theologian Jurgen Moltmann has made a noble
ecumenical effort at resolving the doctrinal issue which divides our church,
East and West. The Trinity and the Kingdom is Moltmann's first in a series
of «contributions to theology.» In it he gleans from his previous major
works in order to confront, head-on, the constant Western trinitarian
temptation of modalistic monarchianism, i.e. Sabellianism.

Romans and Protestants alike will be as quick in their accusing Moltmann of
«tritheism» as others were in their charging him with «¢patripassianism» with
the publication of The Crucified God (ET, 1974). In this treatise Moltmann's
hermeneutical point of departure is that of considering the various relational
«forms of the Trinity» as they are revealed in the scriptural account of

«The History of the Son.» Therefore, the author is considering the relat-
ionships of the three divine persons prior to any discussion of unity.

Moltmann contends that in Western Christian doctrine the unity of God has
always been considered prior to the diversity and always at a loss of
trinitarian differentiation. God's unity is not to be thought of as
Tertullian's celebrated una substantia, nor as moderns (Barth, Rahner, et af.)
would have it, divine subjectivity. No, Moltmann appeals to John Damascene's
doctrine of perichoresis. In the salvific perichoretic working of the three
persons of the Trinity lies the unity of God. «The unity of the divine tri-
unity Ties in the undion of the Father, the Son and the Spirit, not in their
numerical unity» (95).

Riding on the crest of a working group of Faith and Order in the World
Council of Churches, Moltmann addresses the {ifioque question, i.e. the
ecumenically divisive question of whether the Spirit proceeds from the Father
exclusively (as the East claims) or from the Son as well (a Western inter-
Jjection into the ecumenical creed). With acknowledgement of the mediatory
positions of the 01d Catholics of the West who wish to strike the §ilioque
clause from the creed and Russian Orthodox theologian Boris Bolotov, who

sees that the Son is not «uninvolved» in the Spirit's procession Moltmann
offers his own go-between.
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First he makes the claim that the triune economies of God which we

experience are no different from the immanent essential triune character

of God, in and of himself. But this very presupposition is violated as
Moltmann suggests that constitutionally there is a wmonarchy of the Father»
from which the Son and the Spirit are respectively «generated» and «breathed,»
while in the relational Life of the Trinity each person perichoretically
contributes to the economic form of the others.

As to whether or not the Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son
(§iLioque), Moltmann sides with the Eastern tradition in suggesting that
comstitutionatly the Spirit proceeds exclusively from the Father. Yet he
sides with the Western tradition in saying that the Son is not uninfluential
in the determination of the refational gorm of the Spirit. The Spirit
proceeds from the Father of the Son and is sent by the Son. The author's
suggestion is that the gifioque be withdrawn by the West for it obscures
where it intended to clarify.

With this constitution/form distinction recalling the substance/accidents
distinction in medieval eucharistic debates Moltmann himself becomes
conscious of the implicit contradictions between a constitutional «monarchy
of the Father» and the perichorectically determined form of the relational
life of the Trinity. As soon as he offers his hairsplitting solution to
the feuding churches, the author abandons the distinction, opting for
relational perichoresis over any form of monarchy, immanent or economic.
He writes: «It would therefore be helpful to remove the concept of E1rsk
Cause from trinitarian doctrine altogether, and to confine oneself to an
account of the interpersonal relationships» (189). With that, all of his
sincere efforts at resolving our 1500 year old division evaporate.

The real fruit of the book lies in the practical ramifications of the author's
original appreciation. God's unity is now understood to be not one of
monarchial substance or subjectivity, but rather a community of the three
divine persons, as pictured in Rublev's icon. This further suggests that

the {mago del is not to be found in bourgeois individuality but in

authentic human community. Similarly, the perichoretic community of the
Trinity undermines the supposed divine sanction which grounds both political
and ecclesiastical propensities towards monarchialism. God is no singular
monarch, so despots and clerics have no divine foundation upon which they

can attribute their singular and often abusive authority. Singular authority
mistakes freedom for power over property, but the loving community of the
Trinity, in its liberating economies, reveals freedom to be passionate
community.

Recalling Joachim of Fiore's trinitarian view of history, Moltmann suggests
that the Kingdom of the Father frees people to become the honourable servants
of God. The Kingdom cf the Son justifies these servants and liberates them
unto the personal and intimate relationship which the Son shares with the
Father. The Kingdom of the Spirit takes these servants now children and
includes them as free «friends of God» within the redemptive project of
bringing history toward the eschatological Kingdom of glory.

Thomas G. Nordberg
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TO THE READERS OF ARC:
Dear Friends:

This academic year marks the tenth anniversary of the publication of
ARC. During those ten years we have distributed ARC twice-yearly to nearly
1500 alumni/ae and friends of McGill's Faculty of Religious Studies. To
help meet printing and postage costs, we have asked for an annual contribution
from our readers. A number of readers have been most faithful and generous

with their gifts. To them go our very sincere thanks.

We have now reached a point, however, at which we must seriously

consider the future of ARC. At present we are operating on a growing deficit.
Printing and postage costs have steadily increased in the last two years.

For example, the cost of producing and mailing the Autumn 1980 jssue of ARC
was $1,097.02; the cost of the Autumn 1981 issue was $1-,367.60,1In contrast
to this, the contributions received between January 1981 and January 1982
amounted to $726. The cost of the Spring 1982 issue was $1,777.44 as compared
to contributions received to April 1st, 1982, of $471. On a rough average the
receipt of contributions amounts to about half of the cost of producing ARC.

We estimate that for the coming year, even with an effort to cut expenses
as much as possible, it will cost us between $2.50 and $3.00 to produce and
post a single copy of ARC.

Bearing all this in mind, would each of you please fill in the following
questionnaire and send it to us by return post.

Once again, our sincere thanks go to our faithful readers and supporters.

The Editorial Committee
ARC
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QUESTIONNAIRE

I read ARC and wish to continue receiving it.

I do not read ARC and do not wish to continue
receiving it,

I am willing to contribute $5.00 per year to the
support of ARC. (Please make your cheque payable
to the FacuTty of Religious Studies, McGill University.)

I am willing to contribute $ per year to
the support of ARC. (Contributions of $25.00 and over
are tax deductibTe. Cheques for $25.00 and over should
be made payable to the McGill Development Fund and
earmarked ARC.)

I should 1ike to suggest the following topics as
possible themes for future issues of ARC.

Please return this questionnaire to:

ARC

Faculty of Religious Studies
McGill University

3520 University Street
Montreal, PQ
H3A 2A7



ARC is an attempt to provide a means of maintaining the ties that exist
between the academic community and its Alumni/Alumnae. To aid in this
continuing theological education, we are publishing two issues per year whickh
are distributed to almost 1500 graduates and friends of the Faculty of
Religious Studies of McGill University, its affiliated Colleges (Anglican,
Presbyterian and United Church) and the Montreal Institute for Ministry.

We are asking for an annual contribution of $5.00 per person in order to
offset costs of printing and distribution.

ARC welcomes all comments, suggestions and donations. If your name or
address is incorrect on our mailing label, please let us know so that we
can send you the next issue of ARC without unnecessary delay. Address all
correspondence to:
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