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Editorial

CGST Journal will not carry any theme starting from

the present issue. There are seven articles altogether, four

in Chinese and three in English. It so happens that the articles

by Simon Wong and Chong Ho Yu form a creative tension.

Wong’s article concerns with “language death” under

globalization, while Yu ’s piece deals with the clash of

civilizations, exploring whether globalization constitutes a

possible way out. Although these two articles are somewhat

lengthy, they are highly readable. Don’t miss them!

Simon Wong’s “The Ethical Dimension of Minority

Language Bible Translation in the Present Context of

Globalization” investigates the moral obligations of Bible

translation under the tension between globalization and

language preservation. The article starts with pointing out

the crisis of “language death,” and traces the cause to

colonization and neo-colonization with the suppression of

“otherness.” It lists the remedial principles proposed by

UNESCO of the United Nations to resist the Western vision

of “One World.” The article discusses the “double language

policy” advocated by certain countries.  I t  highlights

translation as “re-culturation,” and draws out the message

behind and the implications of “zero translation.” Bible



translation must confront the dilemma between minority

language and language as a medium of communication. It

should pay careful attention to the identifying factors put

forward by UNESCO. The article also explores the problems

of the practice of employing a model translation, namely,

interferences in the target language and inhibition of cultural

expression. In the final analysis, the priority in Bible

translation reflects the moral choice toward minority

language. This is an issue demanding further thought.

Chong Ho Yu’s article, “Clash of Civilizations: Its

Misconceptions and Its Challenges to Christianity,” is also

rich in content. While some scholars criticize and rebuke

Samuel Huntington’s The Clash of Civilizations  from

different  perspectives,  Yu ’s art icle clarif ies various

misunderstandings. In this process, it identifies the key to

Huntington’s thesis. Yu also voices his misgivings to the

thesis. He has not overturned Huntington’s thesis, but places

it within a much wider horizon. He then identifies the key

to the clash between Western Christ ian and Islamic

civilization, and examines the difficulties of Jonathan Sacks’

solution.  The art icle invites the readers to approach

globalization and cosmopolitanism via an interdisciplinary

approach in order to resolve the conflicts. The article is

concerned with a pressing issue of today. It is hoped that

the readers accept the challenge. One may also examine the

issue from an Islamic perspective. It would surely enable a

better understanding, and can forge a practical path forward.

Kin-yip Louie’s “The Theology of the Cross in Simone

Weil” introduces Simone Weil’s theology of the cross

centered on suffering. Weil lived in an age of suffering; the

experience of suffering left an indelible mark in her life.

The poet George Herbert’s poem, “Love,” revealed to her

that the nature of God is love. God creates out of love, and

God also hides Godself out of love, leaving blind necessity
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and human autonomous will to govern the world. Blind

necessity and human “self” bring about suffering. However,

suffering is able to awaken the “self” from the illusion of

being the center of the world. Suffering is indeed the mark

of the love of God. The cross represents both the apex of

God’s love and God’s hiddenness. God enters into suffering,

in order to be with those who suffer, and to reveal the way

of salvation: to imitate God’s abdication of Godself, so as

to fulfill the world in love. In face of suffering, with

reference to her spiritual experience, Weil looks for an

alternative to traditional theology. Her reflection echoes a

number of female mystics in the Middle Ages, and can be

considered as an integration of spirituality and social

concern. It is hoped that these issues can be explored further.

In the past the problem of suffering has been an issue

within the field of religious philosophy. The two world wars

have made suffering a staple theme, either as an entry point

to theologizing, or as a subtopic under sin and evil, or as

the central concern of theologizing, such as Simone Weil’s

theology, post-Auschwitz Jewish theology, or numerous

liberation theologies still on the rise. This is a field that

awaits furrowing and reflection.

Rowena Hoi-yee Liu’s “Theology of Christian Art as

a Critique and Supplement to Speculative Theologies” is a

substantial piece. It focuses on visual art, points out the

limitations of speculative theology, and advocates Christian

aesthetic theology as its necessary supplement. Speculative

theology is based on the paradigm of truth in the natural

sc ience .  I t  i s  propos i t ional ,  logica l ,  cogni t ive  and

intellectual. The iconoclastic controversy in the eighth

century distinguishes icon from idol, and has established

the theological legitimacy of icons. The icons of Eastern

Orthodoxy embrace liturgical, educational and prayful

functions, and has brought about the tangibility of the
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presence of God. Art depends on the paradigm of human

sciences for its conception of truth. It is truth-to (instead of

truth-about) things, imaginative truth, and “transformation

into structure.” It forms a dialectic conversation with the

spectator, resulting in a fusion of horizons, and manifesting

truth therein. Religious art constitutes the highest realization

of truth. The article surveys the history of the development

of the relation between art and theology; it also evaluates

severa l  represen ta t ive  f igures .  F ina l ly,  the  a r t i c le

investigates the theological conceptions of Christian art from

a threefold dimension, namely the spectator, artist, and

artwork, identifying them correspondingly as the source of

religious experience, the result of reflection and sifting, and

theology embodied within the artwork. As such, aesthetic

theology is characterized by openness, multiple meaning,

and multifarious hermeneutical  space.  Hence, visual

aesthetic theology should go together with mainstream

speculative theology. Liu’s article has opened up a long-

awaited topic, and has laid out a broad canvass to be filled

in.

Sam Tsang ’ s “Talking Back to  the  Empire:  An

Imperialistic Background for Romans” treats The Letter to

the Romans as an epistle addressed to members of the church

with the imperial background of Rome. Paul’s travels are

related to Rome’s dominance over both the land and sea,

through i t s  mi l i ta ry  and urbaniza t ion  s t ra tegies  of

colonialism. But Paul presses for an alternative conquest

through the gospel of love and life-transformation. It is a

spiritual conquest, rather than a political one, that builds

up God’s new society. In place of grace which means

unasymmetric exchange of favors, where a powerful patron

grants grace or favor with the expectation of a heavy return,

Paul puts forward the shocking notion of free grace. Where

imperial cult enforces loyalty and coins often showed the
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emperor as a “savior,” Paul emphasizes that only Jesus, as

the second and last Adam, deserves the honor of “lord.” The

Roman policy of moving inhabitants around also explains

the Jewish elements in the epistle. Seen in this light, Paul’s

role as a reformer to the Roman society stands out clearly.

Kai-man Kwan’s “Human Rights without God: Can

Naturalism Provide a Foundation for Human Rights?” puts

forward the thesis that it is notoriously difficult to establish

a solid foundation for human rights within a naturalist

worldview. The article examines a wide spectrum of secular

naturalistic arguments and finds them wanting. Naturalism

claims that human beings are products of chance. As such,

there would be a tension between human rights and the

struggle for survival. The empiricist approach cannot

ascertain the idea of human nature, not to mention an end

for  human race.  The fact-value dichotomy makes i t

impossible to derive the value of human nature from value-

free facts. Postmodern thought deconstructs universal

morality and universal humanity. The liberal self becomes

no more than a product of social construction. This article

should be read in conjunction with another article in the

CGST Journal, no. 43, “Can Christian Theology Provide a

Foundation for Human Rights?” The two together forms a

whole, establishing the status of Christian worldview for

the foundation of human rights.

Tze-ho Fung’s “A Response to the Refutation of the

Paper, ‘A Logical Analysis of the Stone Paradox with First-

Order Logic’”, is a second round response to the discussion

on stone paradox. Fung discusses the Stone Paradox in CGST

Journal, no. 42, and points out that one cannot logically

arrive at the conclusion that God is not omnipotent. Cheung

Kwok Tung refutes Fung’s argument in the preceding issue

(no. 46), and finds fault with Fung’s logical formulation.

Cheung puts forward an alternate formulation, and comes
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to the conclusion that is based on the law of excluded middle:

God is not omnipotent. The core problem arises from

translating English sentences into logical statements, or

specifically, how to translate the stone paradox sentences

into logical statements. Fung points out that the translation

is never an easy task because ordinary English sentences

are often ambiguous, lacking strict logical semantics.

Translation cannot proceed purely from the law of excluded

middle, but should attend to the sense of the entire sentence;

otherwise one could arrive at an invalid formulation. The

article analyzes the translation of both Cheung and Fung

himself ,  f rom ordinary English sentences to logical

statements, and re-translate them back into ordinary English

sentences, so as to discuss the validity and invalidity of the

translation. In this way Fung proves that his formulation

makes sense while Cheung’s is invalid.

The exchange between Fung and Cheung is highly

valuable. It gives clarity not only to the stone paradox, but

also sheds light onto the translation of ordinary English

sentences into logical statements. It is hoped that there will

be further exchange between Fung and Cheung, with other

scholars participating in the discussion as well. The stone

paradox is indeed a logical problem, and treating it on the

logical level is well justified. However, it also involves God.

Would dealing with it on the theological level shed new light

on the problem? I wonder if our readers have any thought

on this.

Kevin S. K. Cheng

July 20, 2009
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