This dense book suits those who are already exposed
to philosophical analysis on some of these topics (or, for
readers unfamiliar with some of this terrain, but willing
to do some background reading). Despite the degree
to which it engages questions in philosophy, the book
ultimately seeks to re-orient the law around Trinitarian
theology. As this will limit its plausibility in public legal
spheres, I do wonder if the philosophical argument
could have been further developed for those who do
not hold to Trinitarian theology (or any theology).

As a neuroscientist I would add one further note. There
is little interest within neuroscience today in the prob-
lem of free will. In fact, students are discouraged from
studying the question, as it is considered an unsuit-
able subject for scientific investigation. Most of us stay
“scientifically agnostic,” although individual scientists
have their own philosophies or perspectives. Given
that neuroscience is still restricted to a deterministic
regime, free will can only be falsifiable but not verifi-
able, because it is widely considered beyond the laws
of nature. It is, therefore, not surprising that one finds
only evidence against free will, which comes from the
epistemological constraints of the discipline of neuro-
science today. I strongly suggest that proponents of
neurolaw scrutinize at what point neuroscience reaches
its methodological limits before assuming a particular
ontological interpretation of experimental results to be
“neuroscientific” or even unfalsifiable. The neurolaw
program appears to be built without adequate recog-
nition of these interpretive limits within neuroscience,
no doubt due to its positivist assumptions. Overall,
in Opderbeck’s book readers will encounter rich and
complex discussions across different fields integrating
law, science, and theology. Although Opderbeck writes
from a Roman Catholic perspective, this book does not
feel like an in-house discussion— his foundational argu-
ments are rooted in classical Trinitarian metaphysics
and Protestants willing to work through Opderbeck’s
conceptually dense discussions will find much of value
in this work.

Reviewed by Kuwook Cha, postdoctoral fellow in the Department of
Physiology, McGill University, Montreal, QC H3A 0G4.
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Reading The Integration of Psychology and Christianity
brought to mind the lively discussions about integration
that I had with my fellow undergraduates at Gordon
College some twenty years ago. We were hampered in
reaching any agreement by the fact that our assigned
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text, Psychology and Christianity: Four Views,' presented
four authors who each defined integration in their own
idiosyncratic way, which then resulted in us students
talking past each other.

If only we’'d had this book! Hathaway and Yarhouse
resolve these confusions by offering a “domain-based
approach.” Rather than advocating for a particular
integration approach, as has been common in integra-
tion scholarship, Hathaway and Yarhouse outline the
multiplicity of ways in which the Christian psycholo-
gist might choose to integrate faith and psychology.
This approach is one I found immediately useful, given
my position as chair of psychology at a small Christian
liberal arts college where I frequently mentor junior
colleagues with less experience in Christian higher edu-
cation as they learn to integrate faith into their teaching.
Hathaway and Yarhouse’s categories include the fol-
lowing: worldview integration, theoretical integration,
applied integration, role integration, and personal
integration. These categories not only offer a shared
vocabulary for integration conversations, but they can
serve as an inventory of one’s comfort level in differ-
ent types of integration (one may be quite comfortable
doing personal integration while finding theoretical
integration challenging, for example). Overall, the book
is excellent as a catalyst for personal reflection and
growth for the Christian psychologist, whether they be
researcher, professor, or clinician.

A particular strength of the book is its emphasis on clin-
ical and applied psychological work. The most original
contributions are the chapters on applied integration
and role integration. The former adapts a secular model
for a Christian population or develops Christian inter-
ventions from Christian thought and practice while
the later describes living out the role expectations of
a particular vocation (e.g., counselor) in a way that is
consistent with Christian identity. These chapters have
many examples from Yarhouse and Hathaway’s own
experience in navigating these areas. Their clear articu-
lation of the professional duties of the Christian who
joins the counseling guild, for example, was extremely
useful. I found myself grateful to have their take on role
integration to offer to my aspiring therapist students,
who often find themselves torn between personal con-
viction and professional obligations. Yarhouse and
Hathaway offer a well-argued Christian perspective
that emphasizes the priority of those professional
obligations.

A few criticisms. I mentioned that this book reminded
me of my integration discussions in the early 2000s.
While the integration resources are helpfully updated
and the whole book is very well resourced, I found that
the core approach to integration had remained largely
unchanged. That is to say, this is very much a book
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written by two fairly conservative white American
evangelical men. While the authors are moderates in
evangelical terms, Yarhouse’s scholarship (in sexual
and gender identity) brings him into American culture-
wars territory. It is not surprising, then, that they would
see the challenges of Christian psychologists to be pri-
marily in dealing with an often-antagonistic secular
psychology. To be clear, far from advocating a hostile
approach to secular psychology in return, they model
a subtle Christian attempt to influence psychology poli-
cies to be more compatible with Christian values—and
indeed their personal examples of successfully doing
this are laudably sensible.

However, the revelations of evangelical complicity dur-
ing the Trump years and the current rise of American
Christian nationalism have left me questioning whether
the largely apolitical nature of my Christian training
in psychology was sufficiently transformational. I find
myself yearning for a post-Trump integration analysis,
an approach that grapples with the harms of evan-
gelicals” quest for power. Or to put it another way, I
question the idea, as sometimes implied by the authors,
that the primary challenge Christians working in psy-
chology face is the problem of too little cultural power.

The book’s most obvious limitations in this vein are in
the worldview integration chapter. Here we find the
conservative nonprofit Heterodox Academy and its
idea of “viewpoint diversity” uncritically embraced.
The suggestion is that the conservative/Christian
worldview should be considered a type of diversity
akin to racial or gender diversity, given its minor-
ity status in liberal-dominated psychology. Given the
very real challenges presented by racism and sexism,
this framing seems at best tone deaf and at worst an
encouragement to evangelicals to approach psychol-
ogy with a persecution mindset. Also missing from
this picture is the fact that the discipline often aligns
itself with powerful interests and is therefore much
less concerned with political beliefs per se than with
power (to give just one example, the 2015 Hoffman
Report documented how, during the Bush era, the
American Psychological Association colluded with the
US Department of Defence to change the APA ethics
code to allow psychologists to participate in “enhanced
interrogations” of terror suspects at Guantanamo Bay).
Perhaps Christian integration efforts might involve an
Imago Dei-informed attempt to challenge this status
quo. My own graduate training in critical/feminist psy-
chology prompted me to reflect on the harms that even
well-meaning psychologists might perpetrate if they
allow themselves to be used to enable the capitalist con-
trol of people. From Amazon warehouses to counseling
practices, our neoliberal world offers many ways in
which unwary Christian psychologists can contribute to
the dehumanization of people. Counselors teach their
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clients to understand their mental struggles as caused
by individual failings while ignoring the influence of
systemic factors; this should be at least as much an
ethical concern for Christian psychologists as the more
typical hot-button trio of abortion, LGBTQ+, and eutha-
nasia (Hathaway and Yarhouse tend to highlight these
three in their examples).

Tellingly, in this book, the topic of social justice is rel-
egated to the personal integration chapter as something
that psychologists might choose to embrace as part of
their individualistic spiritual development. Missing
is the idea that justice or advocacy for the powerless
might inform psychological theory from the get-go or
even form a core part of the Christian worldview. In
fact, the term “worldview” itself can be read as a sign
of the static, inward-looking nature of the framing cho-
sen here. Much as James Sire’s books on the topic are
classics, the fact remains that the term worldview is a
distinctively evangelical Christian idea, out of touch
with secular psychology. Further, the take on post-
modernism that the worldview approach encourages
verges on caricature. Although the authors of this book
acknowledge some of these weaknesses, their choices
in this chapter betray a lack of conversation with post-
modern theorists in psychology, whose focus is not
generally moral relativism but a critique of dominant
power structures. Citing such scholars, many of whom
make relevant critiques of psychology’s philosophical
blind spots, would have strengthened the worldview
chapter.

One particularly clarifying move this book makes is to
put integration typologies on a continuum with three
major categories: assimilation, productive tension, and
expanded horizons. The ideal integration work, they
argue (riffing on Gadamer), results in an expanded hori-
zon, where the insights of both sides are modified by
fusion with the other. This idea is one that they might
have taken further. Hathaway and Yarhouse are careful
to articulate the privileged nature of scripture in such
an encounter of horizons, but this seems to underesti-
mate the cultural knowledge and assumptions that we
import into scriptural interpretation. Surely the encoun-
ter of horizons is not pure divine revelation meeting
pure psychological knowledge, but rather, the encoun-
ter is mediated by biased and finite human beings. The
authors define worldview integration as “an attempt
to reposition psychology within a cognitive frame that
is coherently embedded within Christian thought and
premised on Christian assumptions.” I wish they had
been more reflective about whose Christian thought
and Christian assumptions they were presenting as
normative. Given that this book is published by IVP
Academic, this will likely not be a problem for their
target audience, who probably share their assumptions.
But I would expect a book that champions the expanded
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horizon as the telos of integration to be more influenced
by a diversity of Christian voices and a diversity of psy-
chological approaches.

Perhaps this is more a complaint about psychology
integration work as a whole, rather than this book in
particular. Overall, I am very appreciative of this con-
tribution, and simply hope that the foundation laid here
can be used by readers to build integration efforts that
are more self-reflective and outward-looking integra-
tion efforts than the book itself models. Hathaway and
Yarhouse’s main contributions in this book are (1) a com-
prehensive and sophisticated review of past integration
work, (2) the helpful clarifying domain categories, and
(3) innovations in the areas of applied integration and
role integration, areas that previous integration work
has neglected. For those hoping to get up to speed on
integration work in psychology or hoping to grow in
the sophistication of their integration efforts, this is a
valuable resource and very much worth reading.

Note
!Eric L. Johnson and Stanton L. Jones, eds., Psychology and
Christianity: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 2000).

Reviewed by Elissa Rodkey, Associate Professor of Psychology, Cran-
dall University, Moncton, NB EIC 9L7. Fol

Letters

Book Author Responds to Reviewers
Although I am gratified that PSCF should feature
a review essay on my book In Quest of the Historical
Adam (Sara M. Koenig and Cara M. Wall-Scheffler,
“Discussions about Dispersals: Questions Rising from
the Search for Historical Adam,” PSCF 74, no. 4 [2022]:
242-45), 1 was disappointed to find that the review-
ers misrepresented the basic positions and supporting
arguments set forth in the book. It would be impossi-
ble to correct here every misunderstanding, so let me
instead characterize positively and more accurately my
proposed view. In the book I address two fundamental
questions:

1. What are our biblical commitments concerning
the historicity of Adam and Eve?

2. Are our biblical commitments compatible with
the evidence of contemporary science concern-
ing human origins?

In response to the first question, I present two argu-
ments to show that we are biblically committed to a
historical Adam and Eve: (1) The genealogies that order
the primeval narratives of Genesis 1-11 and transform
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them into a primeval history meld seamlessly into the
patriarchal narratives concerning Abraham and his
descendants, who are indisputably regarded by the
Pentateuchal author as historical persons, implying
that their ancestors are likewise regarded as historical;
(2) Although many of the New Testament references
to Adam and Eve may be interpreted as references to
merely literary figures of Genesis 2-3, Paul’s treatment
of Adam in Romans 5 implies that Adam was a histori-
cal figure, since no purely fictional character can have
causal effects outside the world of the fiction, whereas
Paul ascribes real world effects to Adam’s fall.

Unfortunately, the reviewers conflate these two argu-
ments on behalf of our commitment to a historical
Adam with my reasons for thinking that the question of
the historical Adam is theologically important (pp. 6-9,
In Quest of the Historical Adam), leading to confusion on
their part and, I fear, on the part of their readers. Their
statement that “because we believe that God’s love “cov-
ers’ everyone, we don’t need a historical Eve (or Adam)
to trust in the truthfulness of scripture” (p. 242) is a non
sequitur and irrelevant to my arguments.

I was also surprised to learn that I “default to an
enlightenment understanding of truth” (p. 243). As a
professional philosopher, I have some knowledge of
theories of truth and of the history of philosophy, and
I must confess that I have no idea what is meant by an
enlightenment understanding of truth! That I do not
“equate truth with historical fact” should be obvious in
view of my strong emphasis upon the truth and non-
literality of myth.

Making Paul’s theology “dependent on the historic-
ity of a literal Adam” is said to “tie Christian belief
to unnecessarily improbable and even problematic
assumptions” (p. 243). That allegation not only unjusti-
fiably assumes that Paul’s theology is not in fact tied to
such problematic assumptions, but also presumes that
such assumptions are problematic —which is addressed
in my answer to the second question.

In response to question two, I argue on the basis of a
wide range of “archaeological signatures” of modern
cognitive behavior among not only early Homo sapiens
but also Neanderthals, that a human founding pair
would have had to be located prior to the divergence
of Neanderthals and Homo sapiens. This suggests that
Adam and Eve belonged to the most recent common
ancestor of these two species, Homo heidelbergensis. It is
striking that the reviewers omit any mention of these
fascinating and remarkable archaeological signatures
that support my contention. This omission is made all
the worse by their disparaging remarks concerning the
cognitive capacity of Neanderthals.
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