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OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT

Kant believed his theory of knowledge made knowledge about God
impossible. Discuss Kant' refusal o explain why all humans possess the
same structure of rationality and show how his failure in this regard opens
the door o an argument for God's existence. Whatis your opinion of this
argument

FOR FURTHER READING

C.DD. Broad, Kant: An Introduction (ondon: Cambridge Uiversity Press,
1978).

Justus Harmack, Kant's Theory of Knouledge (New York: Harcourt Brace.
and World, 1967).

David Hume, Dialoguies Concerning Natural Relgion, available in many
editions from many publishers

David Hume, Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, available in
many editions from many publishers

Immanuel Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, available in many tansia-
tions in many editions from many publishers.

Immanuel Kan, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, avaible in
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S. Koner, Kant (Baltimore: Penguin, 1959).

Ronald H. Nash, The Word of God and the Mind of Man (Phillpsburg,
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York: Cambridge Universiy Press, 1993).

David Fate Norton et ., eds., McGill Hume Studies (San Diego, Caif
Austin Hill Press, 1979).
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IN PHILOSOPHY

Reason also characterzes the human mind. And reason is objectfed in
the world because of s reltion to the divine mind. Language s a divinely.
given git o facitate a communion between God and humans that is both
‘personal and cognitive. Any flight from reason and logic is 1 light from
realty. All who repudite logic automatically cut themselves of from any
possible knowledge of God and his creation. Their failurc to recognize
this fact is one consequence of thei failue to live out the logical and prac-
tical consequences of their position. The Word of God (thal includes
revealed information from God and about God) i notalen to the human
mind. Neither the nature of God nor the nature of human knowledge and
language precludes the possibility of the human mind ataining cognitive
knowledge about God and i revelaton.
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WORLDVIEW THINKING

The worldview should help us understand what we perceive. A number
of worldviex beliefs fail this test,including the following:

Pain and death are illusions.
All human beings are innately good.
Human beings are making constant progess toward perfection.

No worldview deserves respect if it ignores or is inconsistent with human
experience.

The Test of Inner Experience.

As we have seen, worldviews should fit what we know about the exter-
nal world. It does appear, however, that many who urge objectve vali-
dation fal © give proper credit (o the subjective validation provided by
our consciousness of our inner world.* Worldviews also need to it what
we know about ourselves. Examples of this kind of information include
the following: 1am a being who thinks, hopes, experiences pleasure and
pain, believes, and desires. 1 am also a being Who i often conscious of
‘moral right and wrong and who feels guilty and sinful for having filed
10 do what is right. 1 am a being who remembers the past, is conscious.
of the present, and anticipates the future. | can think about things that
do not exist. I can plan and then exccute my plans. 1 am able to act
intentionall: instead of merely responding to stimuli, I can will to do.
something and then do it I am a person who loves other human
beings. I can empathize with others and share their sorrow and foy. 1
know that someday I will die, and I have faith that I will survive the
death of my body.

No matter how hard it may be 10 look honestly at our inner self, we
are right in being suspicious of those whose defense of a worldview
fignores or rejcts the inner world. Worldviews that cannot do justice to
an intemalized moral oblgation or o the guilt we sense when we disobey

1.y languape i i sectio shoukdnck b understod in 8 way Ut sgss | view
the human being 5 some ki of ghest i machine. Prass ke outr Nord” “ince
word” and th wokdoutside us are meaphors that come atraly 10 all of s sre
ok, the momen,rading  paper 4 piksophy scminse M langusge s ot e
10 imply any paricla meaphysicl theory Gor cxampie, an opinion with regar 10 the
mind oy problm) o epitemologicl view (uch = & represcae hecry of ersc
penceuion) My languags s phesomenlcgical g, . escribes the way G
fesent tingsappear o us. My experince o my ypewic at s momen i fan object
it appear 10 cxs cuside o and independent of my Consioushess o awarencs o the
ypeniicr. My consciousnes of my menal stes Cxpressble i propossions ke 1 am
ningy" is of someing that mos people can descre comforably 8 beonging 1 e
et word A g 4 he g i ndeon i 4 nonberl way, hee 0 problem.

15 1 would b 3 mitake o hink hat hi scence mplic nyting il egar 1o
hat we commenl efer o by the expresion “fee il S chapeer 15 1 pan 2
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An
Introduction
t0 Reformed.

Epistemology

m

Chapter Twelve

Epistemology III:
Reformed Epistemology

very once in a while,  philosopher or group of philosophers makes.

/what appears o be a nes beginning in some branch of the disciplin.
Usually thei early work goes nnoticed until one or two publications get
attention, and then friends and citics begin to talk about the new move-
ment. Afier more time passes, people begin 10 see that the new move-
ment is @ estatement of posiions that got lost in the shuffle decades o
centuries ago. It as though someone finds an antique painting in an atc,
dusts it off, and puts it in 4 new frame. Suddenly it becomes the talk of
the town.

‘This new movement n cpistemalogy now passes under the label of
Reformed epistemology. One does not have o be a follower of Reformed
epistemology to appreciate what i brings o the table or 0 welcome the
fresh perspeciive it provides on a number of old philosophical problems
such as the existence of God, the existence of the external world, and
the existence of other minds.

‘The early leaders of this resurgence of Reformed epistemology are
such well-known American philosophers as Alvin Plantinga (University
of Notre Dame), Nicholas Wolterstorf (Yale University), and William
Alston Gretired afer a distinguished career at such schools as the Univer-
ity of Michigan, the Universiy of inois, and Syracuse University). Plant-
inga and Alston are former presidens of divisions of the American
Philosophical Association.

o poblctons sboue epsemlogy, phiosophey apparety
operating on different tracks have found agreement on several impor-
{ant points. In the case of my own track implied in carlier chapers of this
book, it s a mistake 10 accept an extreme form of empiricism that cims
thatall human knowledge arises from sense experience. Older advocates
o this empircism used 1 llustrate their basic claim by arguing that the

1 an ourmal s et 0 devclcpmens Rl ismoloy e apeed
i it and Phkscpby, the i o of e Socicty of Chtan Phioophers
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EPISTEMOLOGY 11 A TALE OF TWO SYSTEMS

According t0 a different hypothesis,all humans are created by a rtio-
‘nal God who made humans in his own image. This looks very much like
the theory we discovered in the worldviex of Augusiine. 1s there a good
reason why Kant might have avoided such a suggestion? Of course there.
is. A theistic answer o the question of why all humans share in the same.
structure of rationality would consttute the Kind of argument for God's
existence and provide the kind of knowledge about God that Kant said
was impossible. Kant had 10 ignore and avoid such a theory because it
entails the falsity of his theory of knowledige.

An Alternative to Kant's Epistemology

‘Any adequate theory of knowledge ough to satisy at least the following
conditions. (1) It must affim the existence of universal and necessary
truths that transcend sense experience. (2) It ought 1o preserve Kants
recognition of the need for an a priori tructure of human rationality. (3
It ought 10 avoid Kant's skepicism about the real world. That means it
must eliminate the unknowable noumenl world, the thing-in-iself, Almost
all of the major German philosophers who followed Kant recognized the
need o eliminate Kant' distinction betseen the phenomenal and noume.-
nal worlds. (4) It ought (0 contain an explanation for why all humans con-
tain the same categories, the same structure of rationaliy. (5 It ough 0
offer an account of how the human mind can atain knowledge about the
real world as wellas about God. That would be quite an accomplishment.
My own effors i these directions can be found in two books

An atemative 10 Kant's position, somewhat similar o the description
in the previous paragraph, existed in his own time. s sometimes referred
1.4 the preformation theory. According o this view, knowledge is possi-
ble only because God has endowed humans with certain innate ideas along,
‘with dispositions or aptitudes 1o think in certain ways. These forms of
thought correspond to the real world, which is also a creation of God.

Kant mentioned this possibility in an often overlooked section in the
second edition of he Clique of Pure Reason. “Some one might propose.
0 adopt a middle way between the two, namely, that the categories are
neither self-produced firs principles a prior of our knowledse, nor derived
from experience, but subjective dispositions of thought, implanted in us
with our existence, and so amanged by our Creator that thei employment
should accurately agree with the laws of nature, which determine experi-
ence.” Kant's erticism of this preformation theory is s0 off-target a5 o

27 Ronld . Nash. e Word o G e the Mind of i (Pllpsr, N Prsy.
tcrianand Reformed, 1992) . e Lightof e iS¢ Austine’s Theor of i
Wexingion, Ky Univesty Pres. of Kentucky, 1969, now avalabe fom Books on
Demind, Ann Arbor, ichigan.

I8 Kanh, it of Pure Resson, o2 of Transcendentl At

27
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IN PHILOSOPIY

claims about the transcendent and take refuge in a fath grounded notin
theoretical but on moral and practcal considerations.

Comments, Criticisms, and Questions

(1) Many believe that Kants epistemology was a synthesis of rationalism
‘and empiricism. Afteral, they point out, Kant sresses the importance of
both percepts and concepts. Is this not @ way (0 merge the most impor-
ant elements of reason and experience? I'm afrid not. Keep in mind that
Kant clearly states that all human knowledge begins with sense experi-
ence. This claim identifies Kant as an empiricis. Kants belief that per-
cepts are a necessary condition for human knowledge is highly
problematic and a telile sign that Kant is an empiricist A genuine ratio-
nalist insiss there can be genuine and relable inellectual intuitons, that
is,intuitions not dependent on prior sense experience. One example of
such an intellectual ntition would be our knowledge of our own exis-
tence. If one instance of intellecwal intiion exists, the door i open 1o,
the possibiiy of others.

(@) Kant insisted that i is impossble for the categories of the under-
‘standing, including the category of causation, (0 be applied beyond his
‘wall 0 the world of things-n-themselves. But he also believed that those
pesky, unknowable things-in-themselves existing in the nounenal world
are the ulimate cause of our percepts. This is @ flagrant contradiction in
which Kant does what he says cannot be done, namely, ake one of the cat-
eories and extend beyond his wallinto the world of thingsin-themselves.

(3) Any theory of knowledge that tells us that the real world is
unknown and unknowable is close enough to skepicism to make any
thinking person shudder. Keep in mind my earlier warning that any belief
that implies a false belif must be false. In chapter & 1 explained why.
skepticism i a logically self-defeating theory. Since skepicism is false,
any theory that entails skepticism must also be false. This is enough o
dash the hopes of any followers of Kant's epistemology.

@) Reflect a bit on Kant's insistence that every human being pos-
sesses the same set of categories, What i his explanation for this aston-
ishing piece of information? When we scarch through Kants writings, we.
encounter an even more incredible situation. Kant never offers an answer
o this question. In fact, Kant never rases the question. Is there some.
explanation for Kant'ssience on thisissue? There is. Assume,for the sake.
of argument, that every human as a matter of fact possesses the same.
structure of rationaliy. What hypothesis best explins this remarkable.
sate of affirs No theory of evolution yet known to humanity wil do. If
such a state of affars were the effect of 4 nonpurposeful collocation of
nonrational forces, we would have (0 stand in the presence of a truly.
asounding coincidence.
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and the order of the noumenal world are the same. However, the laws
‘govering realiy are not simply the result of a subjective apttude of the
human mind t0 think in a certain way. Not only has God implanted dis-
positions for knowing, but also he has ordered things so that the human
‘mind harmonizes with the structure of the world. The rational structure
of the human mind i similar 1 the rational order of the world. For exam-
ple, the law of noncontradiction holds for things as well a for thought.
Even thingsin-themselves cannot be non-thingsin-themselves.

‘While Kant did not take notice of why all humans possess the same
categories, the preformation theory has no such problem. According to.
preformationism, God is a rational deity who created a rational world.
He also created humans with minds capable of ataining knowledsge both
of God and his created world. As Clark observes, “Kant wrote asif space,
time and the categories were the same in all human minds and that these
@ prior forms could guarantee 4 sort of nitary human experience. But
‘when he argues against alltypes of preformation systems that would uify
experience by grounding the possibilty of knowledge in the Creator's
‘ordering of human minds, he ruins every hope of discovering unity and
of making knowledge possible. Only theism can do this™ Clark'sline of
argument constitues an interesting argument for God's existence.

asic o the Christian worldview is the presuppositon that the human
being is  creature who caries the image of God. Essential 0 this
image i rationality, a raionalit that refectsthe rationaliy of God's own
mind. Human language is adequate as a vehicle for divine revelation and
for human communication about God because it s divinely given insir-
ment. God can therefore reveal truth about himself through words.
‘Thought exists behind language as its necessary condition. Communica-
tion is possible because the human creatures using language are enlight-
‘ened by the divine Logos,  are in possession of certain innate ideas.
‘Throughout the epistemological sections of this book, 1 have argued
that a blank mind (tabula rasa) cannot know anything: human knowicdge
of anything depends upon an a prior possession of innate categories of
e T s
God's image,  factthat guarantees that the human structure of reasor
5 i o 1 ot el o b il o G iy,

31 Gordon H.Clark. Phllsphy of Educarion (Grand Rapids exdmans, 194), 163

32 For mare onthe noton of Lo see Nah, he Word of G and e M of M.

35 Surcly i s cviou hat this 4 senence docsnotcoal that the humanmind can
approach anything esemibling  complte accoun ofthe diine mind G thoughts e
ot cour g, 2 e prophet s s, Howerer, s hardly ctalls hat God bl
{har o plus w0 cquals anying oder han four.Nordocsmy Stement n e et deny
e cxtent o whichorginal sin afets human escomig. ot originl s docs ok egae
the miplicaion s

Conclusion

20
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suggest that Kant misunderstood whatever source he had in view. For
example, Kant denied that, o the preformation view, the apitudes of
thought could be innate an apririfirs. princples of knowledge. Gordon
H. Glark replies: “If ur Creator has implanted in us cerain categories or
aptitudes fo thought conemporancously with our exisence, Kant i ardly
Justified in denying that theyare a piort” 1f such implanted aptitudes are
ot innte, then surely nothing is. Furthermore, how could Kant possibly
describe the aptitudes of the preformationist a5 opionalSince humans are
50 mad that they cannot think in any cther way, heir necessiy appears
undeniable. And since created human rationaliy reflects the ratonality of
the divine mind, no options exis. God cannot endow humans created in
his image with thinking patcrnsthat deny the a of noncontradicion.

Kant chif objection o preformatonismis his claim that th dispo-
skions ofthe preformationist are ot necessary condiions for knowledge.
Kant wrote,

By adopting i lthe preformation theory, the categories would lose that
ecessity which is essential o them, Thus the concep of cause, which
asserts, under a presupposed condiion,the necessity of an ffect, would
become flse, i i rested only on some subjective necessity implanted in
us of connecing certain empirical represenations according to the rule
of causal elaion. 1 should not b able to sy that the effect i connected
with the cause in the object (that i, by necessity), but only, 1 am so con-
‘stuted that | cannot think these presentations in any other way.

‘What Kant says here is that when humans judge there is 2 necessary
connection between some cause x and some effect y, they may be mis-
taken in the sense that such 2 necessary connection may ot existin the
noumenal world. Kant says this because the human'’s judgments are a
result of his being so constituted that he cannot think in any other way.
“Thus, on Kant’s view, the only necessity artending the categories is a psy-
chological necessiy. It is amazing that Kant failed t0 see how this argu-
ment vitiated his own theory of knowledge but not that of the
preformationist. I any view reduces to skepticism on this ground, It is
Kants. The preformationist, however, can reply that for him there can be
necessary connections between events in the real world

The preformationist posiion avoids Kant's problems. Firs, it avoids
skepicism. In Kant's view, we don' know the real world; i is an
unknown and unknowable thing-in-itself. Our minds impose order on
the ehaotc sense data received from our senses. But i s in principle
impossible for us ever to discover whether the order our minds impose

29, Gordon H_ Clak, Tales 1o Doey, 24 . (Ui, TeonThe Ty Foundation,
1989, 410,
S0 Kunt, ritque o Pure Roason, +27 of Trnscendenial Al
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cepually modified by the @ priori categories of the mind, the real or
noumenal world is not only unknown but also unknowable. Since Kant's
categories operate only in the phenomenal world, one could not possi-
bly know of  thingin-iself in the noumenal world.

Hume had his gap; Kant had his wall. Kant’ system had the effect of
erecting a wall between the world as it appears 10 us and the world as it
is. Human knowledge is restricted o the phenomenal world, the world of
‘appearance, the world shaped by the structure of the knowing mind.
Knowledge of any reality beyond the wal, which includes the world of
things in themselves, is forever unattainable. Human reason can never pen-
etrate the secrets of ulimate reality (noumenal workd). Answers 1 the most
basic questions of theology and metaphysics lie beyond the boundaries of
human knowledge. Kant' epistemology creates the possibility that the real
world (the world of things-in-themselves) may be quite different from the
world that appears 1 us (the phenomenal world). Since Go i not a sub-
jectof experience and since the human categories cannt be extended t©
transcendent realiy, Kant's Gol i both unknown and unknowable. When-
ever human reason attempts to penetrate beyond Kanr's wall, ither in 2
‘seatch for knowledge about God or in:a quest for answers 10 utimate ques-
tions, it becomes involved in antinomies or contradictions,

Ironically, Kant thought his agnosticism with respec to God was an
4id 10 the Christian faith. He wrote that he had “found it necessary (o
deny knowiedge, in order o make room for faith." While they had come
o their destination by different routes, Hume and Kant arrved at nearly.
the same point. For both Hume and Kant, faith and knowledge have
nothing in common, Every time human reason atempis to leap across.
Hume's gap or ties 1o break through Kant's wall separating the phe-
nomenal and noumenal worlds (as speculative metaphysics and theology
scek 10 do), reason becomes bogged down in contradictions. Human -
son cannot penetrate the secrets of ultimate reality. The most basic ques-
tions of metaphysics and theology are questions to which human reason
can find no answers, not even from God. Hume's gap and Kant's wall
represent the limits beyond which human reason cannot go:* they imply,
‘among other things, that human knowledge about God is impossibl.

In Kant' system of thought, God does have 4 ole 0 play. Even though
‘God was one of the unknowables, Kant managed to slip God through the.
back door a5 a necessary postlate required 1o savage morality. For Kart,
the existence of God was entirely 2 mater of fait, (o which Kant gave &
distinctively practical twist. The Chiistan should abandon any knowledge

25 Kan, he Criiue of Pure rason, .

26, There i an imporiant difrence beoween Hame and Kant on this poi. Whie
Hume regarded fah 43 nontonal because 1 s busc on cstom o inint, Kant
elievedtht i could e rounded inpraccal esson

%5
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of oozing sugar syrup and pieces of fruit. Take away the categories and all
you have is a collection of colors, sounds, and smells that add up (o noth-
ing. Human knowledge, then, has two necessary condiions: the form sup-
plied by the mind (otherwise known as the categories) and the content
supplied by the senses. But neither conditon is suffcient by iself 1o pro-
duce knowledge.

One more analogy may wrap things up, at least to this point. Many
years ago, 1 used to have a safety deposit box in a small bank in Ken-
tucky. In the back, the bank had a coin-counting machine. One day I
watched a bank employee pour a large bag of coins into the machine and
turm on the electric motor. In no time at al, the machine sorted out the
‘pennies, nickels, dimes, and quarters, deposied ach in 4 different bag.
and calculated the totl value of the coins. Always the philosopher, 1 said
0 myself, There's anotber example of Kant's picture of the buman min.
“The unsorted coins represent the percepts, the raw material of knowledge.
‘The gears inside of the machine represen the categories of the under-
standing. Just s that machine sorted out the diferent coins, 5o the mind
functions as a manifold that places our percepts into appropriate cate-
gories and produces the class concepts that advance the knowing process.

Summary.

Knowledge, for Kant, is a compound of the impressions received through
the senses and that which our inborn faculty of knowledge supplies.
Humans possess an @ priori® raional siructure of the mind (the cate-
gories) that organizes sense data or precepts, Kant sought 10 avoid the tra-
ditional dificulies of empiricism, especially as they came 1 light i the
thought of Hume. For example, Hume showed that empiricism cannot
justify any judgment of the form x causes y. Kant argued that our knowl-
edge that x causes yis @ result of our mind necessariy disposing us 1o
think in terms of causation. Likewise our knowledge of space and time
i not derived from numerous partcular experiences. Rather, each and
every sensory experience presupposes a knowledge of space and time.

Kant's Two Worlds

Since all human knowledge must be mediated by the caegories of the
human understanding, humans cannot know anything that is not so medi

ated. The unfortunte consequence of this claim, however, is a radical
disjunction berwveen the world as it appears o us (the world modified by
the categories of our understanding) and the world as it s. According (0
Kant, human knowledge never brings us into contact with the real world,
what he clled the nowmenal world, Since our knowledge s always per-

e term ot et that hic s iepedent of s xperince
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Kant sought to g0 beyond both rationalism and empiricism by mak-
ing human knowledge 2 composite of two factors, form and content. The
content of human knowledge is given by sense experience. In fact, all
human knowledge begins with sense experience. This is an important
point, 0 which we wil retun. It s also a misake, making it necessary,
as we will see, o place Kant in the empiricis camp. Having made this
point, however, Kant goes on (0 say the following: “Although all our
Knowledge begins with experience, it does not follow that it arses from
experience.” What Kant means? is that while sense experience s nec-
ssary for human knowledge in that no one would have any knowledge
‘without it sense experience is not a suficent condition for knowledge.
Something else (a form or structure) must be added t0 the content sup-
plied by the senses. Unless the content is given form or siructure by the
human mind, knowledge would be unatiainable.

Let us return 10 that marvelous country paniry. It is casy 10 see the
role that both the frui preserves and their containers play. As atractive
as the glass fas (our analogue for Kant' form) might be by themselves,
their real value les in their service as containers for those precious pre-
serves (our analogue for Kant's content). As you stand before the shelves
of preserves (in your imagination, of course), imagine that you have the
‘power, by snapping your fingers, o make the glass jars disappear, leav-
ing nothing but the preserves. If that were o happen, the preserves
‘would suddenly become a massive inconvenience as they slowly cozed
and dripped their way from shelf o shelf o the panry floor* 1 don't
Know many people who would refoice at the sight of that mess. My point
is this: Whether the subject is epistemology or preserves, both form and
content are necessary.

Kant's Sausage Machine

Using our imagination, et proceed with a diffrent example. When | was
ten years old, T remember visiing my grandmthers house on East 32nd
Street in Cleveland, Ohio, on days when she attached a metal sausige
inder 10 her kitchen tabl, pressed cuts of fresh meat into the grinder,
‘and turned the handle. Out of the nozzles o that meat ginder came ground
beef or pork. A bit of reflection on this example can help us get a better
rasp on important details of Kants theory of knowledge.In te following

20
21 For any deconsnuctionits who happen t be cavesdropping, I tcrprting and
‘xpliing the meaning o et Even though deconsnucioniats cam i sk cannotbe
oo i doiog . Thi i sl anlys
22 Were Poinos 1 be i he paniey 3 th tne, he might s this3san cxample of
e dowmard pih o oo

0
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Slumber and gave my investigations in the field of speculative philosophy
aquite new direction.” Kant thought that Hume's work contained a spark
which, if fanned, could ignite a revolution in philosophy. Kant ventured
10 suggest that perhaps even Hume himself did not fully see the implica-
tons of his attack on metaphysics, understood here to mean the use of
human reason 1o solve some of the decpest mysteries of the universe.

Kan's Copernican Revolution

Kantstheory of knowledge is often described as a Copernican revolution
in philosophy. Jus as Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543) had revolution-
iz the model of the solar system by placing the sun instead of the earth
atts center, so Kant's theory of knowledge produced a similar upheaval
in philosophy. Philosophers prior t© Kant, or so Kant claimed, had
assumed that human knowledge s possible only s the mind is adapted
10 the world. Kant reversed this order” Instead of the mind adapling 10
the supposed objects of its knowledge, all objects are adapted 1 the
Knowing mind. The universal and necessary features of realty e known
0 be features of realiy by virtue of thei irst being characteistics of the
human mind that seeks to know. The rationality (that i, the universality
and necessity) that human beings find in nature is there because the
human mind puts it there.

Form and Content

Let us forget Kant and philosophy for 2 moment and imagine ourselves
in the serene surroundings of an old American farmhouse n the 1940s or
1950 Let us imagine ourselves browsing through the pantry off the
Kitchen, Our eyes are drawn 1 the scores of glass containers full of home-
made fruit preserves: strawherry, grape, blueberry, and peach. There's
ot a store-bought far of jely in the house. The jars in which the pre-
serves are contained come in all sizes and shapes; the jars differ in their
form. And as we've seen, the glass fars contain different content. Hold
those images briefly while we retrn 1o Kan' system.

1. Il K, Pricgomena o Any Fture Meaphyscs (e Y. berl Ans
Prss, 1950, Kants o Hue' hought 3 ube of much controveny A oo
Cveriew of his debte can b found i Becks ‘A russan Hume 4nd  Sctih Kank”
NGl e S,

1. I K words, “Hihro s been sssumed tha il o nowlecdge must con-
fort o cbyects. Bt ll tempis o cxtend ou Knowledgc of bics by esabling some.
{hing i egand 1 hem & prior by meansof conceps, have, on his ssumpin, nded
in fadure, W st tcreone ke il Whehr ey ok ave Tmore Sucees i the
tasks of meaphysics, e suppose that hjects st confor 1 oo Knovledge” Ko,
Inuroducon. The e o Pure Rosson, . Noeman K S, 24 . (ew Yok
S i Pres, 1965)
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The Test of Reason

By the test of reason | mean logic or, to be more specifc,the law of non-
contradiction. Since most of chapter 8 is devoted to an analysis of this
test, L can be brief Atiempts to define the law of noncontradiction seldom
lice much in the way of excitement, but 1 offer a definition anyway.
“The law of nonconiradiction staes that A, which can stand for anything,
cannot be both 5 and non-B at the same time in the same sense. For
exampl,  proposiion cannot be true and false a the same time in the
same sense; an object cannot be both round and square at the same time
and in the same sense.

“The presence of a logical contradiction is always 4 sign of error.
Hence, we have a right (0 expect a conceptual system t0 be logically con-
sistent, both in s part Gits individual propositions) and in the whole. A
‘conceptual system is in obvious trouble if it fails to hang together logi-
cally. Logical incoherence can be more or less faal, depending on
‘whether the contradiction exists among less central belefs or whether it
lies a the center of the system.”

Worldviews should always be submitted 10 the testof the law of non-
‘contradiction. Inconsisency is always  sgn of error, and the charge of
inconsistency should be taken seriously.

For all it importance, however, the test of logical consistency can
never be the only criterion by which we evaluate worldviews. Logic can
be only a negative test. While the presence of a contradiction will alert
s to the presence of error, the absence of contradiction does not guar-
antee the presence of truth. For that, we need other criteria

The Test of Outer Experience

Worldviews should pass not only the test of reason but also the test of
experience. Worldviews should be relevant (o what we know about the
world and ourselves. My brief account of the test of experience will be
divided into two part: the st of the outer world (his section) and the
st of the inner world. The human experience that functions as @ test of
‘worldview belies includes our experience of the world outside us. It is
proper for people to object when a worldview claim conflicts with what
we know o be true of the physical universe. This is one reason why no
reader of this book believes that the world i flat or that the earth is the
center of our solar sysem.

As part of the test of outer experience, we have 4 right (© expect
worldviews 10 touch base with our experience of the world outside us

17 i ol 10 i questonsaboutsupposed contradicions wilin the Chisian fh,
T considr one of these i he ppends 6, chaper
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS 1N PHILOSOPHY.

diagram, 1 use the rough analogy of something like a sausage machine to
illutrate the operations of the human mind in Kant' system.

In the case of a sausage machine, the nozzle at the top is the device
by which the cus of meat enter the machine. In the case of Kan’ pic-
ture of the human mind, there are two nozies that he call the forms of
sensibility. The forms of sensibiity were Kant's way of explaining two of
the most puzzling problems of philosophy. For centuries prior 1o Kant,
philosophers struggled to explain human knowledge of space and time,
We need not concern ourselves with those carlcr answers. By calling
‘space and time the forms of sensibilty, Kant was denying that space and
time exist independently of the human mind and are somehow perceived
or apprehended outside the mind. Instead, Kant argued, the notions of
space and time are added 1o our perceptions by the mind. Everything
that we perceive (sense experience) appears 10 us as though it were in
space and time.

Most readers remember sceing the movie Superman strring Christo-
pher Reeve. Dressed in his Superman costume, Ms. Reeve appeared (0
be flying when i reality™ he was hanging from steel wires in front of a
reen background. The movie technicians superimposed the visions of
clouds and sky on the green background in such a way to make it appear
that he was flying. In a similar way, Kant maintained, the human mind
Superimposes the notions of space and time upon all of our sense per-
ceptions, so that they appear 10 us s though they were in space and time
when they are not (This might be @ good time 10 reread the brief section
of this chapter titled *Kant's Copernican Revolution.”) The center of the
epistemological universe is not realiy but the mind. The world appears

25 Keep i mind o anreait posimodernsts dey the ifference betwen the acon
on the move sceen and the ey o a sctorsspended by wis





index-254_1.jpg
Hume's Religious Beliefs

It s sometimes thought that Hume was an atheist, that he atempted to
prove that God does not exist, and that he argued that miracles are impos-
ible. To be sure, Hume was not a Christian in the New Testamen sense
of the word. He did not believe in miracles, which is, however, some-
thing different from trying to prove them impossible. He did not person-
ally believe in special revelation, immortalty, or religious duties like
prayer. But he was not an atheist; he did not atempt to prove the nonex-
istence of God. And he never argued that miracles are impossible.
Hume's famous attack on miracles amounts (0 the assertion that no one
ould ever reasonably believe that a miracle had occurred.

Hume believed in the existence of a divine mind that was in some
unknown way responsible for the order of the niverse. " Hume was both
shocked and amused by the dogmatic atheism of the French philosophes
whose views represented the French Enlightenment. What this means is
that se have a leader of the Scortish Enlightenment atacking the leaders
of the French Enlightenment for their unaccepiable use o reason in deny-
ing the existence of God. Does this make Hume a postmodernist? This
information supports my clim in chapter 10 that contemporary post-
modenists have misrepresented the view of reason held during the
Enlightenment. Hume's point was that we cannot have any knowledge
about God. But it natwral to have faith that God exiss In fact, the same
nature that compels us 10 hold the pivolal beliefs mentioned earler leads
s 10 believe in the existence of God. But nature does not compel us to
0 beyond this basic belief in God's existence and accept the theological
hims added by conservative Christians. Those theological claims must be:
rejected because they g0 beyond the limits of human knowledge. To
argue, as many Chrstans do, that eason can prove the existence of God
s 10 exceed the bounds of human knowledge, Hume believed.

il metapyscs, o nstance s ask, Dot coma any altrct ressoning concen:
Tty or v No. Des i o anycximenial oasning concernin -
lers o factand el o o 1 b Tamés o & a conai b ik
sophistey and uson

1T of Hume's argoments st adonal et profssuch s the cos-
mological and teleiogial arguments. bt t the end of s Dialgues Concernin Not.
aal Relgion, i Whih Hues chiections 0 st pooks apesr e sppers 0 T,
is el i Gousexstence. See Ronald H. Nash, A and ewson (Gran apid: Zon-
dervan 1959, hape. 9

12 See Nah R and Rewson,chap 16

15 Conserthe folloing st o Hosne's Naural Hosory of Relgionin The -
sopiical Wors of Dat Hime (Lodon, 15741575, 1, 349 “The whele e of ature
spesk n el uthor: and o aonal enquires can,afc serious refecion, s
e his b moment i regard 1 the iy principes of genine theim and
Religon I s connecion ecion 12 of Hume's Diogiesshoud b sucled. Sucenis
o Hmesthought ow how Al 310 reconcle eenyhing Hume sys n this work
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Hume's Gap
Hume was doing two things. Fist, he was attacking the supremacy of
human reason, one of the cardinal tenets of the Enlightenment, by seeking
0 show that human reason has definite limits. (1 leave it © the reader 0
decide if Hume, who died in 1776, was a postmodernist) All who attempt
10 extend reason beyond is limits become involved in absurdites and con-
tradictions and become prone 1o the disease of skepticism.” Philosophers
have been 100 optimisic in assessing the claims of human reason, Hume
believed. Most of the important things we think we know are not known
atall. Thatis,they have not been amived at on the basis of reasoning, and
they are not supported by experience.

‘Hume's second point was that these pivotal beliefs rest on something.
other than reason and experience, namely, on instinct, habit, and cus-
tom. Some nonrational inner force compels us 1o accept these pivotal
beliefs. In his writings on ethics also, Hume argued that moral udgments
Fest not on reason but on nonrational human nature. I ethics, as in meta-
physics and religion, human reason is and ought o be the slave of human
passions, thatis, ur nonrational nature This s tantamount (0 the claim
that we cannot have knowledge about the transcendent. This axiom is
the foundation of what I call Hume's gap.

I Hume was a skepic, then he was ot one in Beatie’s sense of the
word. Hume did not doubt the existence of the external world. As Hume
saw it this kind of skepticism is absurd because it contradicts common
sense and violates our naturalinstinct © believe (againstall reasoning) in
cenain proposiions.” Nature, nstinct, and common sense al lead us 10
believe in an extemnal sworld. According to Hume, we should ignore the
anguments of the rationalist and trust our instincts. He believed that inves-
tigation ought to be limited to areas such as mathematics where knowl-
edge is possible. Speculative knowledge claims about cerain topics in
metaphysics, theology, and ethics should be avoided.” Such matters
should be accepted on the basis of Hume's type of fath, not knowlede.

7 A1 s e i chapter,thi conviction s 1 dertalthess of Ko
“The i tha ther e more i bewcen Home 4 Kan than et he ye
g by Lews Wi eck n A Prosian Home s 3 Sotish Kant,”in VeGil e
Studies. . David Fate Noion el (an Dieo, Gl Ausin Hil Pres, 1979, 65-75.

. Hume's wll known tementabou resson being the ave ofthe pasions appes
i i T on man Natur, 25

5. The oty thtHume'spostion as sl the s a it s by the.
‘Scotish Chmmeon Sense plsophers Red and et cxamined by David Fate Noron
i Hume and His Scoih Cris” i MeGil Hume Sl . Dav Fase Noio o,
Gan Do, Calf: Autin il Pres, 1979, 30921

0. This s what Hutme mean n the amous concusion to is By Concerning
Hruman Undorsanding. ¥ we run over s, persadd of hes pinipies, what
v st e make I e ke n oo b an vl of ity or cho ol
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Hume's gap appears prominently in the thought of many modern
thinkers. The contemporary eclipse of God can be seen in Jean-Paul
Sartre's “sience of God." in Martin Heidegger' “absence of God, in Paul
Tillch's “non-being of god.” and finally in radical theology's asserton of
the death of God.” Paul's sermon to the philosophers on Mars Hill cts

17) concerning worship of the unknown god is all (00 relevant (© the
contemporary theological scene. Liberal Protestant theology for the past
o centuries is a chronicle of futil attempts o retain respectabilty for
relgious fath while denying religion any right 10 revealed truth. Ironi-
cally, this is precisely where almost all of the postmodern religionists of
the current generation also can be found. In radical theologian Tillch's
version of Hume's thsis, all tat is lef of Christianity is 4 religion that
is neither objective, rational, miraculous, supernatural, nor even per-
sonal. About the only thing that liberal, néoliberal and posteonservative:
thinkers can agree about is that God has not spoken and, indecd, can-
not speak.

One rademark of theological liberalism for the past severty years s
4 reduction of faith (o “courageous ignorance.”” Many contemporary
spokespeople for the historic Christian faith have shamefully ceased
defending God's objective. communication of truth. Hume's gap has
affected their thinking t the exten that many nov ignore or deempha-
size the cognitive dimension of divine revelation

“The most obvious consequence of Hume's gap is & minimal theism.
Once Hume's stance is adopted, New Testament Christianity, with its
proclamation of a divine Christ whose death and resurrection secured
redempion from sin and gave hope beyond the grave, must be replaced
with a religion that talks about how good it feel to have an experience
with a god about whom nothing definite can be known. The legacy of
Hume's gap undermines the Christian faith not by denying it but by
directing our atention away from the importance of ts knowledge claims
and its truth content. Posimodern Chrstians owe much to that legacy.
With friends like that, the Christian fath has no need for any enerics.

‘mmanuel Kant (1724-1804) i jusly counted among the mostimportant

and influential thinkers in the history of philosophy. Early in his philo-
Sophical career, Kant had been trained in a kind of sterle German ratio-
nalism that denigrated the role of sense experience in human knowledge.
Al o this changed when Kant encountered the system of Hume. As Kant
wrote, I openly confess my recollection of David Hume was the very
thing which many years ago first inerrupied my dogmatic [rationalisi

17 See Carl .11, Heruy, Josticaton by gnorance: A Neorcesa Mosl” fournal
ofth Brangelcal Thegical Socety 13 19707 13

Immanuel
Kant
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Some Christians no doub have overestimated the abiliy of human
reason with respect to proofs about God' existence. 1 have no desie to.
attempt 10 defend that use of reason. (See this book’s chapters 13 and 14
about the existence of Godl.) More serious, however, is Hume's denial of
the posibilty of any knowledge about God in general and the possibil-
ity of revealed knowledge. In these respects also, Hume can sound like
a postmodernist or a least a forerunner of postmodernism.

“To summarize, Hume's goal i his discussions o rligion was the same
as his objective in philosophy: he wished to show that reason is power-
lless t0 convert anyone to the claims of fith. To be a philosophical scep-
tic” he wrote,“s the first and most essenial siep towards being a sound
believing Chrisian." German religious thinker J. G Hamann (1730-1788)
believed that Hume's skepticism could be a godsend for Chrisanity. Liv-
ing i the same German city as Immanuel Kanr, Konigsberg, he translated
Hume's Dialogues ito German, hoping it would lead rationalists* like
Kant 10 see the light and move toward accepting a more taditional view
of the Christan faith. It is unclear whether Hamann recognized that
Hume's own preference seems t© have been for 4 nonrational fath in a
od unsupported by reason,revelation, miracles, or evidence of any kind.

Given this background, the nature of what I earlir called Hume's
gap can now be ideniifed. Hume's gap is the rejection of the possibility
of a rational knowledge of God and objective religious truth. Hume
grounded humankind's belief in God in our nonrational nature. Hume
was a precursor of those philosophers and theologians who insist that
religious fith must be divorced from knowledge and who believe that the
impossibilty of knowledge about God will in some way enhance faith.
Like Kant, as we'l see, Hume was engaged in denying knowledge in
order to make room for fath, 1 nonrational and unbiblical kind of faith.
‘To both Hume and Kant, knowledge and fith have nothing in common.
‘The arrogance of rational religion (the Enlightenment modernity?) must
e destroyed so that faith (@ nonrational faith) can assume i proper place:
as the only legitimate ground of religion.

L1 The quotaion comes from the conclusion t ecion 12of Home's Diakgues Gon-
corning Nt Rl

1. Harano i an ercsting but e known peron. Bom in Konipbers, Ea Pis-
s, e came undes the ifluence of the Kind of Enlighienmentrtionalisn we have e
ca, AL he g f twenty.cgh, while working n London, b ha 3 profound e
xperencethat e o i shadorment o Elghenmenttheoric. i e vas ok sy
= Conment tesimony 1o Chstian pactice. The Chrniy soward which h boped
{nflocnce tinker ke Kant e atcose o the ok tha that i he
ringsof Kant

16 Kecp i mind that “ronalist” has sverl s | use i ere i the sene of 3
person who cevates s resoning shove he Srpures 4 teschings of the ok
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the way it does not because thar's the way it is but because the world is
a construct of our mind. For most postmodernists, Kant and his philoso-
phy were an essential part of the modern world. But think  bit. When
Kant teaches that the world as we believe it o be is a construct of the.
human mind, is he a modenist or a postmodernis? How muuch of what
postmoderniss tll us about modernity is accurate?

Moving down my diagram brings us 10 the parts of the machine that
urn those cuts o beef into mincemeat. Entering the box of Kant's sausige
machine brings us 0 what he calle the categories ofthe understanding, We.
first encountered the word category in our chapier on Avisotle, who used
the word o refer o basically differnt ways humans think about tings. Kant
talked about twelve categories by means of which the human mind shapes,
influences, and affects the raw material of human knowledge that comes
Via sense experience. What enters the human mind through the forms of
sensibily, what Kant calls perceps, is never an objectof knowledge at that
time. Human consciousness of the objects of knowledee only begins once
the categories of the human undersianding have added form or sructure 0
the sensible content. (Remember the glassjas and the preserves?)

Kant's twelve categories were his way of dealing with twelve puz-
ling types of human knowledge. Consider several examples encountered
arlier in this book. Think of Plato’s account of how human beings know
that to things are similar or equal, of Augusiine’s explanation of one-
ness, of Locke's faled attempt 10 explain the idea of infiite space, and.
of Hume’s analysis of causation. For Kant, humans think in such terms.
because our minds force us (0.

Percepts and Concepts

In one of his better-known statements, Kant says: “Concepts without per-
cepts are empty; percepts without concepts e bind.” For Kant, the word
concept functions here as a name for what the categories of the under-
standing produce. Porceptis another name for the raw material of human.
Knowledge, the sense information that enters the mind through the forms
of sensibiliy.

For one finalime, et us return o our country panty. Imagine that the
fruit preserves represent sense information, the raw material of human
knowledge. Suppose that the glass jars represent the categories of the
understanding or what we are now calling concepts. Unless the content
(the preserves or percepts)is given form or sructure (he jas or the cite-
gories) by the human mind, knowledge is impossible. To amplity on Kant's
famous satement, concepts (the form supplied by the categories) without
percepts (the content supplied by the senses) are emply. Remove the pre-
serves from the container and allyou have is i empiy far. Percepts without
concepts are blind. Take away the glassjars and you've nothing but 4 mess

%3
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‘philosophers call the external world; tha s, he doubted the existence of
a real world outside of his mind. (3) Hume doubted the existence of what
philosophers cal the self,that s, the real I, the foundation of a person’s
ideniity through time. These three erroncous claims make up what might
be called the philosophical package. What led (o their promulgation has
a bearing on one of Hume's key teachings.

“The philosophical package came to be atrbuted o Hume because ofthe
‘writings of two of his fellow Scotsmen, Thomas Reid and James Beate. In
Jater years, philosophers came to believe that Hume's enterprise was quite
diffeent from what Reid and Beattie envisaged. According © Hume, every-
one holds to a number of beliefs around which mostother beliefs,individ-
ual actons, and social insiutions wrn. These pivotal belifs include the
realty of causal elations (that some things can and do cause changes in
other things), the realiy of the external workd (that the exisience of the world
does not depend upon i being perceivec), and the continuing exisence of
the knowing self. Hume had no quarrel with these beliefs; it would be fun-
damentally foolsh, he held, 0 doul them. What most concermed Hume was.
how these belifs come 1o be known, Hume showed that neither reason nor
experience i suffcent o ground a knowledge of these maters. But there is
80 other way for them to be known. Therefore, if these pivoial belefs can-
‘ot be known by reason and experience, they cannok be known at all

1t was atthis point that Hume's criic Beatte presumably made a mis-
take. Beattie wrongly concluded that Hume denied these pivotal belifs,
Hume really denied that there is any sense in which we can be said 1o
know these things. But this is a far cry from saying that we should doubt
them, We must continue to believe them, since the consequences of not
believing are 100 absurd to contemplate. And no one has to force or per-
suade us (0 believe them; believing them is the natural thing (0 do. With
this st observation we begin (0 approach Hume's basic point: Hume
tried 10 show that most of our pivosal beliefs about realty are mattrs that
human reason is powerless (o prove or support.

5 This moton ks goes by ancher nae, tha o  cotiouing s, If we consder the
i o Sef of 8 person t the ime of it and agan a h thne of desth, s €1 10
e hat ndvidl s the s perso 3t hiseath hat he wa 2 i bih. On g
ment for  contoning slf  tht the noden of reward o punshinent sl desth akes
0 e s the o reciing the reard o punihnnt i th s vl who
peromed the crginal actions.

& Beanie's maor work i this s s i sy o the Nt and Immudabiy of
T, poblished n Edinburgh in 170, Thomas Red s by a the more significant
phiosopher of the to. Wort consuing s his says o th nllctual Poses of M,
Tt bl in 178 and repiteseeral . Some contempory phlosophers con
e that Rest' bl of fume's phlasophy s misundersond And ven f Red's
o of Home were flawed, & woukl ok deact o Rek's own poskive conirbution o
the heoryof knowiedie
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OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT

“This time you have a choice. (1) If you reject objective truth, wite a
short essay defending your position. Are the claims made in your essay
objectively true? I not, why should anyone believe you or care what you
believe? @) If you do believe in objective truth, write an essay explais
ing how you would respond (o someone who does noL.

FOR FURTHER READING
In addition 1o sources identified only in footnotes throughout the

chapter the following are especialy pertnent

Francis . Beckwith and Gregory Koukl, Relativism (G
1998)

D. A. Carson, The Gagging of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1995).

Critcal Review 3,1 (winter 1989). Special issue.

John M. Elis, Against Deconstruction (Princeton, N, Princeton Uiver-
sity Press, 1959).

‘Thomas Nagel, The Last Word (New York: Oxford Universty Press, 1998).

Ronald H. Nash, The Word of God and the Mind of Man (Phillipsburs,
NJ. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1992)

Nicholas Rescher, Objectvily: The Obligations of Impersonal Reason (Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1998).

Geonge Steiner, Real Presences (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1989)

‘Gene Edward Veith Jr, Postmodern Times (Wheaton, 1l Crossway, 1994).

ind Rapids: Baker,
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IN FHILOSOPHY

consists of allble, faly opinions held by finie knowers who them-
selves look at things tht certain way only because they belong 104 cer-
tain section of society. Miss Chstan is old, a trifle condescendingly,
that i her rligion helps her, she should be gratefl, but that no intell
gent person this side of Derrida, Foucault, and Fish of Duke Universtyl,
could possibly believe that her beliefs have a transcendent claim on
everybody everywhere. Thus, without overly denying her fith, Miss
Chrisian discovers that it vitalty has been sapped. It has been rela-
tivized,uivialized, marginalized. Without ever having had a single one of
its major enets overtumed by historial or other argument, the whole
edifice of Christan truth has been detached from the objective status it
once held. Miss Christan drifts of, and it may take years before she
thinks seriously about Jesus again—if she ever docs

As powesful as I think Carson's warning is, he fais in one respect
“The kind of disaster he describes is no longer confined o the campuses.
of secular and public universities. The scenario is repeated daily on the
campuses of colleges and seminaries that sil caim t0 be Christian.

Tbegan this chapter by asking whatever happened to truth. I can now
provide the answer. Nothing happened to truth. 1¢s sull there, and ics sl
the truth. But plenty of things have happened to humans who late n the
twentieth century either lost or abandoned their crical facultes and
became addicted (o thought patterns that led them (0 say stupid things
about tuth. The real question is Whatever happened to the human
species at the end of the twentieth century?

4. Caron, The Gagaingof God, 5.
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sy from Fuller Seminary. I'm just shocked that someone would, lke,
say thatJesus wasn' eally raised from the dead!>

Mousy reports that he was taken aback by Heather's way of offer-
ing support for his belief in the resurrection of Christ. The more he.
thought about what Heather said, the more worried he became about
what she embodies about contemporary culture. “I am concerned,”
Mouw writes,

about the way she seems 10 be piccing together 2 set of convictions to
uide her ife. While 1did not have the opportuniy o quiz her about the.
way in which she makes room in her psyche for an endorsement of both
witchcraft and the Gospels resurrection narratives, | doubt that Heather
subscribes 0 both views of ey, Wicca and Chrisianiy, i thei robust
versions. She is placing fragments of wordviews side by side without
thinking about thei incompatibilty. And it is prcisey the fact that these
disconnected cognitive bits coexis in her consciousnes that causes my
concern..... Here is a sense in which Heather is 4 microcosm—or
microchaos—of the lager culture.

Indeed she is; and that s bad news about American culture and that
of other wesiern nations. What steps can be taken to help confused people.
like Heather from Glendale? 1 believe the answerslie in the specifics of this
chapter. We must help the Heathers of the world 10 achieve consciousness.
of how well or how badly the pieces of their conceptual system fit We.
‘must help them understand the indispensabilty of thinking and behaving
in a logically consistent way, 50 that when they finally become cognizant
of their incoherent belies,they wil begin the ask of ossing many of them
aside. In other words, we should stive 0 do what many Chrisians under
the influence of postmodernism have ceased to do.

‘any people, acting under a false sense of olerance, e reluctant (o
aisagree with the opinions of other people, no matter how patently
Talse those opinions may be. I is only natural that many who think this
way will adopt a kind of worldview relativism. In this way of thinking,
all worldviews apparently are created equal, whether theis creators hap-
pen to be Mother Teresa or Adolf Hiler. When this mantra is put into.
‘words, it comes out as “You have your worldview, and I have mine.” For
such people, one worldview is as good as another;
‘Worldviews should be evaluated according to several tests. I fact, 1
‘contend, tere are four such tests They are the test of reason; the test of
outer experience; the test of inner experience; and the test of practice.

Evaluating a

Worldview

2
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Chapter Eleven

Epistemology II:
A Tale of Two Systems

s impossible o cover more than a smallportion o the histoy of pis-
emology between the time of René Descares (1596-1650) nd the pre-
Sent. Descares epresented a version ofthe rationalism deined atthe cnd
of chapter3:“Some human knowledge does not arise from sense expert-
nce.” He was a French Roman Catholic of modest religious convictions,
though the exisence of God did play a cental ole in The Meditations.
“Two other rationalists are worthy of menion, even though thei belcs,
lke those of Descartes, cannot be explored. The parents of Baruch Spin-
22 1632-1677) were Portuguese Jews who fed persecution in Spain and.
moved o Amsterdam, where their son was bom. Spinoza was expelled
rom the synagogue of Amserdam for heretcal belies, including panthe-
fsm. The tird famous Continental ratioalist of the seventcenth century
was Goufred Leibniz (1646-1716), 2 German Protestant.

Histoians o philosophy typicall contrt these three European fatio-
nalists with three cightcenih-century Briish empircss, namely, the F
Hishman John Locke (16321709, the rshman George Berkeley (165
1753) and the Scotsman David Hume (1711-1776). These six were then
followed by the German thinker Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), whose
work is sometimes misleadingly represented as a synthesis of tionalism
and empircism.

ALOFthese sysems are worthy of carful study, but ot n this text.
1 have time only 1 take a bricf ook a some cental ideas of Hume a5
preparaton for  slighly more detailed cxamination of the epistemology
of Kant. 1 will draw attention o several sgnificant implictions of Kant's
work and rase several challenges. In chapter 12, 1 il jump ahead to
our own time and examine the conten of 3 sysem known a5 Reformed

L Wi Locke’s death i 170, i obvious ht the abl ofghtcet centry i
o sechesthings b s ll o Locke's e ok wers Wit h sventecsh
ceny

" George Herkeley was  bishop in the Anglican church. He s the only mporant
phlosopher 1o visk Amcric before 190, He e hoping 0 st oy i
ol forthe cvangciation ofthe Indin s of New Engand.
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Within such a model, the church has 3 word to speak to the world not
because it has a message that s objectively true, 3 message which could
be separated from the embodied message that the church always is.
Rather, the church has 2 word 10 speak (o the world because it embod-
fes an alternative poliics, % an ahiemative way of ordering human lfe
made possible by Jesus Chris. The central practices and virtues of such
a community, praciices and vinues which embody—even if imper.
fectly—the character of the God it serves are such things as orgivenes,
reconcilation, peacemaking, patience, truth-elling [if there s no objec-
tive truth, what does “truth telling” mearé, st volnerabilit, Fahful-
s, constancy and simplicy of ife.

Please note that Kenneson says nothing about where such virtues
might come from or how in his world without objective standards we
‘might ever know the difference between truth teling and ying, between
peacemaking and warmongering. May church people develop any list
they prefes? Kenneson gets his st from the Bible bu fails o recognize
that his rejection of objective truth denies him the right to reat the teach-
ings of Scrpture as objective truth or revealed truth

Kenneson asserts that Chrisians who reject objective truth will be
Christians who live beter lives that wil lead the unevangelized to seek
something from us. Under the old paradigm, that which the unevange-
lized would seck 1 hear from Chrisian beliefs s the truth of the gospel.
But that is no longer possible in Kenneson's world. Once Chrisians con-
vince themselves and their non-Chiistian frends thatthere s no objective:
truth which entailsthat nothing about Christianity is objectively true, our
‘non-Chrisian friends will beat down the doors 1o accept such a eligion.
While I don't doubt that such  move will make the Chilstian faih vastly
more popular in an irrtional age, the claims about Kenneson’ theories
producing better Chistans and stronger churches and more faithfl lv-
ing and witnessing is the counterintitive stff of which utopian dreams.
are made.

Near the end of his chapter, Kenneson states: “If we could unequiv-
‘ocally prove o people that the propositon God exiss'is objecively rue,
the inhabitants of our culture would yawn and return to their pagan slum.
bers. @ Maybe .. maybe not. Apparently Kenneson wants Billy Graham
10 80 on national television and tel the world that the propositon “God
exists” is untrue. Were this (o happen, should we also expect the inhab-
itants of our culture 10 yawn and return (© their pagan slumbers’

6. Whats an aermatve poltic ot 0o with i For  posie scconnt of ot K
ncson s i i, s R H. Nash, Why e Lft o Kight The oo Lft (G
Rapids: Zondervan, 1995).

"7 Kenneson, “There' No Such Thing a5 Objcive T 16263

8 16,
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gospel. He says that typical Christan doctrine cannot be true. As our
hermeneutician of suspicion might say, “When you're teaching in a
churchrelated college, you don't want news like this o leak out.”

“Where's the Beefz"

During the 1984 campaign or the Democratic nomination for president, one
of Waler Mondale'sspin doctors suggested the Democratc candidate take
an expression from a Wendy's television commercal of the time and use it
‘against his Democrtic ivals. And 5o the question “Where's the beef?” moved
from a hamburger commercial 1 poltical campaign. n s political context,
Isuppose the question is a way of saying, “Where's your argument”

Now that we know that Kenneson denies the existence of objective
truth and is a postmodern relativist, e have a right 0 expect him 10 sup-
port his reltivism with an argument. In other words, *M. Kenneson,
where's the beef” At this point we learn that Kenneson has no inention
of offering us an argument.

Let me suggest two reasons for the absence of an argument, The first
is simple: Kenneson has no argument The second reason is because pro-
ducing an argument requires access to objective laws of logic, and Ken-
neson doesnt believe such principles exist. As we learned in chapter 8,
‘when you reject logic, you cannot prove your belicfs are true or prove
that your opponent' belifs are false. S0 he begs us o allow him to frolic
for a while with a diferent model or paradigm of truth. He asks us to.
abandon our rigid, old ways of thinking about truth and logic and see
what kind of world this would be if everyone thought and behaved as
though objective truth did not exist.

Kenneson claims that “Christans are not obligated 0 accept the old
paradigm of fobjective truthl" Whether we believe in objective truth is
optionl: it i up o us. This implies that we also are under no obligation
10 accept his new paradigm in which there is no objective truth. What's
he going to do if we refuse to play his game according to his ules? What
can he do when things are this person-relative?

Kenneson seems to think that individual Christians and Chiistan com-
munities would be more fithful o God without objective truth than with
it “My point s that Chiistians need not continue (0 answer the truth ques-
tion, and the sooner we see that we necdn't, the sooner we can get on
with the business of being Chrisians, which in no way entails accepting
 cerain philosophical account of truth, ustfication and ‘realty”* Ken-
neson seems to believe that only Christans who reject objective truth live
faithful Chiistian lives.

4. Sce Kenneson, “There's No Such Thing as Objective Truth, 168
5.1, 161
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ple of self-destrucion i the claim Alllanguage is metapborical:s a non-
‘metaphorical use of language, it s el the very sor o thing it says there
cannot be. Such claims, and views (o which they are essental, commit
intellecual sicide; there is no chance that they constitute knowledge.
We may legitmately add o oursimple truths. No view tbat commits el
lectual suicide can be known 10 be true. Unfortunately, suicidal views
often have  zombic existence as they stalk the halls of the academy.
Postmodernism seems largely (0 be a museum of such zombes

Viewed from the outside, Yandel continues, “postmodernism looks
like a decent candidate for being a movement in which accepiing one or
‘another bundle of self-defeating views is a condition of membership.
‘Applying Yandells arguments to Kenneson, Kenneson's denial of truth is
like an “in-place bumper stcker that tells s there are no cars. "

th sates with great dismay,

To disbelieve in truth s, of course, slf-contradicory. The belif means
10 think something s rue; 0 sy, I rue that nothing is e i intin-
sically meaningless nonsense. The very statement—there s no absolute
truth—is an absolute truth, People have bandied about such concepts
for centuries as 4 son of philosophical paror game, but have seldom
taken these seriousl. Today It s notjust some esoteric and eccentric
philosophers who hold this deeply problematic view of ruth, but the
average man on the srect. IUis no the lunatic fringe refectng the very
concept of truth, but two-thirds of the American people.™

arson s @ respected scholar and author of several dozen wel-received
Jbooks. He offers his picture of the practical consequences of post-
‘modernism and deconstructionism for the Christian church.

The rise of radical hermeneics and of deconsiructionism has sapped
the faith of many undergraduates and inroduced a rat of new challenges
0 those interested i evangelizing them. Ths, Miss Chsian goes off (o
4 local sae university, fll of z€al and the knowledge of a few funda-
‘mental truths. There she will not find lecturers who wil devote much
time t© overturning her truths. Rather, she willfind many lecturers con-
vincing her tha the meaning in her religion, a i all eligion, s merely
‘communal bias, and therefore elativ, subjective. No rligion can make
valid clims of 4 transcendent nature. Trth, whatever it is, does not
reside in an object oridea or satement or affirmation about realit, his-
torical o otherwise,that can be known by finite human beings; rather it

50. Yandell, “Modernism, Post-Moderaism, and the Minimalist Canons of Common
51 i, 24-25

sz 25

53 eih, stmodern Time, 16,

Conclusion
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Objective Truth in Seripture

‘Could the readers of this book find propositons in the Bible that the.
‘human authors of Scripture clearly regarded as objectively true? One.
‘example might be Paul's summary of the gospel in 1 Corinthians 153-8.
“The claims that Chrit died for our sins and rose again the third day are.
0 objectvely true that Paul goes on o say that f they were not, Chiis-
tians would be the most pitiable people on God's green earth (1 Corin-
thians 15:14, 19). The gospel witers believed their accounts of Jesus'
deeds and teachings were objectively true. As John writes n John 21:25:
“Jesus did many other things as well. If every one of them were wrtten
down, 1 suppose that even the whole world would not have room for
the books that would be writien.”

Objective Truth in Everyday Life

While it may be casy to dismiss objective trths while imprisoned in a
philosophical or theological ivory tower, it may be good o considera few
propositions that any sensible human would accept as objectively true.

@) Place your name in th following blank and the date of your birth

in the second blank.
‘was bom on

(@ “You are under amestfor driving through a red light* (spoken by
police offcer)

3 “Its a gl (spoken by a nurse in 2 matenity ward)

4 "Your loved one has jus died. (spoken by a doctor in an intensive
are unin)

5 “Im somy, but you have cancer. I three months, you'l be dead.”
Ganother physician)

(© *Im somy, but your grade for this course is an E- (2 nonposimod-
emistprofesson)®

Ealier | indicated my admiration or Yandells handling of antrealism.
T want to end this chapter with some other points he makes that 1 could
not include before. Yandell inssts that postmodernism and deconstruc-
tionism are types of intellctual suicide. He offers three examples:

“The laim No one can know anything said in English s self-defeating in
that 1o one could know it were it tue. The claim notbing said in Eng-
lish can be e s selrefuting in tht s being true is incompatble with
what it says is rue. Notbing can be said in Brglish is self-desiroying,
being an instance of what t says cannot exis. A more interestng exam-

. Consetent posmodernits would give very stdent 0 A
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) This brings us to Aristole’s mysterious declaration tha the active
intellec i “immortal” and “separable.” Does Arisotle mean to teach that
the active intellect can exist apart from the body? That it s immortal? The
challenge for Aristolle’s interpreters s 10 understand how al of this can
be reconciled with the restof Arisotle’s psychology. He scems to be say-
ing that while the soul per se cannot exist separate from the body, one
facully of the soul (reason or the actve intellec) can. While the passive:
intellect perishes when the body dis, the active intellect is different.
‘There have been three major attempis o interpret Aistole’s doctrne of
the active intellect in a way that would avoid any contradicton in his sys-
tem. s interesting (0 realize tha these three interpreations played major
rolesin the three major systems of medieval philosophy. These three sys-
tems constructed by Plotinus, Augustine, and Thomas Aquinas are dis-
cussed in the remaining chapers of part |

Three Interpretations of the Active Intellect

1) About 4. 200, Alexander of Aphrodisias, greatest of the ancient iner-
preters of Aristotle,identifed Aristotle’s actve intellect with God. Accord-
ing 10 this view, the active intelect, or light within the soul that makes
knowledge possible, would not be a part of the individual human soul
buta presence of God within the soul. As an interpretation of Aristotl,
Alexander's view must be refected because the immanent view of God it
equires is incompatible with the transcenden, if not deistc, God of Aris-
tolle’s Metaphysics The God required to complete this interpretaion is
one present immanently in the world, a God actively and personally
involved in every act of human knowledge. However, Alexander's work
resonates with some ideas that showed up centuries later in the thinking
of Augustine (354-430). We will examine this theory in more detail in
chapter 6

) During the third century the philosopher Plotinus (205-270)inter-
preted the active intellect s a cosmic principle of intelligence to which
every human intellect is related. At death, the intelects of individual
human beings are absorbed back into the cosmic mind (nous), which is
‘ternal and impersonal. (This will make a great deal more sense after you
have read chapter 5 on Plotinus) Centuries after Plotinus, his theory
appeared in the thought of such medieval Arabic Arstotelians as Averroes
and the Chrisian Averroists whom Thomas Aquinas debated. According
o this view, personal survival afer death s denied in favor of an imper-
sonal continuation of existence. As Aquinas would show, this docrine is

14 Arstodes oo of G can b il 10 understan. The poit i this sk
kot Aroe’s ccount of God 50 removed o any et conact with e
Pl e that i ot it the dermands of Alesandes merpeition

m
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intellect ' For instance, he declared that the active infellect is “separable
and immortal.* Coming from Plato, such words would not have raised so
much as an eyebrow. But since so many scholars are convinced that the
entire drft of Aristotle’s psychology was away from a Platonic soul that
‘could exist forever in separation from the body, this sudden turn in direc-
tion cannot be ignored. What could Aristotle have meant when he
referred 1o an active intellect presen i every human soul that is both
‘separable and immortal?

Anisioll’s argument in book 3 of De Anima can be summarized rather
quickly;  ltle repetiion in a matter of such importance will help rather
than hurt. (1) Just as we find form and matier making up everything else
that existsin the physical universe, we should not be surprised o find the
form-matter, actuality-potentialiy disinction within the human soul. Aris-
tole calls them the active intellect and the passive intellect.

@) It then becomes clear that Asistole is distinguishing between soul
and two aspects of mind (nous) existing within the soul. A part of the
mind is passive in the sense that it receives information from the senses.
Another part of the mind is active in the sense that i acts upon that
which is received in the passive ntellect The passive inellect fulils the
function of the mind's matter, while active intellect will be akin to form,
Aristotle believes that our knowledge of the world is dependent upon
our having sensations of the world. The sensed object produces an
image (phantasm) within the mind of the perceiver, The passive intellect
is that part of the human mind that receives this information from the

@) But the images inthe passive inellect are o yet knowledge; they.
are only potential knowledge. What i needed to turm that sensible nfor-
mation into actual knowledge s some other process performed by the
active intelect. The active intellect abstract from the particular sensible
image the form or universal element that alone can be the object of
knowledge. In this way, potential knowledge is changed into actual
knowledge. Aristotle then adds another point. Since that which acts is
always superior o that which is acted upon, the active inellectis supe-
ior to the passive intelect

Authis point Aristotl introduces the analogy of light, an important
feature of Plato' allegory of the cave. Without ight we could perceive no
color. Ina totally dark room, the color of an object could only be poten-
tial color. Light i required (0 turn potential color into actual color. In &
similar way, when the active intellect begins to work on the potential
knowledge present in the passive intellct, it changes poential knowl-
edge into actual knowledge.

13 Mostof this el appears n A De Anna 35,
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incompatble with Christarit because i leas .2 denial of personal sur-
vival st death

) The third majo interpreation of Arisotles atve inelect was pro-
posed by Thomas Aquinas a5 an alermative o the heretcalteachings of
cerain Chiistian discples of Averods at the Universy o Pars, Aquinas
identified e acive et someing individualand pariclar n cach
human being, IF Aquinas was rght and the actv intellec is a sepante
parof cach human mind, then Aristote’s cam thatth actve intelet 5
both scparabe and immortal could only mean that the great Arstotle
belicved there is something within human beings that i immortl

Aquinas developed his interpretation as part of an attempt to make.
Aristoles philosophy compatible with Chisian thought of the time.
When he wroe,the Christan church was suspicous of Arsotes phi-
losophy becaus i had entered the Chriian word via cerain Muslim
inteprecarions. These Muslim influences made it appear that Aristole's
philcsophy was incomparible with such Chrsian belcs s creation and
personalsurvival st deth. Many leaders o the churcin the thinenth
century thought Aristotle was an enemy of the church. Aquinas thought
ihis phiosophy coukd be made compatie with Chrsian belie. One of
i clever moves was 0 auc that D Aninia 35 taught human mmor-
saliy: 1t was part of 2 billant public retions gumbit to make Aristotle
acceptable 10 the medieval church.

“The major diffcuty with Aquinas's inrpreaton—which shouid be
Keptdisinct from it mert a5 an independent theory—i s obvious con-
it with the picure of humankind presented i A’ work On e
Soul,Aquinas inerprtation is hard 0 econcle with the rest o Arsto-
s system. For this reason. cven Roman Catholic interpreters of
Thomass postion, among them Frederic . Copleston, admit tht a an
interpretaton of Aisote, Aquinas's posion s wron and that he Aver
oist iterprtaionis probabiy the comeet rading of Aritore.” Unless 1
beter reading of Aristrle tums up, it scems wise © concur with those
‘who argue that the most plausible interpretation of Aristotle’s puzzling
words about the acive ntelect i the e proposed by Plotnus an mox
ified by Averroes during he Niddie Ages.

At st an capetty s man. s God cd ol
iy particulary relgious function; Aristotle did not worship or pray
0 his God. Aristode believed in a supreme being because he thought cer-
tain things about the world could not be explained without the existence
of a God. His God was a metaphysical necessity, a concept required lest

15" See Frederic C. Copleston, A History of Phlsopby (Westminsier, M Newnan
Pres, 1960, 1330-31
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person's mind. OF course, ous relaionship with our own mind (thoughts,
mages,other tems of which we are conscious) seems both immediate and
undeniable. My awareness of the brown able is mediated by other things;
1 do not perceive the table itself immediately. But my awareness of my.
mind's idea of that table is direct and immediate. While  find it possible to
‘doub the existence of the tabl (1 might be dreaming or hallucinating), it
is impossible 0 doubt my awareness of my idea of the table.

Soi s easy 1o believe that  have or 1 am 2 mind. But how do 1 know
that you have a mind? Lots of philosophers offered lots of arguments in an
attemp 1o prove that other people have minds. But thei argumens faled

ver a period of centuris,the filed effors of many philosophers lid

bare numerous weaknesses of empiricism. The belief tha al human
Knowledge arises from sense experience proved inadequate 10 explain
many important human ideas, including the concep of Equality itself (see:
Plato), the notion of oneness (see Augustine), the idea of infinite space
(Locke), and causality (Hume). And finally, for now, empiricism cannot
explin the many instances of necessary truth that humans can know.
‘Once people commit themselves to the caim that all human knowledge
ses from sense experience, the inabily (o cany this out with respect
even (© one idea is fatal. If humans can have as litke as one idea that
does not arse from sense experience, empiricism is proven false and the.
‘moderate type of ravonalism explained in chaper 3 i true.

" veingsof David Hume A711-1776) e 8 e i he i
tory of philosophy. Born in Scotland, Hume was and sil i perceived
an agnostic or atheist whose ani-Christian views led o his being
denied a university professorship in Scotland. Hume's grave in Edinburgh
is worth a visit by any traveler o this fascinating ciy

Much of Hume's notoriety among Chrstians resuls from a less than
careful reading of his works. Hume is commonly believed to have
attacked the foundations of Chrisianity, such as the exisience of God,
‘personal survival after death, and miracles. I i true that Hume's personal
beliefs did not mirror the orthodox. Calvinism tha surrounded him in his
carly youth. Nevertheless, what Hume intended in his writings is often
quite removed from what his interpreters have thought

“There are three common misconceptions about Hume's philosophy.
(1) Hume denied the reality of causal reations, that there is ever a nec-
essary connection between that prior event we call a cause and the sub-
sequent event we call it effect. (2) Hume rejected the existence of what

- For an excllen review of such atempus, s Abin Panings, G and Cober Mins
thacs, Y. GomnelUniversy Press, 1967
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ol for theirlectures. My book may well function in a similar way for an
open-minded teacher who disagrees with some of s opinions. Why
should a theistic perspective in such a book preclude its adoption by
someone who is nota theist, especially at a ime in history when 50 many
scholars claim to be tolerant with respect to worldviews different from
their own?

1am painfully aware of the factthat 1 have had 1o omit material that
Some readers and professors might hope (© find in the book. Some of
this content was excluded because the book could not exceed  preas-
signed page limit. Other material was omited because, in my judgment,
it is 100 difficult for beginners. This is supposed to be an introduction to
philosophy, not a doctoral-level thesis or monograph. Many favorite top-
ics of a generation ago have become passé. Nothing prevens professors
from covering other issues and thinkers in supplementary texts

Towe a word of thanks (o several friends who read an early draft of
the book and made many helpful comments. They include Dr. Frank
Beckwith of Trinity International Uiversiy, Dr. Paul Boling of Bryan Col-
lege, Dr. Carlion Fisher of Houghton College, Dr. Stephen Parrish of
‘Willam Tyndale College, Dr. ). - Morcland of Biola Universit, Dr. Roger
Nicole of Reformed Theological Seminary, Joseph Stanford Goss of
Chicago, and Kevin Bywater of Colorado Springs. 1 also wish o dcknowl-
edge the splendid work of Linda Triemsira in editing the manuscript
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epistemology. This latter view has links 10 a Scotish thinker named
‘Thomas Reid (1710-1796), the great Reformed theologian John Calvin
(1509-1564), and before him, Augustine (354-430).

However, before the theories of Hume, Kant, Reid, and others begin
200ming past your eyes, I must include an introductory section that wil
acquaint you with a few major topics and problems raised by thinkers
before Hume and Kant.

The Theory of Ideas

some
Philosophical
Background
to Hume

and Kant

uring the seventeenth century, many philosophers accepied the basic

premise of a position known as the theory of ideas. The first step
into the theory of ideas involves assent 1o the laim that the immedite
objects of human knowledge are ideas that exist in the mind. In other
words, when I perceive a brown table on the other side of the room,
‘what 1 am immediately conscious of s not the table but an idea of the.
table. While the table presumably exists outside my mind, exiss in the
external world, the idea of the table exits in my mind. Most people make
this distinction and also believe that the idea of the table in the mind is
caused somehow by the table itslf*

The Problem of the External World

In ways 100 complex 1o explore here, the existence of that real chair and
all of the other furniture of the so-called external world (the world sup-
posely existing outside of our minds) became problematic, so much so
that some philosophers felt obliged to produce arguments proving that
the world outside our minds does exist when 1o human is perceiving i
“This problem ofthe external world wil occur in somewhat different forms
in the positions of Hume, Kant, and Reformed epistemology

The Problem of Other Minds

Philosophers became puzzled by the question of how we might ever know
that persons other than ourselves have minds. Look at some other person
now; f you're alone, you might have (o twm on the television. What you
perceive s 2 human body moving in familiar ways and utering sounds and
pearing (0 respond 1o other human bodies. But we never see the other

3 John Locke wen on 10 s between pimary qualics that cxit a ¢ par of
e bl e my mind uch 4 e sbape)ad sconcary qualcs that e ok s

1t of xtemal Ot but it i the mind (uch 3 echor, s, and snel, Georpe
el e he diincton et iy e secondy s 10 arged
cverthing humans regard 1  physical ] maeral cbjet s 3 olcion of s xis
it ot i nd prmary nthe i of God Thee e sciting sbject, bt
1 no have tme 0 cxore them. Check ot  god history of picnaphy book.

Jobo ocks

by S e 1830

23





index-112_1.jpg
i

Ethics

ot ook hmpe o s il v, o Nehomachon s
probably named after his son, Nichomachus, Aristotle begins by observ-
ing tha all human action i directed at an end or a goal. When we actinten-
onally, we act with the i of accomplishing a paricular objective. Arsolle
‘wondersif we can discover any single goal toward which all human beings
aim. Is there any single goal so superior 1o every other goal tha it is what
very human being desies? Aristotle decides the answer s yes and identi-
fies this supreme good as happiness. The Greek word usually trnslated as
happiness (eudaemonia) means more than the word usually connotes for
‘most people. It caries with it the idca of the ruly good lf.

Saying that the supreme good is happiness doesn't help us much,
since people disagree over the nature of happiness; there are 100 many
‘conflicting notions of what happiness i Some confuse it with pleasure,
‘money, fame, position, or power. None of these attempted identiications
i correct, however. One problem with these idenifications of happiness
is that all f them are but means 10 an end. Whatever happiness s, i must
be inusinsically g0od, good in tself instead of merely being good as &
‘means to something else. The oppositc of an intinsic good is an insiru-
‘mental good, something tha is desired because it is 2 means (© an end.
“True happiness must be good as an end in iself. For this reason, Aristo-
e refects money as the ground of happiness. Money possesses only
instrumental value; it s good only as 4 means o other things. Nothing can
e the highest good if it i chosen for the sake of something clse. Hap-
piness s the supreme good because it is sought for isel it s self-su
cient, and it i that toward which all humans aim.

‘Whatever the supreme good i, it must also be self sufcient. This means
that it must be o good that nothing can be added (0 t to make it any bet
ter. This crterion disqualifies viue as the essence of happiness. It s poss
ble for a person 1o be viuous but sl be miserable because of bad health
o povery. It i possible 10 add other things o virtue © improve the qual-
it of life. But this cannot be true of the supreme good. Eudaemonia must
als0 be connected with humankind’s distincive feature, reason. Eudaemo-
s acting in accord with a human being's highest virue, reason.

Asistotle never identifies what he believes happiness is untl the end
of his book. It i impossible to judge a life happy until that if is over:
One swallow does not make a summer, Aristole says; likewise, one
happy moment or day does not make a happy life. Only after a ife is
over can one evaluate thatlfe and judge whether the person was happy.

According 10 Asistotle, Lear writes, “man has a nature: there s some-
thing definite and worthwhile that it is o be a human being. Happiness
‘consists n lving this noble lfe: in satisfying the desires that are necessary
for man (o have in order (o live a ful, rich lfe."

16, e, Artot, 15
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the rest of his system contain some huge holes. His system forced him to
questions that he could not answer without postulating the existence of
a perfect being who is the unmoved Mover of the universe, a being who
is also Pure Actuality. Aristotle believed that there had o exist an
uncaused and unchanging being who i the ultimate cause of everything.
else that exists. If this ulimate cause tself moved or changed in any way,
it could ot then be the ulimate cause, since we would be forced (0 ask
‘why it changed and what changed it Aristolle’s God cannot act upon the
world as an efficient cause because this would imply potentialiy within
God. Trapped by his own system, Aristotle s forced to say that his
unmoved Mover can bring about change in the world only by being
final cause, that i ( say, as an object of desire.

Because of Aristotle’s earler discussion of form and matter he was
forced 1o conclude that the ulimate cause of the universe had o be Pure
Form unmixed with any matter. Matter, Aistotl thought, i synonymous
with poteniality. But potentialit implies the possibiliy of change and
hence imperfection. Therefore, Aristtl’s God would have t© be Pure
Actuality, in oxher words, Form without Matter

Aristotl’s doctrine of God s Pure Form has raised al kinds of prob-
lems i the histories of philosophy and theology. For one thing, what can
2 God who is Pure Form, the unmoved Mover of the universe, do? He
‘cannot do anything that entails change in his own being or knowledge,
because he is perfect and incapable of change. To shorten and simpliy
a rather long and complex subject,the only thing Arisotle’s perfect God
‘can do is think. But since he is immutable perfection, t ollows that he
an only think about something that s iself perfect and unchanging. This
means that he can think only about himsel! We noticed how Phto's
reflections about God led many of his followers 10 a concept of an
unknowable,transcendent God. Arisotle’s eflections have brought us 0
the same spot:the concept of a radically transcendent, wholly other God
who, it appears, can have no direct, personal, and essential relationship
with people orthe world. The Chrisian God is transcendent. But n oppo-
sition to thinkerslike Aristolle, the God of the Chrisian aih i also imma-
nent in the sense that he is with his people and his creation

Arstolle’s view of God is an excellent example of how a philosopher
an be trapped by his system. We have come a long way since we stated
talking rather innocently about form and matter, potentility and actual-
ity. Once Asstote starts down this path, once he accepts cerain presup-
positions, he is stuck with the view of God that ollows from these prior
commitments. Morcover, we are stuck with an unknowable God who.
cannot know anything about us or the world in which we live. While
‘Aristotle was not an atheist, he could hardly have moved to a spot more
distant from the God of Judaism and Chrisianity.

1





index-238_1.jpg
and powerful people at the top, we know that no Marxist cares about
poor and oppressed people. Their entir program is keeping the power
they have and smuggling as many American dollars 2 they can 10 their
Swiss bank accours,

s for Marxian intllectuals in America, the name of their game is
also power. They know that deconstructionism is bunk. The real pur.
pose ofthe deconstructonist power brokers i 0 separate as many Amer-
icans a5 possible from their families and from thei lierature and
traditons. f we cannot know the meaning of any text, then we cannot
know the meaning of the Bibe,including the Ten Commandments. Nei-
ther can we know the meaning of the United Sates Consttution or any
other text that might sustan social order or provide meaning and dircc.
tion t lfe. Once students become alienate from thei famile,ther rel-
gion, their values, and thei wadiions, they will be ike lambs prepared
for the slaughter. And when that day comes, who do you suppose all
the people with empty heads and empty chests willlook (0 for thei
orders? They willook 10 their deconstructionist, Marxian, power-seek-
ing professors who introduced them o the mysteries of a world without
‘meaning. The real name of the deconsiructionis game is o meaning or
fruth; it is power, raw political power

Ithought Rothbard's attack was strong. Im glad Im incapable of wit-
ing words like these. How could I, since the hermeneutics of suspicion
is exclusively a tool of the radical politcal and cultural lefi”

Step Three: Some Scenarios

Imagine that T am delivering a public lecture assessing the book of 4
deconstructionist author who happens to be in my audience. Suppose.
that intentionaly present an ourageous interpretation of the professor's
ook, al the while pretending admiration for his brliance. Imagine that
I present his book as an ingenious and orginal argument for the exis-
tence of God and the objective truth of the Chiisian faith. Suppose I lay.
my game so successfully that the indignant author marches t the front
of the lecture hall, lears his throat, and begins 1o denounce my supid-
ity 1 the audience. “Only a fool,” he asserss, “only an idiot could twist
my words 10 say the opposite of what I clearly meant to say.” At which
poin, I rise from my seat in the audience and poliely thank the author
for doing a better job of rfuting deconstructionism than I could ever have
hoped to do.

A student listens to her deconsiructionist professor declare the impos-
sibilty of her ever knowing the meaning of any writen text. Shyly, she
ises her hand and invies the professor to wrte those words on the black-
board. The professor obligingly tums his back to the class and writes the

30, The sutho of hes words s on emsinin snonymoss.
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a nihlistc and self-refuting position are not worthy participants in any dia-
Iogue or conversaion. Instead of @ respective pointby-point analysis and
refutation of their wriings, which by their own principles can never be
interpreted corectly, what they deserve instead, Rothbard contends, ‘s
scom and dismissal. Unfortunately, they do not often receive such trat-
‘ment in a world in which all 100 many intellecuals seem o have lost their
buitin abiliy to detect pretentious claptrap.”

According 1o Rothbard, one sure sign of rational human beings i their
ability to recognize an intellectual charlatan when they sce one. What
better candidate for this ttle can there be than peopie who claim that
truth and meaning are relative and presume 1 tll us this by means of
statements they assume (© be both true and meaningful? Finally, Roth-
bard asks, what must we think of a society and of academicians who.
regard this sor of thing as serious scholarship?

‘While Rothbard's attack upon deconstructionism is rather severe,
‘what interests me is the kind of response his words provoke in typical
deconstructionists. Should deconstructionists respond i a hostile and
negative way, ther reaction would strongly suggest that Rothbard's lan-
guage conveyed precisely the meaning he intended. But deconsuction-
ists insis that this kind of communication is impossible. Docs not their
hostlty toward Rothbard scem to disprove their theory? I all meaning is
subjective, how do the deconstructionists explain their anger over state-
‘ments that they cannot possibly understand?

Step Two: The Hermeneutics of Suspicion

S0 far as I cantel,the people who uilize the hermeneutics of suspicion
operate on the far left of the culture. Never once, so far as 1 know, has.
the hermeneutis of suspicion ever been applied (0.2 beral. If the tables.
were tumed and the hermeneutics of suspicion were applied (0 the prac-
titoners of the method, the result might go something like the following.

Either deconstructonists are among the dumbest people ever (0 get
universiy teaching posiions,or there is something sinistr going on. But
deconstructionists arc not dumb, though at times they can put on @ con-
vincing act. So what are they really up to? As we leam from the
hermeneutics of suspicion, whatever a text s hiding has t© do with
power, never with truth. It Barly scems a coincidence that many decon-
sructionists are Marxists. Naturall, this does ot mean they are Marxists
inany sense tht the hisoric Marx or even Lenin would approve. Marx-
fan deconsiructionists recognize that most nontival sentences in the
writings of Marx and Lein have been flsfied. They know that Marsian
economics is a fraud. Afer years of watching Russian and Chinese and
Cuban leaders impoverish every ciizen i their nations, excep the rich
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such ancient thinkers as Democritus, Epicurus, and Lucreius. Part 1
begins with the chapter on naturalism because most of the core belicfs
of ancient naturalism were opposed by Plto and Aristotle. Naturalism
continues to be an influenial worldsiew, even though many of its mod-
em formultions appear © be more sophisticted than the ancient opin-
ions T examine.

Part 2 introduces readers 10 a number of important philosophical
problems and topics (see the table of contents). It begins with a short
examination of the law of noncontradiction and then moves 10 4 topic
that has gained prominence only in the st thity years or so, namely,
the doctrine of possible worlds (chap. 9). In my judgment, when this
material in chapter 9 is taught properly, sudents ind i interesing and
exciting, When it s aught badly, however, many students wil think their
professor needs a week off i cither an asylum or a monastry. | consid-
ered placing this materal in part 1 but decided stdents could handle it
better afier completing their study of the six conceptual systems. The
study of possible worlds comes near the beginning of par 2 because stu-
dents grounded in the subject willfind much of the material in the (opi-
cal chapters easier o understand. Professors are welcome, of course, 1o
tackle the chapters in part 2, including chapier 9, in any order they please.

“The book contains more material than any one-semester course could
posibly cover. I think mostprofessors will apprecite this fat. It afords
them the opportunty o vary the topics, thus llowing for some freshness
cach time they teach the course. Professors who wish 10 include topics,
issues, and questions not covered in this book are free o supplement
with other readings. It s always the professor's option ot o cover some
sections of some chaplersin clas. If 1 have done my job well, most stu-
dents will be able 10 grasp the major details of such omitted material
through their own study.

s imporiant, 1 believe, fo students to have the opporunity 1o do
some reading in primary sources, These should include Plato's Phacdo,
Republic (books 6 and 7), and if time permits, possibly the Eutbypbro
and Meno. Selectons from Aristole's Nichomachean Etbics, Pltinus's
Enneads, Augusine’s Gonfesions plus selections from other examples of
Augustine's works, along with selectons from Aquinass Summa Theolo-
giae, should also be considered.

1 have writen this book from a perspective for which I have great
sympathy. However, I do not belabor this perspective and believe that
my approach leaves open the possibilty of this text being adopted by
philosophers who may disagree with some of its content but who
nonetheless wil welcome the organization and clariy of the book, along
withits usefulness as a teaching tool. Many philosophy professors have
used textbooks at variance with their own convictions, finding them a
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Mouw, a former student of mine who is now president of Fuller Theo-
logical Seminary, recalls once observing two confliting symbols in a car
he was following. In the rear window of the auto was a Playboy bunny.
decal while on the dashboard was a plastic staue of the Virgin Mary. At
the time Mous saw the symbols, he interpreted their odd juxaposition
s possible conflict between a devoully Roman Catholic wie and a car-
nal husband. In his 1998 essay, Mouw leans in a new direction, namely,
“hat these symbols were indeed incompatble and yet were held simul-
tancously and sincercly by the same person.”

Mouw regards these conflctng symbols as a disturbing sign of a seri-
‘ous problem in American culure. Not 100 long ago, he writes, it was pos-
sible for Chistians o argue for the truth oftheirfath by placing a *stong.
‘emphasis on the coherence of a Christian view of reality. The biblical per-
spective was shown o e things together, (0 answer adequately more.
‘questions than other worldviews. Such an approach challenged students
10 make a clear choice between Christianity and, say, 4 naturalistc or an
Eastern religious perspective." However, Mouw believes (misiakenly, |
think), that the day when this approach might have worked seems (o
have passed. Today's students, Mouw contnues,

don't seem 10 put much stock in coherence and consistency. They think
nothing of participating in an evangelical Bible study on Wednesday
night and then engaging in a New Age meditation group on Thursday
night, while spending thei daily jogging time listening 10 4 taped read-
g of The Celestine Prophecy—without any sense that there is anything
inapproprite about moving in and out of these very different perspec-
tives on reality [worldviews.

In short, many people are confused, and what makes the
more depressing is the inabilty of these peaple to sce how confused
they are,

‘Moury then recounts a debate he had once with a theologically liberal
church leader on 4 adio show in southern Californa. Mouw was there 1o
defend the historicty of Jesus' resurrection from the dead, while the Iib-
eral atacked the reliability of the New Testament accounis of the resu
rection. The radio program was a call-n show where iseners were invited.
10 air their opinions; one of the first callers was 2 young woman identify-
ing herself as Heather from Glendale who offered the following commens:

T not what you would cal, ke, a Christan. .. Acwally, right now I am
Sortof into-you know, witcherat and stff ke tha? But | agree with the

12 Rchard Mouw, “Bbel Undone” Firt Things Otay 1996),9
13 1bd
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following text o the blackboard: It i impossble ever to know the mean-
ing of any writen text.” Is something wrong here? Is something absurd
going on here?

Step Four: Communication Does Take Place

Look at the way deconsiuctionit writers confidently communicate with us
and with others. Ther actions make it clar that they believe communication
is possible. Even when an audience is composed of people from diffrent
cultures, communication is possibi, a i the atainment of knowledge.

‘Carson offers important insights regarding the alleged cultural vague-
ness of a theological uiterance such as “Jesus is Lord.”

“The semaniic content of Jesus is Lord” s expressed and understood by
an English-speaking belicer who has at east some rudimentary knowl-
dge ofthe Bible and Chirstan theology must be grasped and believed
by men and women everywhere in every clture, however it s expressed
and ariculated wihin each culture. Of course, there are al orts of ambi-
i about this way of wording things. But my point s that i linguis-
ties has taught s anything, i has taught us that whatever can be said in
one language can be said in another, cven {f ot i the same way and
ooty What 1as a Western belever mean by “Jesus i Lord” can be con-
veyed in Thai, 02 Thai Buddhist. Buc it wil not be conveyed, in the.
fist instance, by a mere slogan. Chiisian understanding of the confes-
sion is dependent upon an entire worldview that takes in a personal/ran-
scendent God, the revelation of the Scrpture, understanding of who
Jesus i, and 5o on. The inital Thai misunderstanding tums on another
entire worldview: an essentally pantheisic view of God, radically dif-
ferent understanding of revelation, reative or perhaps complete fgno-
rance of Jesus and so forth. To explain o the Thai what  mean by “Jesus
is Lond” can be done, but not casily, not quickly, and not with mere sio-
gans. Once there i a confessional Tha church, of course, the cultural
barriers inherent in al Chrisan withess can be crossed more quickly

eith makes the same point: “Truth exists, though it ofien eludes us,
and we may full © grasp it perfectly. Chrisians have always known thi.
‘What God reveals in His Word is absolutely true.” We can think about
these truths, it them in with other trths, and apply them. Morcover,
adds, “the revelaion that God created the universe gives us a basis for
believing i other kinds of objective truths "

1 have repeatedly stated that any proposition that entils a fase or
absurd propositon must tself be false. If A implies Band Bis false, then
A must be false. In deconstructionism,  is any set of claims that sup-

31 Canon, T Gagsing of God, 99-100
32 Vet Prsodern Ties, G849,
381
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and communicating. Sensible people would never rejct this sense of rea-
son. (2) In the sense used by most Enlightenment thinkers, however, rea-
son referred o the process of human reasoning or thinking, which such
thinkers believed had carned the right to be elevated above the Judeo-
Christan Scriptures and the historic doctrines of the Chrstian faih. When
the word is understood in this way, people whose unbelief made them
unreceptve (0 the teachings of Scripture had a convenient way of dis-
missing istoric Christian beliefs as unreasonable. All they meant was that
the beliefs were unreasonable to them, In this way, what amounted o a
display of self-importance was made 1o appear more significant than it
deserved 1o be.

“The antonym of reason for most scholars during the Enlightenment
was not a collection of logical contradictions but rather divine specal -
elation, that s, revealed propositions from God. The target of Enlighten-
‘mentstyle reason was God-tevealed uth superior 1o anything humans
could come to know by their effort. The modernists opposed revelation
and greatly exaggerated the supposed competence of unaided human
thinking

“This view of reason during the Enlightenment led many t believe
that the human mind could and indeed should function as a judge of the.
content of Scripture and the historic Chrisian faith. This undersianding,
‘was als0 subjective 10 individual humans or groups of humans who ele-
vated their own thinking above that of Seripture. The correct under-
‘standing of reason during the Enlightenment seems embarrassingly similar
1 the subjective view of reason advanced by many postmoderniss. On
this point, at least, many self-proclaimed postmodernists tum out 0 be.
ultramodernists.

By any standard, there was plenty wrong with the Enlightenment and
its intellecual heritage. Many representatives of modernism exaggerated
the powers of the human mind. As Vith points out, “The postmodernists
are right o question the arrogance of the Enlightenment, the assumption
that human reason can answer every question, and solve every problem.
They are wrong, though, to deny reason altogether. They are right 1o
question the certinty of modern truths; they are wrong (0 refect the very
concept of truth in favor of intellcctual reltivism "> Obviously, human
beings cannot reason their way 10 @ solution 1 every probler in life,
including the difficult questions about the nature of God. Wise religious
people have always made a disinction berween beliels that are above
reason and those that are against reason, that i those that violate the
law of noncontradiction. Modernism deserves crticism, but when posi-
‘modernism goes 5o far 4s (0 deny reason, it is wrong, Postmodernism

25 et Prmders Tme, 65
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Asistotle’s attention was directed toward this world, one beneit of his
‘approach is the extent to which it encourages the development of sien-
tific thinking, Within this world, the primary realy is what Aristolle called
a substance. By substance, Asstolle meant any given thing that exiss or
has being, Hence the chair 1 am siting on, my computer, and the paper
‘on which these words are printed are al substances.

Aristotle believed that every being, with the exception of God and
some other godlike beings, is 4 composite of two factors that he called
form and mater, To put this distinction inis simplest possible terms, the.
matter of any given substance is whatever it happens (0 be made of. The
‘matter of the chair on which I am seated happens t© be wood, but it
could as easily have been metal or plastic. The form of any given sub-
stance s the set of essential properties that makes it the kind of thing it
is. Like Plato's Form, Arisotle’sform i an unchanging essence. But unlke.
Plato', Aristotle’s form is an essential part of the substance it composes.
For Aristotle, there are not two separate worlds; there is only one worl,
namely, the physical universe that we inhabit through our bodics.
Although Forms exist, they exist in this earthly world a5 part of the par-
cular things we encounter in this world.

Aristotle’s Rejection of Plato's Epistemological Dualism

Aristotle recognized the difference between reason and sense experience.
But whereas Plato denigrated the human senses and argued that they
‘could never supply human beings with knowledige, Aristolle’ account of
human knowledge is more complex. Once Arisotle rejected Plato’s doc-
trine of two separate worlds, he was released from Plato's major reason
for grounding human knowledge on reason alone. According o Plato,
the bodily senses bring humans into contact only with the things that exist
in this world of particulars, and no particular can ever be a sufficient
object of true knowlede: thus it is obvious why Plato was the kind of
raionalist he was. But in Aristotl’s system, the Forms (which for Aristo-
e continue 10 be the only proper objects of knowledge) are notin some.
‘ther world where they can be apprehended only by reason. The Forms.
exist s essenial parts of the particular things that we apprehend through
our senses. Thus Aristtle refected Plato's extreme disjunction between
reason and sensation, regarding them instead as integal parts of the
knowing process.

Aristou

‘s Rejection of Plato's Anthropological Duatism
Avitore alo reectd Platos radical sparaton between soul and body.
Asisote’s undersanding of human natre (which includes his view of
the rlationsip between boy and soul s one ofthe more comple parts
of his system. But this mach s lear. Aristorle sressed 4 unifed view of
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‘were heavily edited by Andronicus and later redactors; material from a
variety of sources and manuscripts was combined, edited, and synthe-
sized. Whether o not the blame belongs totaly to Andronicus,the prod-
uct of his cutting and splicing did lile 10 ease the task of understanding
Aristotl’s though.

hen a system is as complex and difficult as Aristotle’s, it is good.

e
section of the chapter, I will provide a brief overview that will be useful
when later in the chapter 1 g0 into greater detail,

‘One way to approach Aristotl’s philosophy s to see it as a devel-
‘opment of what Plato began. In a sense, the essence of Arisotle’s system
is 4 rejection of Plato’s more radical dualism. Aristote rejected Plato's
metaphysical dualism, namely, Plato’s separation of the Forms from the
material world. Aristotle objected to Plato’s epistemological dualism,
which had set reason in oppositon o experience as an avenue (o knowl
edge. And Aristolle replaced Plato’s anthropological dualism with a holis-
tic or unitary view of human beings.

Aristotle’s Rejection of Plato’s Metaphysical Dualism

As we saw, Plato’s primary realit was the unchanging world of Forms.
that exists apart from the world of partcular things. For Phato, the most
important things that exist belong not to the eartly world of bodies but
1o the strange, spaceless, timeless world of the Forms. As Plto himself
recognized in his Parmenides, the most serious problems with his theory
esult from the extreme separation between his two worlds. Aristotle:
repeated many argumens found in the Parmenides against the separate:
existence of the Forms. To these he added the new charge that the world.
of the Forms is a useless duplication of the physical world. Aristotle
believed he could avoid introducing this unnecessary duplication of the
‘one and only world that exists and sill explain everything Plto tied o
explin with his separate Forms,

‘The central isue in Aristolle’s disagreement with Plato's theory of the:
Forms was Plato’s insistence on their separate existence. Arisiolle con-
tinued o believe that Forms or universals exist, and he believed that the
Forms are the only proper objects of human knowledge. What Aristole:
did—to describe his move in the rather crude way some professors
adopt—was 10 bring Plato’s Forms down 10 earth. Aristotle brought
Plato’s two worlds together. Although Forms exist, they exist in this
carthly world as part of the particular things that consttute the world.

‘Whereas Plato’s primary reality was the separate world of the Forms,
the primary realiy for Aristotle was this world of particular things. Plto's
thinking was always directed upward toward the deal world. Because
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“There is no correct interpretation. Since even authors do not know what
they mean, how can any interpreter hope 10 do better? As Bloom say
“the one thing most necessary for us, the knowledge of what these texts
have 10 tel us, s tamed over (0 the subjective creative selves of these.
interpreters, who say that there i both o text and no reality to which the.
texts refer”

‘Deconstructionism, Rothbard says, reduces {0 the claim that no one,
ot even deconsiructonists, can understand lteary texts—not even their
own litrary texts. This means that ll writings of deconsiructionisis in
‘which they analyze the writings of other authors are only “subjective mus-
ings."? But why should anyone care? And even if we did care about this
o that author, the deconsiructionists' own principles would prevent us
from understanding those musings.If deconstructioniss ae right, we can
never understand any text, including the texts in which deconstruction-
ists describe the principles of their own posiion. Deconstructionisin turns
out 0 be a self-refuting theory.

Rothbard finds it significant that Karl Marx i regarded s a forerun-
ner of this movemen:

“This century has seen a seres of devasating setbacks © Marsism, 0 its
pretentions to“scientific tuth,” and to s theoreical propositons as well
510 ts empirical assrtions and predictions. I Marxism has been riddied
both in theory and in practice, then what can Marxian culists fll back
on? I seems 1o me that [deconstructonist hermeneutics fits very well
into an er that we might .. call “late Marxism” o “Marxisny-n-decline.”
Marsism is not rue and is not sience, but 50 what? The [deconsiruc-
tionisis tllus that nothing s objectively rue, and threfore that all views
and propositions are subjective, relative (o the whinms and feclings of
‘cach individual S0 why should Marxian yearnings not be equally as valid
as anyone else'?.... And since there is no objective reality, and since
realiy is created by every man's subjective interpretations, then allsocial
problems reduce to personal and nonrational tastes

Rothbard warns it would be a serious ertor i judgment (© think of
deconsinictionism as nothing more than a sell-refuting exercis in inter-
pretation o noninterpretation. What deconsiructioniststeach is intllectual
permissiveness, o be sure. But i is muuch more than that. They also preach
practcal permissiveness. Those who insist the truth s reative say (when
they are consistent) that ethics s reative too0. Deconsiuctionism logically
entails the end of human learning. The catch s tha there is no reason (0
take deconstructionism seriously. Rothbard argues that advocates of such

25 oo, Cloingof he American i, 7.

27 1 bormo the phrase from Jonhan lamer's revie o o books by Hans Geors
Gadamer i the Lowdon Rviw of Bk, Noverbe 6, 1986, 12-13

25 Rdhtand, Hermeniica Invasion of Piosophy and Economcs 4.
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of wood or @ pie of lumber or something else. But it would 1o longer
be part of a desk.

Human beings are substances. We 00 are composed of form and mat-
tex. The mater is our body. Our form, that essenial property that makes
s & human being, is our soul. Naturally, we also have accidental proper-
ties, Hairis & nonessential property, as i the color of one’s skin or eyes.

Aristotle’s Four Causes

Avistore used cause” more broadly thn e do. His scarch for the catses
of a thing is a cst for s reasons o explanatons. Whenever someone
askswhy there are four difrent kinds o answers

1) The material caseis the uffof whichathing is . n the cisc
of a baschll b, the matrial caus i the wood that composes the bat

2 The formal causes the set of essntial propertes without which
athing could not be the kind ofthing . In the cas of our basball b,
the formal cause i th essence ofthe bat

(3) The efficient causeis the activity that brought a thing into existence.
i the case of ur bt the cficientcause i the work ofthe bat maker.

(@) The final causes the purpose for which a thing exists. In the case
of our wooden ba,the final cause i s se n hiting a bascball

“nristorle’ four auses made a brcf appearance in Pt philosophy
Phtos materisl case s the chaotic matcr used by the Demiuge to
make the world. Ptos formal cause incuded all ofthe Forms. Pto's
eficient cause was the acivityofthe Demiurge i brnging the world o
‘xisence. And Plato’s ial cause wasthe Form ofthe Goo.

“The notion of final case has puzzled peopie, especially n the cise
of noniving substances. We can undersiand fial cause n the case of a
manufacured object such a a house because it was made for @ speciic
purpose. But what shal we say sbout the fnal cause of  substnce like
& rocke While human activiy and the producs of human activiy do make
sense when they are described in trms of purpose, what about things
ke sunligh,rocks, and ai” Henry B, Veatch offers some helpfl co.
ments about ths iffcul issue

Adsotelian final causes e no more than this the regular and charactr-
lstc consequences or results that are corelted with the characteristc
actions of the various agents and efficent causes that operate in the -
ural world.... There i no reason at all why the final cause of n effcent
action should necessarily be an end in the sense of  conscious purpose.

5 Atcur s thes days v btsmade of s | am neresid oy i pro-
fssonals such s th gendemen who play forth Clveland Inane

" ensy . Newch At A Conemporary Apprectation (omingion, 1nd- nd-
ana Univrsey res, 197045, .
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS I PHILOSOPHY

cannot nullify the laws of mathematics, the mul
logic, even though some people act as though it has.
Both the radical rationalism of the Enlightenment and postmodern
irratonalism are incompatible with the Christan worldview. When post-
modemiss denigrate truth and logic,they begin sliding down a slippery
slope into what Veith calls " Pandora’s box of New Age religions, syn-
cretism, and moral chaos ™ The postmodernist attack against what they
call universal reason is misdirected. The postmodernist acts as though
‘weapons are aimed at others, even 25 he is shooting himself in the foot.

cconstructionism is 4 nes kind of reativism. According 1o the most

radical version of deconstructionism, all meaning is dependent on
the interpreter and not the text. One reason why texts cannot convey.
objective truth about an objective realiy is because all they can do is
point to other texts. Meaning becomes relative to the person doing the
interpreting, and no interpretation has any advantage over any other.
“There s need 1o take a closer look at the deconstructionist component of
postmodernism. My examination willproceed via four steps.

Step One: The Attack of Professor Rothbard.

A 1989 treatment of deconstructionism writien by American scholar Mur-
ray Rothbard is a place 10 begin. My inclusion of Rothbard's discussion
does not necessaril imply my agreement with his views. Rothbard gets
right to the poin:
Either there is o objectve truth or, f there is, we can never discover it
With each person being bound to his own subjective views, fecings,his-
tory, and s0 on, there is no method of discovering objectve tuth.In i
eratire,the most lemental procedure of lierary criicism (hat i, tying
10 figute out what a given author meant (o say) becomes impossible:
Communication between witer and reader similaly becomes hopeless;
furthermore, not only can no reader ever figure out what an author
mean o say, but even the author does not know o understand what he
himself meant 10 say, so fragmented, confused, and driven (0 each par.
ticular individual. S0, since it i impossible o figure out what Shake-
speare, Conrad, Plato, Aristole, or Machiavelli meant, what becomes the:
point of ether reading or writing lieray or philosophical criicsn?®

According (0 Rothbard, deconstructionists believe the activity of the
interpreter is more important than the text being interpreted. In cffect,
the text becomes nothing, and the interpretation becomes everything.

200 19293
25 My Roshbard,“The Hermencutical invasion ofPlcsophy and conormics.” The
Revies of Avran Eeomomics 3 19994
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human beings. Humans are not a composite of two radically different

substances, body and soul. Humans are instead a holistic uni; both body
and soul are essential aspects of & human being.

Substance, Essence, and Accident

100

have already explained that Arstotle uses “substance” to refer (o any
given thing that exiss or has being, Substances possess two kinds of
propertes: essential o accidental propertes. An accidental property s a
nonessential characteristc, such as size or color. A nonessential property
of something is a characteristic that can be los or changed without alter-
ing the essence or nature of the thing in question.
Everything also has essential propertes; an essential property s one.
hat, i iis lost, means the thing ceases (o exist as that kind of thing, I a
ke loses is abillty 1 cut it is no longer a knife, it has lost it essence.
Essence is one of the more diffcult notions in Aristotle’s philosophy. For
Ansotle, essence and form are diffrent ways of efering (0 the same thing

Form and Matter
‘Aristotl believed that every being, with the exception of God.?is a com-
posite of two factors that he called form and mater. To put this distinc-
tion i its simplest possible terms, the mater of any given substance is
whatever it happens to be made of. The form of any given substance is
the set of essential properties that makes it the kind of thing it is. Like
Plato’s Form, Arstotle’s form s an unchanging essence. But contrary 10
Plato, Asstotle’s form s an essental part of the substance to which it
belongs.

For Plato, grouping things into classes is possible because things
share a fundamental similaity (notice the reappearance of Plato’s Form
of the Equal itsel) to a separately existing universal. For Aristotl, cach
desk is a member of the same class because the essence or form of desk-
ness is present as a part of the being of each particular desk. I there &
form of a desk? Yes. Where does it exist In each particular desk. The
form of the desk is not n some separate world: it is present in each par-
ticular thing as a part of that thing. If we could somehow remove the
form of the desk, we would no longer have a desk. The thing would be
changed 5o completely that it would cease 10 exist s a desk. The wood
(maten) that orginally made up the desk might continue o exist as pieces

2 At socms 10 hav beleved there wasan unmoved Moverfo everysphersof
e uierse, Each of ther wa a instancs of Pure. Fot Whethe esch b o his
collection of Pure Fors was something vk woukdreud 2 3 800 .3 e of
Some st ot thi e o ot conce s i this rochcony ey
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people by means of an illcit analogy. To see the failings of this move,
apply Kenneson's reasoning o a commonly held belief about God. All
Chiisians believe that God is good. According (o Kenneson's fauly think-
ing, however, no one is enited to call God good before God created the
universe, the reason being that before God created anything, there was
0 evil. And without a contrasting evil o compare God with, it would be
improper o call God good. This s Kenneson’s way of evading the charge
of reltivism, If there is no objective truth,then there is no such thing as
relativism, and therefore Kenneson cannok be called a reltivist

Many readers will continue (o wonder, however, why Kenneson
objects 50 srenuously o being called a relatvst, especially when on his
‘rounds the word has 1o objective meaning. Could it be because he is
aware of the powerful arguments that can be leveled against epistemo-
logical reativism and subjectivis? Is i because he knows there is no
way he could evade or answer these objections, leaving him with itle
more than the pretense that he is not a rlativist of  subjectivist O, iter-
jecting an opinion from a proponent of the hermeneutics of suspicion,
could his denial of relativism have something to do with the fact that he
teaches in a college supported by a lagely conservative consituency that
might be displeased by news that a college they support hires faculty that
deny objective truth?

Symptoms of Kenneson's Postmodernism

Many signs identifying Kenncson as a posimodern ideologue appear in
his chapter He makes clear,for example, his acceptance of antirealism.
Kenneson ejects any theory of knowledge that views i ‘a5 kind of pic-
ture or mirror of the way the world reallyis " Such thinking deceives us
into believing we need a way 1o test the difference between ou view of
the world and the way the world i

‘Within such a view of knowledge, trth (or Truth) s not s0 much a con-
ceptas it is an entiy “out there” in the workd, waiing to be discovered;
“Truth i merely the word fo the way the world really is, which we e try-
ing 10 picture or mitror with our knowlege. When human beings discover
his Truth,picure ¢ ufully in theis minds and mior i accurately n thels
language, we say that they have genuine knowledge. Moreover, such
Knowledge is “objectively true” when issatus s rue does not ltimately
depend on the tesimony of any person or group of persons. Indeexl the.
‘whole point of claiming that something is objectvel true” is 10 say that
any person, unhindered by the clouds of unreason and the prefudices of
selfinterest, would come 1o the same conclusion.®

36 The nuajor poin n this paragraph was suggesed to me by J. . Morcland.
57 Kenneson, There's No Such Thing s Obcive T 15
55
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posedly implies the impossibilty of communicating true information ().
As we have scen, B1s false. What else can reasonable people conclude
than that A s false?

1995 et bk sppeared contiing s chaee it she unisal
e, “There's No Such Thing as Objectve Truth, and It a Good Thing,
Too." Equally strange i the fact that the author ofthe chaper attacking
objective tuth, Philip Kenneson, is a professor a a smallliberal ars col-
lege that serves 2 constituency of relatively conservative Chiistians who
take the objectve truth of ther religious beliefs seriously. The fact that
such a college serving such a constituency has a faculty member who
repudiates objective truth is 4 stark symbol of how rapidly segments of
contemporary Christendom are moving away from paradigms that have:
been in place for almost two thousand years. Need I point out that this
takes us back almost cighteen centuries before the modern age? I i also
worth noting that Professor Kenneson earned his doctorate at Duke Uni-
versity, a hotbed of deconstructionist ideology.

In the old days, when an author wrote sentences like “No proposi-
tion s objectively e, it was casy to.
Kenneson does not want anyone to believe that he is an epistemological
relativist. Whatever Kenneson's rea reasons might be for denying his rcl-
ativism, lt us see his public reason. Kenneson says the reason he is not
a relaivistis

because 1 don' heievein objective truth, a concept that is the fip side
of relativism and that i necessary for the charge of relativism © be coher-
ent. In other words, one can defend objectve truth o relatvism only by
assuming tha it is possible for human beings o take up 3 “view from
‘nowhere* since 1 don' believe in “views from nowhere” what is this
supposed to mear), I don't believe in objective truth or eltivism More-
over, I don't want you t0 believe in objective truth or relativism either,
because the first concep is cormuping the church and its witness  the
worl, while tling at the second s wasing the precious time and energy
of alot of Christans.*

Kenneson is saying that because there is no such thing as objective
ruth, it is impossible for him 1o be a relativist with respect o truth. The
term relative has meaning only when its antonym objecive applics.

“The first thing t0 notice about this maneuver is the absence of any-
thing that might function as an argument. It s a clever attempt 10 distract

51 The chapte appears o page 155-70 of Chrtan Apologecs i the ostmcers
Wk, seady cued o chapte
S5 Kenneson, Ther's No Sch Thing s Objcive T 156,

The Attack
on Objective

Truth

20
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“This is full of distorions and oversimplifications that T have already
dealt with. But it unmasks the ideological assumptions that control Ken-
neson's thinking.

Kenneson rejects the correspondence theory of truth.? He prefers a
view in which all knowledge is “rooted. in trust*® This is an especilly
0dd statement since any view of truth must involve trust at some stage.t!
Is this a distinction without  difference? Kenneson seems uninterested in
the obvious question of whom we should trust, Normal people under-
stand that one of the conditions of trusting in people is knowing tht they.
typically tellthe truth, that s, objective, propositional truth. T doubt that
Kenneson would ever trust & person with a reputation for lying. But lying.
cannot occur in a world in which there is no objective truth.

Kenneson does not talk about logic in his essay. There's a good rea-
son for this. Postmodernists not only reject objective truth; they also have:
10 use for objective kaws of ogic. It follows then that in Kenneson's world,
o argument can be wrong, just as no propositon can be false. I also fol-
lows that no argument, including any Kenneson might attemps, can be
valid, When relatvists ike Kenneson reject the law of noncontradiction,
they are abandoning the very principles of logic that make all significant
though, action, and communication possible (see chapter 8 in this book).
As Harold Netland argues, “The price one must pay for efecting the prin-
ciple of non-contradiction i simply (00 high.” He explains,

“The price of rejecting the principle of noncontadiction i forfeiture of
the possibility of meaningful afimation or siatement about anything 3t
all —including statements about the eligous ulimate. One who rejects
the principle of noncontradicton is reduced to uter slence, for he or
she has abandoned a necessary condition for any coherent or meaning-
ful positon whatsoever &

“This path leads to nothing less than intellecral suicide.

Kenneson is also slent about ethics. A package that denies objective
truth and objective laws of logic will contain a denial of objective moral
standards. As Veith observes, “When the objective realm is swallowed up.
by subjectivity, moral principles evaporate."

Kenneson's chapter also says nothing about the Christan Scriptures.
Can we think of a good reason for this silence? His commitment (0 post-
‘modemism and deconstructionism entais a repudiation of the truth of
Scripture, the truth of Christian creeds, and the truth of the Christan

5 See bid

010, 15758

1. This wasan specally impora pont in Augustin’s hecey o knowedge

2 Harld Netand,“Exchsvi, Toernce and T, Misioly 15 1957, 8455
13- eith, Pustmidern Times, 5.
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For example, sunlight on a hard surface typically causes that surface
0 grow warmer. Operating as an efficient cause, sunlight brings about a
change tha represenis “no more than the characteisic product or achieve-
ment that goes with that particular kind of efficient action.™ A final cause.
produces a result we should expect from the kind of thing t s,

Aristotle’s Doctrine of the Categories

We normally refe to the categoris of things by means of predicates. In
any categorical proposition of the form *Sis 2 we have a subject (5) and
a predicate (P linked by a verb. Take any subject and make a lstof all
the predicates applicable 10 the subject; they can be grouped into ten
basic kinds of predicates (categories). These represent ten basic ways of
thinking about anything* Vetch explains that Aristotle’s categories are.
“the ultimate headings under which anything and everything in the world.
can be classified—that is 0 say, the basic kinds of things, or the funda-
mental varietes of enties that may be said to comprise the ulimate fur-
nture of the world.” A category is a fundamental way of thinking about
anything that has being or exists,

Pren A CHART OF ARISTOTLE'S CATEGORIES
Name
ofcategory  Type of change Property type
Substance  generationcorruption  essential property
quanity  augmentation/diminution  nonessential
aqualiy aleration nonessential
place locomation nonessential
relation.
posture
action
passion.

1 we consider the extremely large number of words or phrases that
we could possibly predicate of  subject ike Socrates (as in 4 sentence:
Socrates s ,all of those precicates would fal into one of about
ten basic Kinds of predicates or categories. Consider these examples:

o, .
5. Over i Mime vt cferd dfeent s of cegorc, sometmes cing 35
e as g,

7 Veaich, Arsot, 23
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in another way that s so radical and complete that Aristotle cals it a sub-
stantal change. Anything that undergoes a substantil change is modified
5o completely that i becomes a nev kind of thing. Aristote calls this kind
of change generation or comuption, depending on whether we focus on the
beginning of a new subsiance o the cessation of existence of an old thing.
‘Consider an acorn. When it is planted in the ground, it changes into an
ok ree. The acorm ceases 0 exist (cormption), but something new (an oak
ree) comes into existence; this is what Arstotle calls generation.

In one of his more puzling satements, Aristode says that a thing's actu-
ality comes before s potentility. This seems to mean that everything has
a purpose built ntoit. I things are permitied to develop naturaly,they will
develop in the direction of that builin purpose. Nature is a purposeful
el process. What Aristote calls entlechy is the final form of anything,
that toward which the thing ams, tha toward which it naturally develops,
swhat it will naturlly become if nothing nterferes with its development.

Consider a developing human embryo, The embryo possesses poten-
tialiy. 1t s on the way to becoming a mature human being. What it is
destined to become is already present within the embryo. Our current
way of designating what Aristotle has in mind is the genetic code present
in DNA, which we know determines a person's eye color, height,intlli-
gence, race, and so on. 1f an acorn is allowe to develop naturally, it will
grow into an oak tree. If the human embryo is allowed 10 develop natu-
slly GF it is not aborted, for example, it will become a mature human
being. The mature human being is the entelechy of the fertlized egg.

Substances and Properties
“The distincion between substances and their properties plays a central
role in the philosophy of Aristotle. In the following chart, 1 note four
important differences between a substance and a property:*

Substance Property
1. A paricular thing 1. A universal

2 Can change 2. Canno change

3. Cannot be in other things 3.1 in other things

i Has causal power ‘i, Does not have causal power

Taking these four differences in order, we note first that  substance
s a partcular thing, ike this apple, tha table, tis street sign, and that red

5ty discusion owes much t materil writen by J. . Morcland i two books: 1. 1
Norelad,Salng o Secular Gy Grand Rapids: ke, 1967, 75-80:ad Gy . Haber-
mas and .. Morland, Immorily The Orper Side of eath (Nashvile: Thomas Nebon,
1092, 25-24.
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Socrates is a human being. (substance)
‘Socrates i short and rotund. (quantity)
Socrates is bald. (quality)

Socrates i in prison. (place)

Socrates is the husband of Xanthippe. (relation)
Socrates i alive in 400 .. (ime)

Socrates s standing. (posture)

Socrates s dressed. (tate)

Socrates s drinking hemlock. (action)

Socrates s being poisoned. (passion)

An important diference exists between the first category, substance,
and the others The reason is because the other nine categories are always
dependent upon some existing substance. Adjectives always need a noun
0 modify. When we use adjectves like “red” and “tall” there must be
some thing that s red and tall. The last nine categories must have some
prior substance to qualify or modify. Unless the substance existed i the
other categories would not exist in this particular

Potentiality, Actuality, and Change

Arisole defines changea the passage from potentialy © acualy. S
he tvo terms can be difficul o define, t i perhaps best i we conrast
them with each other.

Everything we're il with in our ordinary experience is poten-
ally many other things. The oak tre i  potentialtble or door o book-
case. But while  thing possesses severs, perhaps many potentalies, at
any given time, it posssses only one acualy. Whenever we ask what
Something s the answer dentifiesthe acualy ofa thing, A thing’s actu-
alityis determined by its form, whil is potentalityis grounded in it
mater, All change i the reaizaton of one of 4 thing's poentialitis.

Aisote disinguished four kinds of change, cach relted t© one of
e frt four categories (e the char of the catcgores

1) Any change with regard  place is locomaion, such as moving a
chair from one room o another,

@ Any change with regard to qualiy s alleration. For example,
something cold becomes hot,or something rcen becomes red.

3) Change with regard 0 quaniiy is cther augmentaion or dimini-
on, depending on whether the thing gets arger or smaler

(4 Change with regard (o substance is generation or corrupion,
depending on whether an exising substance isdestroyed or 2 new sub:
stance comes into exisence.

‘A change with regard 1o anything other than substance is an acci-
dental change. Even f & subsiance changes wih rspect o s phce, sie,
or qualiie, i remains the same kind of thing. Buta chaie can b changed
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virte of the form of humanness that we share. What makes us individ-
ual human beings i the matte that composes ou respective bodies.

Is Pure Form Possible?

Can form existalone, without matter? Aristole’s answer is yes, and his
major example of Pure Form s his God. Aristole understood God's per-
fection in a way that made it impossible for God to change. This meant
that for Avisotle, God possesses no potentiality, only actualiy. Since the
possibiity of change resides in matter, 2 God who possesses no matter
‘cannot change. Such a God must be pure form o pure actualiy.

Primary Matter
‘Aristotle’s universe has three levels, as shown in the following diagram:

“The middle laer, by far the most extensive, includes every particu-
Jar substance in the physical world, that s, everything composed of form
and matter. The peak of Aristole’s universe would include God and the.
few other beings who are pure form. The bottom layer of the universe is
what Aristotle calls primary mater. Aristotle’s doctine of primary matter
can be summarized in five propositions.

) Primary mattr is  substratum common 10 al substances

@) I cannot exist by itself, that s, without some form. Therefore itis
a theoretical abstraction.

3) It has no distinguishable properties and is thus unknowable.

@) Iis etemal; it can never be created or destroyed.

(5) I is the ultimate basis of individuation; it is what ultimately sets
apart different chairs, desks, and people.
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light. To say that a propeny i a universal means at least two things: it s
a characteristi of a particular thing, such as the color red of a sweater or
the taste of sweetness of sugar or the diagonal shape of a sreet sign; a
propery can also belong to more than one thing at the same time. For
example, the world isfull of e things, Redness is a property of numer-
ous substances. This is why we consider redness a universal; it belongs
10 many things at the same time.

Second, a property is immutable. The colors of red and green can
never change. But the substances to which the colors sometimes belong
can change. A red table can be painted green. And so the table can
change with fespect o s color, but a color cannot change. Redress will
always be red. As J. . Moreland explains, *a substance s a continuani—
it can change by gaining new properties and losing old ones, et it
remains the same thing throughout the change. A leaf can go from green
0 red, yet the leaf iself i the same entty before, during, and after the
change. In general, substances can change in some of their properties
and yet remain the same substance. That very leaf that was green is the
same leaf that s now red.”

“Third, propertes can never exist by themselves but only as proper-
ties of a particular subsiance. None of us has ever experienced yellow-
ness or hotness or sweetness floating around 4 room. We experience such
properties only as characterisics of partiular things, such as a yellow
ball, a cup of hot tea, or a sweet orange. Properties exist by virue of their
belonging (0 a substance. Substances exist by themselves; substances are
never had by other things or exist in other things.

Fourth, substances have causal powers. Substances can functon as effi-
cient causes, A bat can hita bal, a bulldozer can move a pile of rocks, a cat
‘can meow, and so on. But properties cannot act in this way. As Morcland
puts it, “propertes do not have causal powers. They do not act a effcient
‘causes. Properties are not agents which act on other agens in the world "

Matter as the Basis of Individuation

We distinguish between kinds or classes of things. A dog is different from
acat, a horse, and a human being; sce how easy philosophy can be?
‘Things are grouped into such classes on the basis of their form (essential
properties). But we also distinguish between particular members of a
class. Consider five members of the class of human beings. What makes
individual humans distinct members of their class? Matter s the basis
of individuation, that which distinguishes you and me from the class of
human beings. You and I are both members of the human species by

5. Habermas and Morcland, Immoraly, 25
10 oreand, Scaling he Secular Iy 7.
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‘and body as separate entiies. Aristole rejected Plato’s notion of soul as a
separate entity dwelling in a living body. Soul instead i the form that
‘accounts for te creature’s being alive. Body and soul are differen dimen-
sions of the same complex substance. For Aristote, the human soul s the
form of a composite substance; the mater of this substance is the human
body.Just s one cannot separate sight from the organ that s 1 human eye
or sharpness from the sieel of an ax, i is impossible to separat the human
soul from is living body. As Jonathan Lear explains, “Soul is not a special
ingredient which breathes life into a lifeess bodys t i a cerain aspect of
living organism, and a iving organism s 2 paradigm of a fnctioning uny "2

What Is Aristotle’s Distinction Between Three Levels of Soul?

Asistotle believes there are varied levels of lfe: what distinguishes these
levels is their respective function and the complexity of their structure.
“The simplestform of lfe is found in plants. A more complex level of fc
occurs in animals, and an even higher complexity of life occurs in
humans, The functions of the nutriive or vegetative soul involve basic
life processes, revolving around the acquisition of food, the digestion of
oo, excretion of wastes, and reproduction. Since animals can perform
all of these functions, they possess a nutritive soul, which means that ani-
mals carry on basic lfe processes such as those already identified. But
animals can perform functions thatli beyond the power of plants, such
as perception and motion. These are functions of the sensitve soul.

Human beings also have a nutriive soul; we perform essental life
functions: digestion, respiration, excretion of wastes. Some believe that
Aristotle’s comments about the human possession of 4 nutritive soul was.
his way of explaining processes supported by the involuntary nervous
system, which keep the blood circulting, the heart beating, the lungs
and kidneys functioning, and so on. Like animals, humans also possess
a sensiive soul. We can perceive and move. We also possess a level of
functioning not found on the animal and plant levels—reasoning. The
following diagram helps (0 putall of this into perspecive.

humans (A+B+0) ¢ rationst sou: reason
animals (A+1 Semsive rouT Senmation:
e il desire, Iocamotion
ants Conl VeRetatve Soul oo
plinisedle " rowih, reproduction

12.Jonathan Lear, Arisiorl: The Desire 1o Undersiand (Cambeidge: Cambridge Univer-
sty Pres, 1999, 57. S rttle O th Sl 21 41206-5,
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nous). He then drew a distinction between two aspects of the
human mind, calling them the passive intellect and the active intellct.
‘The relevant fext here is one of the most perplexing and most frequently
debated passages in allof Aristotle’s wriings."

“There s a part of the mind, Aristote taught, tha s passie i the sense.
that it receives information from the senses. Another part of the mind is
active in the sense that it acts upon that which is received by the pasive.
imellect. Arstotle explained our knowledge of the world as a product of
the interaction of these aspects of nous. The physical world, as we have
seen, i the only world that exisis for Aristotle. Our knowledge of chairs and
mouniains and tres and humans s medted by sensatons that we have of
those objects. The sensed object a tree, for example) produces an image
(phantasm) within the mind of the perceiver. This image of a sensed object
is received by the pasive intellect But this sensibl image of a particular
thing s not yet knowledge; it is only potential knowledge. What is needed
o turn this potential knowledge into actual knowledge is an additional
process that is performed by the active intellect. The active intellect abstracts
from the particular sensible image the form, or universal lement, that lore.
can be the object of knowledge. Human knowlcige, therefore, depends on
o things:the passive ntelect, which receives information from the senses,
and the active intelect, which alone performs the crucialfunction of sbsric-
tion that solate the form of the particular thing that has been sensed.

“The complexity of Aristotl’s system makes it necessary for us 10 post-
pone any further discussion of the active and passive intellects untl we.
first examine some related features of his psychology.

re have already noted the Greek word (psuche) that English trans-

Jations call soul in Arisotle’s writings. The Latin word for soul is
anima, from which such English words as “animal” and “animated" are
derived. Wise students will recognize that whatever soul means for Ars-
tolle, it will have something important (o do with lfe.

In the discussion that follows, I will focus on four basic issues: What
does Aristole mean by *soul’? What s his distinction among three levels
of soul? What i the relationship between soul and body? Wha is the.
‘meaning of his distincion betwveen the active and passive intellecs”

What Does Aristotle Mean by “Soul’?

Arstole's use of the word soul i quite differen from Phto's, When Phio
talked about the soul, he meant the essential and immaterial part of  human.
being:the seat of intelligence and the cause of motion. Phto thought of soul

11 Arstole D Anima 35.430010-25

Aristotle’s

Theory of

Knowledge

Aristotle’s

View of
the Soul
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And 50 we have learned the following: (1) Human beings possess all
three levels of soul; animals lack the rational soul; and plants possess
only the vegetative soul. (2) Each lower level of soul is 1 necessary con-
diton for the higher levels. That is,  living being could not possess the
sensitive soul without also possessing the vegetative soul. However,
plant possesses the vegetative soul without possessing the sensitive soul,
(3) As one ascends the hierarchy of iving forms, one encounters increa
ingly complex ife forms.

Relation of Soul and Body

Whatis Ariitl’s view of the relaionship between the human soul and
body? This i not an casy queston to answer, Aristote thought the ela-
tion was much closer than did Plato, But interpretationsof precsely what
Avistotle meant have ranged from posiions tht see him as a physicalst
{0 views that present his posion s simila (o the New Testament's holis
tic view of a human bein I is clar tha Aristote belicves the human
soul and body are rekated in a much more integral way than they were
in Plto's philosophy. The important question & whether human con-
Sciousness in Aristotes system ends when the body dics.

Many contemporary philosophers blive that Arisotle’ view of a
human being entals that human consciousness and ideniy cease when
the body dies, Most of Avistorle’s Do Anima scems incompatible with a
belif in personal survival afer death

“The issue of physcalism deserves a closer look. It incudes the fol-
owing st o belicfs: humans are ony physial beings; they possess no
soul or mind that exiss oFcan exit independent of the body; and when
the body die,al consciousness ceases;there is o persona, conscious
survival ate death. While a physicalst eading of Aristote holds obvious
appeal or people who are inclined 1o this way of thinking, Arstode gives
Such people reason (o claim him 25 one of ther own.

Puting he physicalist question asde fora moment, some beleve that
a properly formed Chiistian view of humaniy would be closer o Aristo-
s view of the soul than o Plato'. In this view, the New Testament
emphasizes the wholenessofthe human being. The New Testament docs
ot picture the human body as 4 uscless appendage that can be dis-
carded. The New Testament does not teach tht the body is an inferior
and unnecessary partof a human. Humans after death are not disem-
bodied souls bt rather resurrected persons, body and soul.

What Did Aristotle Teach About the Active Intellect?

“The subject of Aristtle’s theory of the acive itellect was introduced ear-
lier and then shelved briefly. We are now in a posion (o rewrn to this
subject. Aristotle went on (0 say some mysterious things about the active

109





index-228_1.jpg
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e are several versions of epistemological relatvism, and Plato

refuted one of them. During the lfetime of Socrates, a thinker named
Protagoras (c. 490—c. 421 .. uttered what has become a rather famous
statement: “Man s the measure of allthings.” Pato understood the state-
ment to mean that each person is the ultimate judge of tuth and good-
ness. Whatever a person thinks i true i true. Every person's opinion is

Plato developed several arguments against Protagoras's reltivism,
placing them as he often did in the mouth of Socrates. What follows is 1
paraphrase of part of Socrates' discussion with Protagoras as it appears in
Plato's Theactetus.

Socrats:
else's”
Protagoras: “That's correct”
Socrates: How do you make
Protagoras: 1 am a teacher
Socrates: I ind this very puzzling, You admit you earm money teaching,
but 1 cannot imagine what you could possibly teach anyone. Afer all,
You admit that each person's opinion is as good as anyone lse’, This
means that what your sudents believe is as good a5 anything you could
possibly teach them. Once they learn that each person i the measure of
all things, what possibl reason would they have 10 pay you for any fur-
the lessons? How can you possibly teach them anything once they learn
that thei opinions are as rue 4s yours”

you believe that each man's opinion is as good as anyone

iving?

In another objection, Socrates states that the man-measure doctrine
might appear plausible until one applies it 1o the test of future experi-
ence. So long as people limit themselves to what appears o be the case
in the present, they will never find out what is wrong with the opinion.
Al that is necessary is o wait long enough, and the test of fuure expe-
rience will make clear that some beliefs ar false. For example, consider
a follower of Protagoras who needs medical advice but assumes that
when it comes 10 llness, each man is the measure of al things. So he
selects as his physician someone who flunked out of kindergarten but
charges lower fes than do his compeitors. A the moment the advice is

3 There i o sy ere that 1 o no ave te o cxpor, As Pl expained Po-
{agorss' poskion i i Thweters, Proagons aeses hat sense cxperience s enical
il knowlece. The reason why everything & e s because knovledge s nical
ilh the way e pecive he workl Trough our senscs Two peoie migh b e of
the s breze. One ofthm, sufring o s feve, might cxpeicnce the i s cokd
and uffr a il The cber person migh nd the bz i plssan, B woukd b
g in Proagora's view of things. Thre i no highr priniple 10 which we coukdever
appeal. Each peson s the measureor kit e of ll g

Plato’s
Critique of

e
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Fgure 315

s an empiricit, as were the ancient atomists. The task of identifying
where 10 place Aquinas in this debate is more difficult, as we will sce

1 have found it helpful on occasion o borrow a teaching tool from
Asistolle called the square of opposiion. Aristotle used the device 10 illus-
trate logical relaionships that exist among the four basic kinds of cate-
gorical propositons. A categorical proposition exhibits the form s £
where Sis some subject and Pis some predicate. The four kinds of cat-

gorical propositions and their place in the square of oppositon are as
follows:

) Alls is P o5 (B) No S is P

M Some 3 is P (0) some § is not P

For convenience, the four kinds of propositions were named after the
frst four vowels; hence we get the A, E, 1, and O propositions. Aristotle
gave names 10 the various logical relaionships among these four types
of propositions. For our purpases the most important elationship s that
of contradiction, the reltion between the A and the O and between the
E and the I proposiions. When two propositions are contradictory, it fol-
lows that if one s true (4, let s say), then the other Gin this case, O) is
necessarily false; and if one is false, the other is necessarly truc.

We can llusirate ou four propositions further by substtuting for the
vaables (5. 7 50 that we get the following:

) All lephanis are mammals. () No elephans are mammals.

D Some elephants are mammals.  (0) Some elephanis are ot
mammals

In the case of these examples, the A and I propositons are true, and the
others are fase.

A Definition of Rationalism and Empiricism

Applying the square of oppasiton 1o the four possible posiions on the
issue of rationalism and empiricism, we get the following:

59T ther typesof st are ot ncting & yposhctal st xhibes
the form I, hen P A dincive satement exhibis the form “esber $or P
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Relativism

PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY.

S0 while most people agree that correspondence between a propo-
sition and reality constittes the nature of tuth, problems arise when we
attempt o identify one and only one test for truth,

ety X g phicsopte Al S e s
is one thing 4 professor can be absolutely cerain of: Almost every su-
dent entering the universiy believes, or says he believes, that tuth i rel-
ative." According 10 a poll published in the early 1990s, almost three out
of four Americans between the ages of eighteen and tenty-five doubt
the existence of objective trth.{ While this relativism is seldom, if ever,
supported with arguments, it nonetheless travels i the company of other
theories and beliefs—equally untenable—that help provide psychologi-
cal support for students and professors who wan to believe that there are.
0 objectve standards of tuth or moraliy or, indeed, of anything.
Relativiss love to draw attention to disagreements among people, as
though the mere existence of these disagreements proves the relatviy of
‘what tis that people quarrel over. Nothing follows from the fact that two
individuals o two cultures disagree over the trth of a particula proposi-
tion. When person A says the world is fla and person B claims the world
is round, it hardly follows that there is no objective truth about the mater.
‘We have all heard people say, “That may be true for you, but tisnt
true for me.” As Mortimer Adler explains,talk like this resis on 4 serious
‘confusion “between the tuth or fulsity that inheres in a proposiion or
statement and the judgment that a person makes with regard to the truth
or falsity of the statemen in question. We may diffe in our judgment
Jbout what i true, but that does not afect the truth of the matter tself
As an example, Adler considers

a difference of opinion abou the number o peaks n the Colorado Rock-
fes that exceed 14,000 fect, One person sts the number a iy the other
says, “Not so.” The number of peaks in Colorado exceeding 14,000 feet
is some defiite integer, and s0 the statemen that sets i s ity i ekther
rue or false, regardiess of what the persons who dispute this matter of
fact may think about i.... We do not make statements true or false by
affrming or denying them. They have truth o falsity regardliess of what
we hink, what opinions se hold, what udgments we make.s

‘When two people hold directly opposing belifs, we are entiled to
‘conclude that one of them is right and the other is wrong.

5 Al loom, The Closing of the Amercan Mo (e York:Simon and Schustr,
197,25

. Sce Geonge Barna, The Barna Regors: What Americans Bloe Vetur, Cal: Regal
Books, 1991, 25-85.

5 Mormer Ader, St Great ioas Cew York: Cllir Books, 1981, 41
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scemed able 1o define. Twenty-five hundred years of philosophy
v no diluted the wisdom of Socrates' judgment,

introduce readers to worldview thinking. Conceptual analysis
deals with individual ideas or concepts. Sooner or later we have (o
combine separate concepts into patterns of thought that this book
calls worldviews.

Chapter 1 introduces the reader to the idea of a worldview, (0 the
importance of worldviews, and to ther place in philosophy. I also serves
as an introduction to the book. One of the more important things that a
study of philosophy ought 1o do is acquaint the reader with the role that
worldviews play in every person's thought and conduct. I want readers
0 advance their understanding of their own worldview. I would like to
think that by the time readers have finished the book, their worldview
will have undergone some changes and will be better because of those.
hanges. 1 trust many readers will have eliminated inconsistent or inade-
quate beliefs from their worldviews. In chapter 1, ntroduce some of the
elements of any reasonably complete worldview and discuss the tess by
which we can evaluate these beliefs. One such test is the kaw of non-
contradiction, a topic 1 cover in chapter 8

Part 1 of the book covers six important systems from the history of
philosophy. The content of part 1 is significant for several reasons. For
one thing, knowing the fundamental ideas of thinkers like Plto, Aristo-
tle, Augustine, and Aquinas used o be a vital part of what it meant to be
an educated person. Moreover, the study of these six systems will enable.
s 10 tap into formative discussions of fes ultimate questions at differ-
ent stages of thei development,

Why, many will as, are the conceptual systems of no philosophers
after Aquinas included? For one thing, tis is not 2 textbook in the his-
tory of philosophy. T would like to think that many of my readers will
want some day 10 take a history course that will iniroduce them 10 the.
systems of Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Kant,
Hegel, and others. This book is intended for beginners. There wil be.
plenty of opportunites later in life (0 explore the intricacies of moder
and contemporary philosophy. Moreover, part 2 of this book covers a
‘number of issues that have gained prominence in recent centuries and
that owe much 1o the work of modern and contemporary philosophers.

‘Who can complain about my decision to include the systems of Plato,
Adistotle, Augustine, and Aquinas in part 17 L added the system of Ploti-
nus because it marks a brilant synthesis of the work of Plato and Aris-
totle and also because it played a major role in the development of the
systems of Augustine and Aquinas. Only someone unfamilar with the
importance of Plotinus would object. Then, to provide balance and to
close a major gap, | included the materalistc and nawralistic beliefs of
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‘with admiration at the creativity of the professors, even though I remember
many days in which 1 el cerain there were beter ways o spend my e

Imagine such a clver and inlligent pilosopher who spends several
decades studying the meaning of a few key words or concepts. Are we
to believe that this philosopher holds no larger view of things, that his or
er intellectual if contains only tiny pieces of nformation Gmportant
though they may be) that have no elationship o a arge picture? What
if such a philosopher has reached  point of cenainty about thiny inds
vidual belief? But wh i the content of some of those belifs logically
comradicsother bliefs held by that person? What would we think about
someone who fisto notice or care about such inconssiencis?

Let me make it clar that philosophical or concepuul or linguistic
analysis s importan, and several esamples of i will show up late n this
book A wellformed wordview must be composed of something, and
the separate picces of the worldview ought (o represent clear thiking
about many smallr issues. No one in his or her right mind, 1 think,
elives tha the choice between a concepual system and philosophical
analyss is an either/or siation,

Imagine a person who enters a room and finds 3 lrge table where
someone has dumped hundreds o pieces from a picure puzzle. What
would an observer conclude if this person examined individua pieces
with no display of interest i putting those pieces together? Or what
‘would we think fthis person laboriously managed to connect three or
four pieces and then put the sside with no futher nteret in secing
ow various groupings of pieces fit ogether in some pater? Arisotle
began one of his books with these words, “By nature, ll men desire o
Know.” A analytic philosophers an excepion to Arisole’s wise words
Lthink not_Sometimes | imagine tha in various graduate departments of
philosophy there may exist sccret socitis for analytic philosophers, a
Kind o paralll to Alcoholics Anonymous, where anaytc thinkers receive
Ielp in overcoming their nanrl desire 10 sce the bigger pitur. The et
ters of such a socity might well be *A,” mening Anslytics Anonymous.

1 maintain, therfore, that the public philosophical asauls against
‘worldviews that once were so fashionable may well have suffered from 4
degree of self-deception. All of those analytic philosophers had worldviews,
‘whether they knew it o not, whetherthey were willing to admit i or ot
And o, we are o going 0 llow the misteps of the old anlytc piloso-
phers 0 tum s aside from the legitimte task of workdview thiking,

A Second Challenge

‘As we approach the start of a new millennium, a new obstacle 0 geting
people to think in terms of worldviesys or conceptual systems has rearcd
up, like Godzilla rising from the deep. Writing in First Things, Richard
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Chiistian rationalist Augustine believed that human knowledge (scientia)
could sometimes arise through the seses

Being a rationalist does not require one to believe that every item of
‘human knowledge comes from a source other than the senses. That per-
son s a rationalist (in my sense) who believes that only one item of
human knowledge has a nonsensory source. But the empiricist must be
prepared 1o show how every instance of human knowledge has sense.
experience as its necessary and sufficient condition. As the history of phi-
losophy makes clear, that i a formidable task.

‘One more point must be made about empiricism. Not only is it the.
belief that al knowledge is derived from sense experience, but also it s
the denial of the existence of any innate ideas, a term that we'l explore
more fuly in lter chapters. For now, it s sufficient to know that an innate.
idea, if such there be, is an instance of human knowledge that s inborn
(present implicily in the human mind from birh). The word impicitlyis
crucial i this analysis. 1 am not saying that humans can be conscious o
aware of such ideas from the moment of birt. Various things must hap-
pen along the way, as humans grow up and mature, that make it possi-
ble for those implict tems of knowledge 1 become explici. Al of this
should be clear by the time we finish chapter 7.

1S Augustine On e Ty 15.12.21, where he o,
he i of what e have eamed by the bodly senses”

bt from us o doutx
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS X

given, there may be no basis on which (0 refect the opinion. But wait
long enough, and the bad medical advice will be proven false. It may
also mean that the Protagorean's family is sceking the services of an
underaker

In another argument Socrates points out the logically self-defeating
‘ature of Protagoras’s positon. Since Protagoras believes that every per-
son's belif is true, it follows then that every citizen of Athens who
believes Protagoras’s theory i false must be correct

1 conclude this section with a ory containing one sentence that some
‘people find offensive. IF i ffends you, that was not my intention. I relate
the story because its true and because i's relevant to Plato’s criique of
relatvism,

“Toventy years ago or s0, 1 was teaching inroduction (0 philosophy at
a large sate universiy in the mid-South. One of my freshmen students
was unable 1o go home for the weekend, so he stayed in town and
attended a city church on Sunday morning. As the student reported the
event, the pastor's sermon thesis was that “All religious beliefs are true.”
Not wishing 1o provoke a confrontation with the pastor, the student
attempied 10 slip out of the church; he failed. The pastor insisted that the
‘student share one of his relgious belifs so the pastor could demonsirate
his open-minded tolerance. Finally the student sighed, surrendered (0 the
pastor's demands, and said: “Since you won't let me leave unil 1 tll you
what I believe, here it i. Sr, with all due respect, one of my religious
beliefs i that you are going o hell”

‘Angered by the student’s remark, the ministeral defender of rligious
relativism replied, “Well, 1 guess I made a mistake. All elgious beliefs
are true except yours.” Of course, this response was logically inconsistent
with his sermon's thesis. When someone says that al relgious belies are
true and then assers that there is at least one fase religious belicf, he is
contradicing himself. The conjuntion of these two siatements s & logi-
cal contradiction. The preachers satements were a classic example of
logically self-defeating positon. This was the same poin that Socrates
(Plato) made with respect 1o Protagorass relatvist

NN s b e vty of gl v s
poppest up in th st decades ofthe wentieth century. It s aso-
cated with names ik postmodernism and deconsimctonism. Because
of s populriy inceran academic circls, it demands our atenion.
“The word pastidernis eprescnts  vricty of poskionsaong con.
i, There are more and les adical versons ofthe posiion. Some
scholars alk of consnucive vrsions of posmodernis, thos tht ry 10
imake the bestof a bad sation (modernism) wilhout succumbing 0 he
excesses of he destictive versions of posmoderism. Mostofmy remarks
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@) All human knowledge (B) No human knowledge
aries from sense experience.  arises ffom sense experience.

@ Some human knowledge (0 Some human knowledge:
aries from sense experience.  does not aise from sense:
experience

Which of these four options should be viewe as statements of the.
positions we have called empiriism and rationalism? Empiriism, as | use
the term, is identical with the A position, that all human knowledge arses
from sense experience. When we examine the epi o of such
empiriciss as Aristole and John Locke, this was their position. And what
s il s o et bl Bt ot fothe s
when I am talking about Plato’s brand of rationalism, my definiton of
Fatonalism s the O posiion, that humans possess some knowledge that
does not arse from sense perception. For the restof this discussion, how-
ever, and s continuation in chapter 4, we need 10 remember that Plato’s
rationalism is defined by the E positon. That s, Plato did not allow any
instance of genuine knowledge 10 aise from sense experience. | suspect
we could find a few other thinkers in the history of philosophy who also
thought this way. But Platos extremism in this matter should not draw
attention away from the fact that rationalism is best undersiood as the
‘more modest assertion that some human knowledge arises from a source
other than sense experience.

One reason why Plato took the more extreme posiion of holding that
o human knowledge arises from sense experience is because he held
the standards of knowledge so high that no human awareness (o which
sensation made any contrbution could qualify as knowledge. Indec,
Plato thought that no awareness of any partcular thing existing in this
‘physical world could count as knowledge. It is worth noting that the

40 Whie the simplciy of my formulaton prsens severa chanciges i can e ed
o g 10 simple. ot one thing.  ciminates & majr qualiicaton of comcmporiy
mpirice, pamely, he admission that i Knowicdge of logics and mathetatical
i ok dered rom s cxpericne. Some wentth ety piecits e o
el posivess maiined hat the rth of atheraics and og a1 g That .
ey e redundant scnent tht convey o e information sbou ey Thsfacr
‘conld e plogaed nt our formulaion by making the A propostion read “Al nonau
logical human knowlede ariscs from sense xperince” and makin the O propostion
ad “Some notautlogial uman knowledge does ot s from sene experince.”
Since 1 am eckin th Simplst posible way of sating my poin | have decided 0 o
s and odhr qalications hat  mare techncal dicussion would requi. Ay rader
‘o wishes ray ad the qualfication throughout th subsequent discussion. I shou b
nderstood, however ha there are god reasons  belve that the logeal posiis
accountof gkl an mathematcal rth 25 ey toogy s ncoret. This oy help,
1o cxplin why 50 i 0 find 3ny g ogicl postivias
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‘The Four Cardinal Virtues

For Plato, there are four basic kinds of virtue, called the cardinal virtues:
temperance, courage, wisdom, and justice. Temperance or self-control is
the proper virtue of the passions. Courage means fortitude in the face of
adversity, which i wha the spirted partof the human soul requires. Wis-
‘dom mens excellence in selecting the proper means 10 an end; its rela-
tion o the raional partof the soul should be obvious. The fourth virue,
what Plato calls justce, is the overarching virtue that is present when
humans are temperate, courageous, and wise. Our picture of the four car-
dinal virtes and their relation to the parts of the soul looks like this:

Reason—Wisdom
Spiri—Courage.
Passions—Temperance
and Justice,the virtue of the entire person
ehen the other vinues are present

Plato's account of the righteous or just human person takes us back (0
his example of the charioteer and the two horses. To assure tht the chariot
reaches s destination, the charioteer must know when [0 rein in one horse
‘and give free rein 0 ts partner. Pto’s picure allows him 10 say that the jus
man or woman is one in whom reason rules the passions and the spir.

ato never completed his system, and this meant he never resolved a

‘number of important questions that arise in his writings. Many later
‘developments in Platonism were atiempis (0 resolve those questions. Four
of these unresolved questions have special relevance (o developments
within Platonism during the early Christian era

“The first question resled from Plato's filue (o remove the ambigui-
tiesin his view of God. We have already noted the two major candidates for
Plato's God: the supreme principle, which n the Republic he calsthe Form
of the Good: and the Crafisman, or Demiurge, who brings the material world
into existence, as described in the Timaeus. T is difficult 0 produce from
Plato's wriings any systematic and coherent theory of God, although sev-
eral attempts 10 produce such a theory have been made. According (0 one
of these, both the Good and the Crafisman may be considered t0 be God,
ecause they are diferent ways of looking at the same being: the Good is
God as he s in himself, whereas the Craftsman s God in reation (0 the
world. A diferent interpreation sees the Cratsman, while sl  divine being
in some sense, as subordinate 10 the supreme being, the Good.

One of the more important features of the later thinkers known as
Middle Platonists was their adopion of the view that there is only one

Figre 313
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While the tes of correspondence i usually available, there are times
‘when it s not. Imagine a wife who is told that a small plane her husband
was flying crashed in the part of the Atantic Ocean known as the
Bermuda Triangle. After days of searching, the Coast Guard tells the
woman it believes her husband is dead. But without a body, the test of
correspondence is difficult 1o apply..

The Test of Coherence.

One test people might t 10 in the case of the missing husband is coher-
ence. Does the information contained in the proposition *John Smith is
dead” it with everything else that we know? Suppose the insurance com-
pany holding a two-million-dollar accidental lfe insurance policy on the
husband thinks something suspicious is going on. Suppose someone
looking very much like the husband has been seen on various islands in
the Caribbean. Suppose phone records show that the wife has received
several collect phone calls from these iskands. Suppose Western Union
records reveal that she has cabled large amouns of money to these
slands.

In cases where it is impossible (o demonsirate correspondence
between a proposiion and the realiy it describes, we can test 4 propo-
sition's truth in terms of how well it coheres with al other relevant infor-
mation available 1o us. In the example cited above, the insurance
‘company would seem 1o have good reason to believe that the proposi-
tion about John Smith being dead s false. As useful as coherence may
Someimes be 2s a tes of truth, it 100 has it filings. When coherence is
used as the exclusive test for tth, it seems to equate falsity with incom-
plete knowledige. It lso seems unable to provide adequate verificaion of
specific empirical laims.

The Test of Pragmatism

“The third theory of ruth, pragmatism (or practice), holds that the test of
truthis whether a belief works. One of several problems with pragmatism
is the fact that false proposiions sometimes work while true propositions
o not, a point illusirated during the sixteenth-century debate between
‘proponents of the older Polemaic model of the solar system that often
‘produced more accurate predictions of the movement of the plancts than
did the new Copernican system.*

434 e o sffers o cther prcblems. Foe example, i st
s v he reat dea of haman Knowldge deang s obyecs of though, such 45
mabematics.

2 One esson i apperes wasbecause ollwers of Copenicus though of the xbes
of plnce s pefct . O his ik b s coneied by the work of Kepler,
i superirty ofthe predctive powes of e Copernican system s bl
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his dialogues, the Parmenides. In this, his most puzzling work, Plato
describes an imaginary converstion beseen a very young Socrates and
‘Parmenides, the greatest of the pre-Socratic philosophers. Parmenides
challenges Socrates' belif n the theory of the Forms by using a series of
arguments that Socrates apparently is unable (o answer 7 Our present
question arises out of one of these arguments. Parmenides tries 10 get
Socrates to see that once he admits a radical disparity between the world
of the Forms and the world of bodies, he is faced with a whole series of
problems. For one thing, Socrates admits that human beings are bound
by their bodies 1 the lower world. But the only objects of rue knowl-
edge exist in the higher, nonmaterial world. If humans are stuck down
here and the only possible objects of knowledge are up there, how can
‘any human being ever know anything? Morcover, God is up there, in the
world of the Forms. Consequently, Socrates' doctrne (which s really
Plato’s) also implies the impossibilty of any human knowledge about
‘God. As i this were not bad enough, God, who dwells n the world of
the Forms and who has perfect knowledge of all the Forms, s precluded
from knowing anything that exists in the physical world. And since
human beings exist in the physical world, this means that God cannot
have knowledge about any human being. While Socrates agrees that
depriving God of any knowledge would be a monstrous thing, he offers
0 escape from the skeptical tap laid by Parmenides.

In the work of later Platonists, this aspect of Plao's system evolved
into a kind of general agnosticism with regard 10 the nature of God. As
Phill, the Middle Platonists, and the Gnostics saw it, the good God is
‘completely transcendent and is thus essentially unknowable. The carlest
Christans, however, had a far diferent view. ‘I the past” they believed,
*God spoke to our forefathers through the prophets at many times and
in various ways, but in these last days he has spoken (© us by his Son,
swhom he appointed heir of al things, and through whom he made the
universe” (Hebrews 1:1-2).

Rationalism and Empiricism

Appendix

it e b s 2 s cn ot e por
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What Is
Truth?

Tests of
Truth

Chapter Ten

Epistemology I:
Whatever Happened
to Truth?

e o ks o the st el one of s crucil s was
the discovery of truth about humans, the world in which they live,
and the God whose existence makes everything else possible. While -
tudes toward Go's existence varied greatly from 1800 through the mid-
dle of the twenieth century, the pursuit of truth remained at the center
of such disciplines as theology, history, and philosophy. In the last half
of the twentieth century, however, people used new paradigms in an
attempt 10 put an end 10 the human consensus about the importance,
nature of, and accessibiliy o truth,

ith s a property of propositions that correspond (o the way things

are. IF 1 stae, for exampl, that on August 22, 1998, the New York
Yankees are in fist place in the castern division of the American League,
we can easily check to sce whether the clim is true. It s true if the team
‘occupied that position in it league; otherwise it is false. Truth i this
sense is objective, that i, i independent of human preference and desire.
Our feclings cannot alter or change the truth,

is important 1o distinguish between the nature of tnuth (correspon-

dence) and various test that might be necessary (© help s recognize
truth. Many contemporary discussions of truth confuse the nature of truth
‘with tests of truth. Three tests have tended to dominate discussions of
this subject: correspondence, coherence, and pragmatism.

The Test of Correspondence
‘Consider the proposition “There are 893 steps 10 the (op of the Wash-
ington Monument.” What would be the most obvious way to test the truth
o this cain? Right, we climb up those steps and count every one of them.
If there are 893 steps, the propositon is true.
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God who should be idenified with Plao's Good. The identfcation of
God with the Good became quite common in the period of time dated
roughy from the deathof Alexander he Great in 323 .. 10 0. 400-50.

A second unanswered question in Plao’s sysem concerns the rela-
tion between God and Platos world of the Forms. If the Cratsman of the
Timaeus was Phto's God, then there is 2 sense in which the Forms are
above God. At the least, they exist independent o the Crafsman, whose
creative power is limited by them. If Pto's God is the Good, then the
other Forms are subordinate in some sense © God. Plato taches tht the
other Forms depend on the Good for their exisence. The importance of
this question becomes evident in the Lter sysenns of the Jewish thinker
Philo (who dicd sbout . 50) and the Middc Platonists. The Midle Pla-
onists set forward the suggestion that the cternal Forms are ideas that
subsist cternlly i the mind of God. Centurieshter Augustine made this
concept 2 comenstone of his theory of knowlede.

“The third unvesolved problem in Plato's sysem s his falure  bridge
the great gap he esablished between his two worlds. How s the etemal,
unchanging, immaterial and ideal world of the Forms relted 1o the tem-
poral, changing, corporcal, and imperfect world of particular things?
Given the extrene separation between them in Pto’ system, how could
any Platonist hope to bring them together?

Plato's sysem has a fourth unanswered question, namely the lack of
an adequate answer o the question of how human beings atain knowl-
e ofthe ideal world and of the good God who cxiss in that workd
Plato' clim that humans apprehend the ideal workd through reason docs
not answer the question; t only tells us where (o look for an answer,
Throughout his lfe, Pato sought an answer n several difeent myths and
metaphors. One of these s his fumous llegory ofthe cave, but ike most
Ofhis ffon, it ends up using unanalyzed metaphors.In some o his mid-
dle dilogucs, such as the Meno and Phacdo, he suggested an answer
based on the mythof reincarmaton. If reincarmaton were tue, then pre-
sumably the immortal human soul would have to dwell somewhere
beaween incarnations. I we assume that during these inervals the soul
tise 0 the world of th Forms, it woukd be possble for the soul, unen-
cumbered by it bodily prison, to sec or view the Forms as they are. OF
course, once the soul descended into another body, it sould forge its
vision of the Forms. But assoned experiences i lfe could bring some.
people t the point where a dim memory or recollection of the Forms.
could make knowledge possible. Many scholars doub that the mature
Plto meant tis sory  be understood lically. This doub s supported
by Phto' failure o ilze the doctine ofrecolection in hisatr wriings.

A clue 10 Plato's possible dissatsfation with his carlier aempts (0
answer this problem may appear i the complicaed argument of one of
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1 have already introduced the image of a multieveled fountain with
ach successive level overflowing (0 produce the lower levels. It is time
10 introduce a different illusration, namely, rays of light emanating from
a source of ight such as the sun or a candlc.

Plotinus uses the imagery of emanation, of light radiating out from a
primary source, 10 suggest that both God and the world all of te levels
of being that emanat from the One) are co-etenal.If we assume that the
source of thelight is eternal, the rays of light emanating from the source
must also be eternal. And 5o the eternal One has always been producing
the eternal level of Nous or Mind; the etemal Nous has always been giv-
ing rse 10 the cternallevel of Soul and the other levels o being. The pro-
aression from the One o Mind oceurs spontaneously without any
choosing, willing, planning, or any activity by the One. Plotinus believes
that if something s perfec, it necessarly gives rise (o other things.

And 50, the worlds of intelect, soul, and body emanate from God
‘without diminishing God in any way. But the One does not do this will
ingly. I i necessary and unavoidable that if something is ful, then it must
overllow. The process of emanation means that what would have
remained mere poentalty within the One is actalized in the worl.

Nous (Mind)

As we have seen, the perfect nature of the One overflows and necessar-
iy gives rise 10 the existence of lower levels of being. The fist level tha
‘emanates from the One is Nous or Inteligence. In Plotinus's system, Nous
s the residence of Plto's eternal ideas or Forms. The Forms are cternal
thoughts of God, While no mulipliciy or differentiation exists a the level
of the One, multplicity does exist at the level of Mind or Intellect. This
‘multiplicity s seen, for example,in Plao’s Forms, which exist a thislevel
We can now add a new wrinkle to

Plotinus's doctrine of Inteligence. Ploti
us came to distinguish at least two lev-
els of Mind, the higher and the lower, We
can simplify things if we view the upper
level of Mind as the mind of God that
contains Plato's Forms. Even though we
may think of this upper level of Nous as
the mind or thoughis of Go, it s distinct
from the One. As an example, focus for
‘while on some object o your own think-
ing, such as the propositon “the square I vt
ro0t of twenty-five s five.” While this

Higher
Mind Forms

Lower Mind

41 ch dd et 2 fvel, the One would o longer be one.
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

Many well-known thinkers have attempted to make God unknow-
able.* However, thi i a rather risky thing to try, since every one of these.
thinkers proceeded to produce a siring of information about this sup-
posediy unknowable deiy. Plotinus himself knows quite a few things.
about his unknowable God. Consider the following quote from Plotinus:
“As the One begets all things, it cannot be any of them—neither thing,
nor quality, nor quaniity, nor inteligence, nor soul ¥ How can a person
know what God is not, without first knowing what God i

First, Plotinus knew his unknowable God exised. That' an important
piece of information. Second, he knew his unknowable God was
unknowable. This statement has al the appearances of a logically self-
defeating claim. Third, Plotinus knew there was one God, not two or
ety or thousands, asin the case of some relgions that he knew about
“The next thing Plotinus seems to know about his unknowable Go i that
e or it is immaterial and mental. Plotinus also knew that the One is not
 Mind, though it gives rise (0 Mind (Nous)

An Explanation of Emanation
What gives ris to the various levels of being we have noticed? Plotinus
‘would have rejecte the Chrisian doctrine of creation ex niblo, i he ever.
Knew of it He cerainly rejected a litera interpretation of Platos theory
of creation as presented in the Timaeus. Plotinus explains the relationship
of the levels of Mind and Soul 10 the One as a result of what he called
emanation
Swumpf explains the context for the theory of emanation:

1 God is One, He canno create, forcreaton is an act, and acaviy, said
Plotinus,implies change. Then how can we account for the many things
of the world? Striving to maintain a consistent view of the Unity of God,
Plotinus explained the origin of things by saying that they come from
God. not through a fiee act of creation but through necessity. To express
what he meant by “necessity, Ploinus used several metaphors, espe-
cially the metaphor of emanation. Things emanate, they flow: from God
the way light emanates from the sun, the way water lows from a spring
that has no source outside isel. The sun i never exhausted, it does not
o anything, it just 5 and being what i i, i necessarly emanates ight.
In this way, God is the source of everything, and everything manifests
God. But nothing i equal to God, any more than the rays of light cqual
in any way the sun.®

11 For cxamples,sce Ronald H. Nash, The Word of God and the Mind of Man (Pillps
b N resbyiran ad Reformed, 192
12 nead 695,

15 S, Socntes o Sarr, 126, Ses B 7.1 312
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are extensions of the cosmic Soul. As one moves down the various lev-
els of soul, there i increasing multpliciy. The world contains more bod-
ies than souls, more souls than minds, and so on. Elmer O'Brien explains
that “as The Intelligence has within it many intelligences, so The Soul has
‘within iself many souls; from The Soul must come souls difering in the
degree of their ationality for only thus can there be 4 traded hierarchy
of animate beings."*
Plotinus thinks there are three levels of soul.

i

Partcul
Souls Bodies

The upperlevel is a cosmic or World Soul, which helps exphin motion
‘and change in the workd. The middle level is Plotinus’s source for every
paticular instance of lfe in the universe. Each concrete instance of e or
Soulis an extension of o emanation from the cosmic or World Soul. When
the living being dies,is soulis reabsorbed into the World Soul

In ways that are anything but lear, the lowest level of Soul gives rise
10 body in general and to specific bodies, Only the lowest level of Soul
is the source of matter that enters into direct contact with bodies ”

Human souls exist on the middle level of Soul, along with all the
other particular souls exising in the universe. Plotinus rejects the mate-
sialistic theories of the soul advanced by the Stoics and the Epicureans.
Even though he also rejects the kind of reincarnation Plato presened in
his Phaedo, Pltinus does teach that human souls are immortal and exist
prior t their embodiment i this world. For Plotinus, the soul is a sub-
stance that exists in it own right; tha s it can exist independenly of the
body. Sensation depends upon the immortal and immaterial soul work-
ing in harmony with the body

“The souls of particular human beings that emanate from the World
Soul also contain  higher and lower element. The higher human soul
has its home in the cosmic mind or Nous. The lower human soul is con-
nected with s body. Human souls exist before their union with the body.

16 O, The il lins, 0
19.See Eoads 4319, 182
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proposition is not denical with your mind, it could not exist (i the serse.
that it i one of your thoughis) unless your mind exists.

Each particular intelligence in the world is an extension of the cos-
mic Nous. There is an ontological connection’* between the mind of par-
ticular creatures and the mind of God (Nous). Every partcular intelligence.
i an extension of the mind of God. This gave Plotinus an answer (o
Plato's question about how human minds know the eteral Forms.
Humans know the Forms because their own minds are an extension of
the cosmic Nous thatis the natural home of the Forms.

One possible analogy would be that of a tornado that descends from
a storm cloud and then ascends back 1 the cloud. When humans die,
their nous or intellect is absorbed into the cosmic Nows from whence it
came. You should now be in a position o undersand the following quo-
ations from Plotinus

“The Inteligence dvels entice within that region of thought we call the
intellgible realm, yet it comprises within iself a varity of intellective
powers and particular inteligences. The Intelligence i not merely one:
itis one and many. Inthe same way isthere both Soul and many souls
From the one Soul proceeds « muliplicty of diferent souls . some of
‘which are more rational and others (it least n thei acual exitence) less
rational n form

Again, in the inelligble realm there is The Intelligence (Novs which ke
some huge organism contains potentially all cther ntelligences, and there
are the individual inteligences, each of them an actualy. Think of a city
s having a soul. The soul of the city would be the more perfect and
more powerful. What would prevent the souls of the inhabitants from
being of the same nature as the soul of the cit? Or, again, ake fire, the
universal, from which proceed large and small paricular firs;all of them
have 2 common essence, that of universal . ...

Plato's World Soul, encountered carlier as the Demiurge in Phto's myth
of creation. Like Aristotle, Plotinus separates mind and soul. Each partic-
ular soul living thing) is an extension of the cosmic Soul. Just as Aristo-
e distinguished between vegetative, animal, and rational souls, 5o
Plotinus believes that living plants possess a vegetative soul; iving ani-
mals possess both a vegetative and a sensitve soul: and humans possess

vegetative and sensitve souls plus a rational soul. All thee levels of soul

15 A onologclconnecion s ik ot i th s of bein and ot st thugh.
16, Pltinus Ennd 15,6
17 i





index-130_1.jpg
132

‘The linking of the preexisting soul and its body is described as a fal.Just
as the soul preexists the body, it continues 10 existafter physical deathy
it seems that the soul has no memories of it incarnation.

Lt me pause to draw your atention to the rapidly developing com-
plexity of Plotinus’s universe. Just @ few minutes ago, or so it seemed,
e were focusing on the pure, undifferentated unity of the One. Before
we could blink, a cosmic mind, millions of particulas minds, 4 world soul,
billons of particula souls, and added billions of bodies are bumping into
each other, like s0 many atoms in a crowded subway tain, al of them
‘owing thei being to a sublimely perfect being who gave fise 1o all of this
‘without wanting 1o, without willng to, and without doing anything.

Plotinus did assert the existence of Forms of individual humans and
other forms of ife This ad hoc move had the result of giving each indi-
vidual human soul s own niche inthe realm of Nous. For Plotinus, i i not
mater that grounds human individuality but this unique kind of Form pos-
sessed by immortal souls. The souls of individual persons are immortal

Plotinus's view of immortality encompasses more than just future exis-
tence. T also requires the eternal exisience or divinity of the soul. Accord-
ing 10 Gordon H. Clark, If the soul in eternity past lived in the celestial
regions with the itelligible realiies, how can it be explained that the
Soul has lef s heavenly abode and has become incarcerated in the body
asin a tomb? And if now incarcerated, an cthical theory must deseribe the
way of escape.”™

Plotinus i less concerned with explaining the joining of soul and
body in the human person than with showing that the union of body and
soul does not compromise the divinity of the soul during that union. Plot-
inus's way of defending the divinity of the soul depends on his arguing
that n spite of the soul’s union with the body, the human soul is never
truly disfoined from the World Soul

“The human soul's unbroken union with the cosmic Soul allows Plot-
inus to believe that our eternal soul roams throughout the celestal regions
and helps govern the universe. Consequenly, the soul's entrance into
union with a physical body i not an instance of evil The soul i always
Superior 10 an inferior body. Humans must ake care not 1 allow the nfe-
or body 0 pull the soul down from its lofty position. But these previ-
‘ous commens represent only  part of Plotinus's thinking about the
human soul. During the soul’sincarnation in a body, it ceases (0 remain
entirely in the heavenly realm. We are deeply immersed in an assortment
of ambiguous opinions.

50 Bnead 57

21 See B 35, 644

22 Gordon 1. Cak, Tl fo Do, 2 . (Uniol, e The Trinky Foundation,
109,175





index-231_1.jpg
Even the truth of the Chritian gospel, Henry complains, is a human con-
struction” for Middleton and Walsh.1* Postmodernists like Middleton and.
‘Walsh fail t see that their repudiation of the possibilty of revealed propo-
sitional truth in Scripture conflits with their confidence in their own abil-
ity to communicate propositional ruths n their own writings. They act as
though they can do something that God cannot do.

The Hermeneutics of Suspicion’
Postmodernists regard texts as attempts by powerful people (0 impose
their will upon the weak and powerless. A text represents a hidden
agenda. Not only must we look beyond the apparent meaning of 4 text,
butalso we must dig deeper and uncover the relationships of power that
‘make up the culure. Postmodernists do this by means of what they call
“subversive readings.* Reading a ext does not mean secking out s objec-
tive meaning, which is something that cannot be done anyway. Rather,
the postmodernist secks to uncover what the text s hiding, Deconstruc-
tionsts break down the text; they deconstruct it in order (o uncover the
relationships of power hidden beneath the text. | will have a bit more to
say about the hermencutics of suspicion late in this chapter

Metanarratives

Postmoderniss are aso fond of the term metanarratie, a word that their
communites have socially constructed 10 refer 10 a story about a story.
Postmodernists assert that there are no legitimate metanarmatives. But
‘worldviews are metanarratives, which leads Gene Edward Veith Jr. t0
describe postmodernism as “a worldview that denies all worldviews."1
“This reminds me of the mythical scarch for the universal solvent. The catch
was,the searchers would never be able 10 find anything (o store it in.
Rodney Clapp, an editor at the company that published the Middie-
ton-Walsh book, adis that enemies of Christanity can clam “that the
Bible presents 2 metanarrative—a tuth for everyone, everywhere."s This
leads Clapp to ask Middleton and Walsh: Since the biblical narrative
claims t0 be objectively and universally rue, should we reject i Middle-
ton and Walsh acknowledge the potential problem but atempt 10 evade
it by using passages in the Bible to show that the Bible is on the side of
the weak and the powerless. Perhaps this is supposed o free the Bible
from any threat from the hermeneutics of suspicion. It appears t© be an
attempt to keep the Bible in the game by suggesting that even though it

i
15, Unil recently, hermencutics wasthe scince of ikerprtation. Posmoderniss 00k
the sience cut o ierpreation.
“Gene Edvard Veuh I, Prsmdern Tims (¥heston, L Crossway),
15. Fow Pomn Can You Gor”
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Chapter Four

Aristotle

IMPORTANT DATES IN ARISTOTLE'S LIFE,

384 . Arstotle s born in Macedonia

367 8. Aristotle comes (0 Athens (o study at
Plato's Academy

347 .. Plato dies; Aristotle leaves Athens, tavels
in Asia Minor, marics.

3428 Aristotle returns to Macedonia (0 twior
Alexander

336 . Aristotle leaves Macedonia

334nc. Aristotle establishes his universiy, the.
Lyceum, in Athens

323nc. Alexander the Great dies; Aristotle leaves
Athens

3228 Aristotle dies

ristotle was the fist truly cosmopolitan thinker. He was inerested in

Imost everything, He divided human knosledge into ts basic cate-
gories and wrote systematically about most of them. In the words of
British scholar G. E. R. Lloyd, "No Greek philosopher was gifted with
reater originalty than Arstole. In logic, biology, chemistry, dynamics,
psychology, ethics, soclology and ltrary cricism, he either founded the
science or inquiry single-handed or else made a fundamental contrbution
101t Yet he remained, of course, very much a product of his age and cul-
ture, as we can see when we consider some of the assumptions on which
his philosophy is based and contrast them with our own ideas.”

1G.E R Loy, vt Toe Groush and Stmctureof His T (Cambridg: am
e Universy ress, 1969, 302
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Worldview Thinking

e yoas s, i ganges samed bickey o shocked
‘people on both sides of the law when he went forward i Billy Gra-
ham crusade and made a profession of faith. After several months, how-
ever, people began to notice that Cohen's lfe showed no sign of the
changes that should have been apparent in the lfe of  genuine convert
During an interview, Cohen made i clear that he had no interest n aban-
doning his carcer as a gangster. He explained his positon in a novel way.
ince we have Christian movie stars and Chrisian politicians, Cohen
noted, he wanted o be known as the first Christian gangster
Until recently, most Americans, regardless of their competence in rel
glous matters, would have expressed their dismay at Cohen's behavior
Religious converts, people used t0 say, are supposed to live better fives
than they did before their conversion. 1 suspect that many Americans
today would find nothing unusual in Cohen's atempt at selfjustification.
One purpose of this chaper is (o expla 0dd happenings.
‘Cohen displayed a defective understanding of the cognitive and moral
‘demands of what this chapter wil call the Chrstian worldview. If some-
‘one considers himself a Christan, he is supposed to think and act like a
Christan. The fact that so many Americans no longer think that way is
indication of a major shift in their worldview

e thing students can learm from philosophy s the nature, impor- s
ance, and inluence of worldviews I one i serous about getting  111¢ ImpOrtance
somewhere in the study of philosophy, it i helpful o examine the big- ~ Of Worldview
ger picture, namely, the worldviews of the thinkers whose theories have  Thinking
become a large part of what philosophers study.
A workdview contins a person's answers o the major questions n Ife,
almost al of which coniain significant philosophical content. I s a con-
ceptual framework, patter, or arangement of a person's belifs The best
‘workdviews are comprehensive, systematic, and suppasedly tre views of
lfe and of the world. The philasophica systems of great thinkers such as
Plato, Arisole, Ploinus, Augustine, and Thomas Aquinas delineate their
worldviews. Of course, many worldviews suffer from incomplteness,

13
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willdeal with more radical ypes of postmodernism, The name postniod-
ernism sefers to 4 contemporary movement that rjects beliefs supposedly
taught by thinkers during the Enlightenment and by followers of those ideas.
wwho helped produce the movement we now know as modernism.

Postmodernism and Language

Tam about to do something that is cither impossible or 4 miracle 1 am
going 10 use language to explain how postmodernisis use language 1o
destroy language as a vehicle of communication. What I say must be brief

Language, postmodernists believe, canno refer beyond iself. Words
an refer only 10 other words; they can never refe to things or objects.
‘Texts can never convey objective truth about an objective realty because
the only thing texts can do is point 10 other texts, never 10 an objective.
reality. It would take  great deal of time to present or pretend to present
an argument for such claims. Even if1 had the time and space to atiempt
this task, postmodernists have litle use for logic. To make things even
worse, it would be necessary to present such an argument in human lan-
guage. So, forthe sake of argument, lt us concede the truth of the early.

s made in this paragraph. Whether these claims are objectvely true
or not is something we will ignore for now.

As a next step, postmodernists want us o believe that inguage is an
arbitrary, social consiruc, that s, a creation of our culture. 1f we st had
any respect for logic, we could then draw such inferences as the follow-
ing: (1) the meaning of language is an abitrary social construct. Meaning.
cannot be grounded eitherin “reality” o i texis. (2) The relation between
‘words and meaning is arbirary. (3) No meaning of interpretation is bet-
ter than any other.

It s interesting 1o see what self-described Chrstian postmodernists
infer from everything noted so far* Two such writers, J. Richard Middle-
ton and Brian Walsh, authors of a book ttled Truh Is Siranger Than It
Used 1o Bef refect the staws of divine revelation for the words and propo-
sitions of Scripture. Ther position amounts to 4 repudiation of the objec-
tive truth ofthe Bible.* Commenting on what he regards as their aberrant
theology, Carl F. H. Henry observes that Middieton and Walsh “reject any.
idenification of Serpture as revelation; what comprises divine revelation
s for them amorphous and nebulous, since they deny revealed truths."™

Bt e posmodernists don' respect logie, why shoukd e allow the 0 dw
any nferences? P s . 5 we wsed 10 @y

5. owners Grove, - Itervany Pres, 1990

10 See hekr comments in 3 promodonsl e fo hee book. “Hon Poro Can Yoo
Gorin Acadomic Al Seember 1995, Thi i 3 promonional nesite fo nervrsty
Press bk,

1. Car . Henry, “Tru:Dead on Arval” Workdtay 20-2, 1995 25.

2
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OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT

Without using either the text or your nots, wrie an essay 10 4 friend
or a family member who is unfamiliar with philosophy explaining the
nature and importance of Plato’ theory of the Forms.

FURTHER READING ABOUT PLATO
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ultimate goal for humans should be union with the One, but in order to
atain this union the soul must rise upward; it must free iself from its
bondage t0 the body, pleasure, and sensation. As the soul leaves behind
the realm of sensation, i comes closer (o ts utimate goal, the One. Plot-
inus's deb (0 Plato should be obvious. As long 25 humans are concerned
with their bodies and sensation, their soul is enchained and entombed,
like the prisoners in Plato’ cave. Humans who truly yearn for union with
the One can do only so much to bring themselves (0 the brink. Rarely, at
unexpected times, this or that human being may suddenly experience a
‘mystical vision of the One.

In the words of Plotinus, “Because what the soul seeks is The One
and it would look upon the source of ll reality, namely the Good and
the One, it must not withdraw from the primal realm and sink down to
the lowest realm. Rather must it withdraw from sense objects,of the low-
est existence, and tw (0 those of the highest. It must free itself from all
evil since it aspires to rse to the good."*

Other images from Plato’s cave reappear n Plotinus's account of the
Soul's ascent. Like Plato, Plotinus holds that the objects of the mind can
be seen only in an intlligble light from the One. Indeed, the mind can
see both the light and its source. However, unlike Plto, Plotinus puts
the One above Goodness.? Speaking of what happens when the soul
rises 10 the level of Mind, Plotinus writes: So ascending, the soul will
come first o The Intelligence and will survey all the beautiful Ideas
therein and will avosy their beauty, for it is by these ideas that there
comes all beauty else, by the offspring and the essence of The Inteli-
ence. What is beyond The Intelligence we affirm to be the nature of
&00d, radiating beauty before it And to quote Plotinus one final time.
about the mystical encounter with the One: “There one, i the solitude.
of self, beholds simplicity and puriy, the existence upon which all
depends, towards which all look, by which reality i, lfe s, thought is
For the Good is the cause of life, of thought, of being. "

Evil

In the following chapter, we will learn how Plotinus’sthinking about evil
came to have a significant impact in the life and thought of Augustine.
Nonetheless, srious tensions and apparent inconsistencies occu in Plot-
inus's treatment of evil. He carries cerain implications of his theory of
emanation through to their ulimate conclusion when he says that as light

25 Bunead 93
24 Binoad 557,
25 See Enead 9.4
25 Ennead 165
7. Bmead 167,
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

Anyone who has read the caler chapters n this book knows that |
am a realis with respect © universls, propertes, states of afars, num-
ers, mind, truth, and God. | am an antirealist with regard 10 mermaids,
unicorns, golden mountains, square irces, and Tinker Bel. Postmod-
emists tend 1o be antirealists about everyhing. Evenyhing, or 50 they
laim, s construc of language, which s sl 4 consiruct of communi-
ties. Let us call this unqualiid positon unicersal antiralism.

According 10 Yandell, this unversal anteali s an untenable posi-
tion, He corectly notes that “one cannot without sel.contradicion be n
ani reais bout absolutely everything. A consnutivist necds some prn
cipled distinction between what i real and what s not. A radical or uni
versalst sort of constructionism or antiealism can make no such
disincion.”

IF antirealism could be true (but it canno) ¥ we could eliminate
death, poveny, and unhappiness from the world by thinking. This would
be so because language about this trnity of bad things has no objective
meaning; death, poveny, and unhappiness are arbirry consiucts. If anti-
relism i true, it s within our reach to wake up in the morning t0 3 world
ithout any unpleasant realty.

Postmodernism and Reason

Postmodernists complain about modernism's attachment 10 reason, &
word they use (o mean (i this an act of discovering some kind of objec-
tive meaning?) “universal reason” or the laws of logi, the sort of thing we
covered in chapter 8. Unfortunately, something is seriously wrong with
the postmodernist’s anlysis of reason.

Iuis true that the Enlightenment was masked by an almost unbounded
‘confidence in human reason. The natural siences had just begun (o push
back the froniiers of human knowledge. But the growing confidence in
the powers of the human mind helped to produce 2 growing skepicism
toward religious claims to truth. Many who were affected by the Enlight-
‘enment’ rationalism became skepical toward traditional religion, hostle
toward faih, and uncertain with respect to religious authorky. Human
reason, the enlightened believed, could be trusted when the Bible and the
church could no.

i imporant to distinguish two different senses of the word reason.
(1) In ts most important sense, reason refers o the objective and tran-
‘scendent laws of logic that are indispensable (0 human thinking, acting,

D
21, Tis 50 because on poscmoderis grounds, oo postion can be obectvely e
22 e Howard Robinson. ater and Conscousnes Cambedge: Cmbridge Uner.

sy Pres, 182, 2.
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Soul, Body, and Matter

Below the level of Soul les the material world of bodies. It is helpful 0
take Plotinus's imagery of light rdiating from  central source another
step or two. Plotinus explains the presence of matter in the universe in a
similar way. Total darkness (the absence of light) i primary matter. While
matter is an important factor in the existence of the physical world, at s
most distant stae from the One it ends up being the bottom stage of the.
universe. It is something like the extreme opposie of the One.

‘Only light exists; nonbeing is darkness. The light closest 10 the sun.
is always the brightest. The closer one gets to God, the more concen-
trated being dight) is. The further one moves away from God, the more
diffused being dight) is.

“The first emanation from the One (Nous) is much brighter than the.
level of Soul, which is far brighter than the level of body. The more dis-
tant some existing thing is from it source, the One, the closer it comes.
10 nonbeing (darkness). At the mos distant fringes of being—the point
at which lies the indiscernible difference between being and nonbel
benween the dimmest light and darkness—we arive at primary matter. Al
the lowest level of reality is primary mater, which trembles on the verge
of nothingness. As being’s journey away from the One reaches is outer
limits, the darkness that is reached eventually becomes indistinguishable.
from nothingness.

“This is as good a place a5 any 1o pause and examine a more detailed
picture of Plotinus's universe:

‘The Upward Path of Salvation

Neoplatonism is both  philosophy and 4 religion. Corresponding (o the
downward path of becoming i Plotinus's upward path of salvation. The

Fawesq
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s metanarmative, it a nice one, as though this has any relevance o the
subject before us. If all metanarrtives are impossible or bad, the biblical
metanarrative s in deep trouble and the supposed friends of the Bible
are a part of the team digging the grave. It ertainly looks as though con-
sistent postmodern Christians are obliged to dispense with the biblical

In the previous section, we noted how postmodernists argue that knowl-
edge about the real world is impossible. This positon is sometimes known
s antirealism. For posimodenists, the word realit, D. A. Carson says, s
always some group’s consinucton of realit that invariably ends up being.
the dominant construction that guides social life."* In Middleton and
Walsh's account of antirealism, they contrast teir posiion with mod-
‘ernism's assumption “that the knowing autonomous subject arived at ruth
by establishing a correspondence between objectively given reality’ and
the thoughts or assertions of the knower. To the postmoder mind, such
cormespondence is impossible, since we have no access to something
called ‘realt’ apart from that which we ‘represent as realiy in our con-
cepts,language and discourse..... We can never get outside of our know-
edge 1o check its accuracy against ‘objective’realt. Our access s always
mediated by our own linguisic and conceptual constructions."

One of the beter accounts of this dispute between realsts and anti-
ealists has been writen by philosopher Keith Yandell of the University
of Wisconsin at Madison. Acknowledging the difficulty of defining the
word realism, Yandell instead opts for an example. He writes: “Realism
‘concerning smurfs is the view that independent of our experience,
thought and kanguage, there are fitle blue persons who look like Snow
‘White's dwarves dipped in cups of blue Easter gg dye and lef out to
iy, For the record, let me say that with regard o smufs, 1 am an anti-
realist. As Yandell explains, “Anti-realism about smurfs is the view that
insofar as there are smurfs, they are dependent on our experience,
thought and language. Anti-realism about persons and physical objects is
the view that, insofar as there are persons and physical objects, they are
dependent on our experience, thought and language.

lism Versus Antirealism

16D A Caron, e Gagging of G Grand Rapds: Zondervan, 1999 135

17,1, ichard idlcon and an,. Vab,Facing he Posmode Sclps n Chric
an Apoogetic e Pstmdern Workd, 3. iy R Phillps and Denns L. Okl
Donners Grove, . Touervarsy Pres, 1599), 131

15 Kekh Yandell, Modernis, Pos Modernisn, e Mt Canons of Common
Grace; Chrstian Scholars v 27 ll 19973 152 th quese is.on e 16,1 have
taken the ey of comctiog ypogrphical xorswilhoot ot then-
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At was bormin 384 s e yas aferhedeah of St
ind thee years aftr the founding of Plato's Academy. Arisolle's e
began in the Greek colony of Stagia. His father was court physician (o
the king of Maccdonia, who was the grandfther of the young man who.
would become known as the Alexander the Great. When Arisolle
reached the age of seventeen, he moved to Athens and began sudies at
Plao's Academy. 1t was not unusual for the children of weallhy Greeks
living in oullying colonies (0 retur 1o Athens for their education. After
Plato's death in 347 .., his will asigned the leadership of the Academy
1o his nephew, Speucippus. Arstotl decided this was  good time 10
leave Athens. e travled to Asia Minor, where he marrid.

In 342 .. Aistole received a callfrom Phlp I, he king of Mace-
donia o tror Phill' thirten-year-old son, Alexander The relationship
between the philosopher and the fute conqueror lsted but three years
Philip was assasinated, and following a period of palice intrigue, Alexan-
der succeeded his father a king of Macedonia

Avistote reurned 0 Athens in 334 1. and founded his own school
the Lyceu, which functioned only during the last twelve years of his
Jife. Arstotle's sudents were ofien called the perpateic, due o doubx
10 i shoolsbeing located near  long covered walk clled i Greek the
peripatos Gierlly, the place to walk aboub. Much of the teaching
occurmed as the members of the school stolled in the pleasant sur-
roundings and engaged in philosophica discussion.

Alexander the Greatdied n 323 .. Embitered b the sufferings they
endured during Alexander’ reign, many Athenians Sought revenge
against persons close o Alexander. Arsotle e Athens for th lat e,
jusiying his suden deparure by saying that he wanted to spare Al
nians the embarrassment o sinning twice against philosophy, namely, by
Killng two great philosophers, Socraes and himsel.

After Arstle’s death, his ibrary, including manuscripts of his own
wrtings, passed 10 his successor, Theophrastus, When Theophrasus did,
she library was hidden i a cave somewhere in present-day Turkey. The
Jocation ofthe burid librry seems to have ben forgotien, and about a
hundred years laer the library was finally recovered. During that e,
the manuscripts suffered much damage. Incompetent handling did sl
more damage. Eventually Andronicus of Rhodes, working in Rom
undertook the task of puin the manuserips insome ind of order They
were finally published in 70 ..

Much that Aristotle wrote has bee lost,including most of his dia-
logues, popular writings that may hav ivaled the dialogues of Plto
Wha surives besides small fragmens of the dialogues are Aristolle’s
technical works that reflect what he taught in the Lyceum. They are
thought o be based on the nots of both Arstole and his students. They

As

otle’s Life
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

interpreted Phato's Forms as eternal ides in the mind of God. Plotinus
picks up this suggestion and carries it further than did his predecessors.

The Level of Soul

Justas the One gives rise to the level of Mind, Mind in turn gives rise (0
the level of Soul. The Greek and Latin words for soul are psuche and
anima. Plotinus’s separation of mind and soul is reminiscent o the sim-
ilar distinetion in Aristotl’s system. While Plotinus thinks of Soul here in
Aristotl’s sense of lfe, Soul i linked essentiall to Mind.

Bodies and (Primary) Matter

Far below the levels of God (the One), Mind (Nous), and Soul exis the
large number of bodies or physical entitcs in the universe. And below
them lurks the primary matter that we encountered in Aristolle’s system.
In & way that is difficult o understand, the level of Body flows from the
level of Soul.

The Place of Human Beings
Explaining where and how human beings it into all this takes some time.
For now, let us be content with the satement that humans partcipate on
the levels of Mind, Soul, and Body. While that satement may have a famil-
Ja ing 10 many readers and may seem simple, be forewarned that explain-
ing the previous satement will prove to be an extremely complex task

Summary

With these fundamentallevels of being before us, we are ready for what
some call Plotinus's downward path of being, Realiy is composed of var-
ious orders or levels that descend from the One, Plotinus’s name for God.
‘The One produces by emanation (a term we will explain later) first. the
level of Mind or Inteligence, which in turn produces the level of Soul,
which gives rise (0 the particular bodies that have existed n the universe.
According (0 the downward path of becoming, all of rality is a progres-
sive emanation or movement away from the One.

‘The Upward Path of Salvation
According (© the upward path of salvation, the human attainment of
Knowledge, virtu, and salvation requires that we find the way t© gain
deliverance from the domination of the body and achieve unity with the
One. As long as humans are concerned with their bodies and sensation,

Philo, sce Ranald H. Nash, The Gaspel and the Greeks (Richardson, Tex.. Probe Books,
1992 chaps. 2. 5, 6 Addiioal iformaion ot Pl <an b found i Konald 1. Nash,
The ianing of story (il Broadiman and Holnan, 1598)
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ity. These are not of course clearly separable. They blend into each other
‘and intermix in  most disconcerting way.”

‘The complexiy of Plotinus's worldview is so daunting that 1 have
decided to work through his system two times. The first approach wil
be a brief overview. The second will sart atthe beginning with Plotinus's
‘God and provide enough detils o make his system understandable, even
if several readings of my account are necessary.

The Downward Path of Being_

A Brief

Overview of

Plotinus’s
System

lotinus pictures reality as a series of layers, cach derived from the lay-

ers above it One way 1o picture Plotinus's universe i to think of 3
‘mulitered fountain. Water flows out a the top of the fountain and fils
the highest basin to overflowing. As water overflows the (0p of the high-
st basin, it drops into:a second basin. When the second level il up, the
water overflows (0 sl a third level, and 5o on.

Plotinus explains the world n terms of a downward movement from
his supreme principle, the One (Plotinus's God). Everything that exists is
tied in some way 1o Plotinus's ultimate principle, the One. But there is
also an upward climb as the soul ries 10 free itself from the domination
of the body and find its way back to it natural domain, the realm of God
ind eternal truth.

The Highest Level of Plotinus's Hierachy: God or the One
AU the apex of Plotinus's universe is a supreme, transcenden, and
unknowable God whom he calls the One or the Good. This God is so far
above and diferent from anything we humans can know that human fan-
‘uage is incapable of expressing any literal truth about it. The perfection
of the One overflows and brings about the lower levels of being. As Plor
inus says, "No beings would existif The One remained shut up in felf. ™

The Level of Mind or Intelligence (Nous)
The i levelthat cmarstes or flows out fom the One is Mind or el
ligence. The Greek word used by Plotinus s Nots, One way t0 under-
stand Nous is o think o i as the resul of God's thinking. Scveral
philosophers betwen Plato and Plotinus” had gonc beyond Pla

“ b

& Plotinus Evnead 456 in The Bsetal Pt . nd . Eimer O, ).
e York: Nentor, 196, 68 Uness xhenwie it tranltions of o e from
{his ok, whic i the ot accesibie and et expensive collction o Plainan (e
‘Ao s incomplee, he bock conans any of o imporin pasaes

5. Example inlude virousiinkes el s Mile i s wll s h Jese
i thinker Phio (e bt .. 50 For more nfrmation about Middie Pltonsn
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their souls will emain enchained and entombed, like the prisoners in
Plato’s cave. The greatly simplified diagram that ollows pictures the basic
information contained in our first journey through Plotinus's system.

&

Dowmward path Upard Path

The One

Figure 51

Additional

Detail About

Plotinus’s
System

lotinus's view of God is extremely difficult o grasp. What did Plot

s mean by referring (0 God as the One? It seems clear he meant to
Suggest that God is pure, undifferentiated unity, that i, contains no parts.
Plotinus also taught that the One is “above being," that i, it les beyond
all ofthe levels of being noted in the previous section. This means at lea
o things: the One is transcendent, that is, wholly separate from and
above everything else that exists,including even Plato’s Forms; and since
the One is above being, it cannot possess any qualities or properti
‘which amounts (0 saying that the One is unknowable.

As soon as we attribute any property or charactrisic 0 the One, we.
effectively deny its unity. If we say “the One is we introduce
dualism into the One via the distinction between subject and predicate.
And as soon as dulism is introduced into the nature of the One, it is no
longer one. Examples of words that some (not Plotinus) would s to fil
in the blank are “good,” “allknowing,” “love,” and "perfect.” According
10 Plotinus, we must not atrbute even existence (o the One.

“To say that God is One entails that God s transcendent and simple.
(without parts) and contains no potentialiies or the limitations of body
God anscends al distinctions. God cannot even think in a way that
implies a distincion between thoughts. The One possesses immedite.
selfawareness.

10 5w B 542
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Now let us suppose that a friend introduces Mr_Jones (0 Ansel's
thinking about God and that Mr. Jones i iterested in exploring Ansclm's
theory in more detai. One day, Jones asks himself i his finite god s that
being than which a greater cannot be conceive. Surely, it seems, Mr.
Jones can conceive of a being greater than his finite god, namely, a God
‘who has perfect knowledge about the future along with the kind of power
usually in view when traditional Chrstians think about omnipotence.

‘Anselm believes that if anyone thinks about a being who is no the
greatest conceivable being, the way Mr. Jones does, he or she is not think-
ing about God! Mr. Jones'sfinite god isn't God. In other words, Anselm's
definition sets p a standard that any proposed candidate for God must
satsfy in order t0 qualify. If the being someane conceptualizes as God is
urpassable in greatness by some other candidate for God, the first can-
didate s disqualifed.
uppose then that Mr_ Jones upgrades his concept of God 10 include.
the following attibutes: omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, ove,
holiness, and any other propertes present in Christan thinking about
God. M. Jones believes he is thinking about a Being than which 4 greater
being cannot be conceved. Let us also suppose that Mr. Jones holds back
in just one respe. He believes that this being he conceives of and that
e calls God exists only as an dea in his mind.

Miss Smith comes along and advises him poliely that he sil doesn't
have it right, While her concept of God includes ll of the same essential
propertis that Jones atributes t0 God, she and Jones difer in one major
respect. Jones believes that the God he is thinking about exists in some
possible worlds but happens not o exist in the real world. In the real
world, Jones's God exists only s an idea in Jones's mind. Miss Smith,
however, points out that Jones's God cannot be that Being than which 4
areater being cannot be conceived. And this is so because, as Miss Smith
points out, the God she is conceiving docs not Justexist in some possi-
ble worlds other than the real world. The God she is thinking about is a
logically necessary being who necessariy exists in every possible world,
including the real world.

Consider the choice between two candidates for God who are alike
in every respect but one. While Jones's God exists only in some possible
worlds but does not exist in the real world, Miss Smith's candidate exists
in every possible world, which means that he also and necessarly exists
in the real world, Which of these two candidates is the only one that sat-
isfles Anselm's defniton of God, namely,that Being than which a greater
cannot be conceived? The answer s obvious. But notice what we've
who satisfies the standard of being God
exiss necessarly, he therefore exiss in every possible world. But if God
exiss in every possible world, it follows that he also exiss in the real

21
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X CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

soon disappears from Plato's wrtings, but t served ts purpose s a ikely
story of how humans atain a knowledge of the Forms.

Plato’s Dualism, Human Evil, and the New Testament

Between 1920 and 1940, a number of American thinkers argued that such
New Testament writers as S Paul were influenced by elements of PLto's
phillsophy, notably his mind-body dualism and the evil of the body. Such
writers typically focused on Paul's use of the word /leshin contexts asso-
ciating it with evil. What could be more natwral for any writer who
‘approaches Pauls writngs alrcady convinced that Paulis 2 Platonistthan
o conclude that his view of the flesh s  reflection of the Platonic belief
that matter and the body are evil® To be sure, Paul repeatedly describes
 moral conflict within humans. Dualists afer Plato saw the moral strug-
ale in terms of a conflict between body and spiit. Paul identfes the
‘antagonists as flesh and spiri. But Paul's use of the word flesh s nota ref-
erence to a material body. I isinstead his way of referring t0 our sinful
human nature.

Paul’s condemnation of fesh as evil has no reference 1o the human
body. It does not efer to the physical stlf of body but rather to a psy-
hological and spirital defect thatleads every human being to place self
o the creature ahead of the Creator. The New International Version of the
Bible makes this clear by translating the Greek word sarx (flesh) by the.
‘phrase “snful nature. For instance, Romans 7:5, a verse often used 45 a
proof textfor the claim that Paul believed mattr s evil, reads: “For when
e were contrlled by the sinfol nature, the sinful passions aroused by
the law were at work in our bodies, 50 that we bore fruit for death.” Once:
itis clear that Paul did not use “flesh” a a reference for the human body,
its clear that he was not a Platonic dualis.

Paul never taught that his body was evl or the source of his sin or
that the body is a prison house of the soul. Humans commit acts of sin
because they are born with a sinful nature. Pauls use of “flesh” i this
way has no paraliel in pagan usage. Pauls teaching was undoubtedly
derived from the Old Testament, though he develops the term beyond
its Old Testamen usage.

“The claim that Paul believed that matter is evi is also refuted by his
belief that the ultimate destiny of redcemed human beings is an endless
life i resurrected body, not the disembodied existence of an immortal
soul as held by Plto, Paul's doctrine of the resurrection of the body (see:
1 Corinthians 15:12-58) s learly incompatible with a belief in the inher-

23, This stong satement becomes more arbuiable (0 Pltonist nlaer centuries than
10 Pl il e Ronald H. Nash, The Gesp and e oo QRchadon,Tex. Proe
Books, 192, chap 3
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Possible
Worlds and
Anselm’s
Ontological
Argument

PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

e ofthe most important and orginal thinkers in the history of Chris-
anity was the twelfth-century archbishop of Canterbury, Anselm
(1033-1109). Anseimis best known for developing 2 famous argument for
God's existence known as the ontological argumen. Philosophy profes-
sors who find Anselm's argument as fascinating as [ do can easily fill sev-
eral class meetings looking at the various interpretations of Anselm’s
argument and the number of failed attemts to refute it. Philosophers
who believe the argument i faulty can spend lots of class time present-
ing alleged refutations of Anselny's reasoning. Because I do not have the
space 1o go into that much detail, T will limit my remarks to an interpre-
tation of Ansel’s argument that builds upon the expertise concerning
possible worlds that s now shared by every reader of this book

“The key to Anselnys argument i his definiton of God. According (o
Anselm, God is that Being than which a greater being cannot be con-
ceived. Part of Ansel's point s that if more people had a clearer under-
standing of the nature of God, they would have fewer reservations about
his existence. Anyone who seriously doubts the existence of God, Anseim
believed, suffers from an inadequate grasp of God!'s nature.

What does it mean (0 say that Go i that Being than which a greater
‘cannot be conceived? Anselm is not endorsing a relatvisic view of God,
such that M. Jones could identify God with the greatest being he's capa-
ble of conceiving and Miss Smith can end up with a different concept of
God. Nor is Anselm suggesting that any human being can atain a com-
plete and perfect concept of this greatest conceivable being. His def
tion functions as a kind of boundary or standard that any adequate
concept of God must approach.

Imagine that M. Jones has & concept of God such that his God lacks
such properties as omnipotence with respect (© power and omniscience
with respect o knowledge. One of the ways in which Jones's God is lac
ing in power is the fact that his God did not and could not create the.
world. In Mr. Jones’s thinking, God and the world are co-etemnal. For
Jones, God's knowledge is also severely limited, because among other
things, he cannot know the future. In the terms of contemporary theol-
oy, M. Jones might well be a follower of process theology. His God
lacks perfect knowledge about many future events and also lacks the.
power, letus say, (0 create the world, to control history, and 1o bring
about his willin history. I short, M. Jones's God is limited and finte. Let
us assume that Mr Jones, who picked up his artachment (0 process the-
ology from a college or seminary course, is content with his finite god.
Among other things, i gives him some explanation for the existence of
evil: evil exists because Jones's finte God cannot do anything about it

7. For more detail abonst process theology, sce Ronald H. Nash, The Concept o God
(Grund Rapid: Zondervan, 1969,
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PREFACE

ook my first philosophy course during my senior year in college. When

1 left the classroom after those first sixty minutes, 1 said, “Wow! Where
has this stff been all my lfe? T decided 1o stay for another year to com-
plete a philosophy major before beginning graduate studies at Brown
University. I taught my first philosophy class in 1957, and I've been teach-
ing the subject ever since: forty-one years and stll kicking. I estimate 1
have taught more than fifteen thousand students at the bachelor’s, mas-
ter's, and doctor’ levels.

During many of those forty-one years, I had difficulty finding a sats-
factory textbook for my Introduction to Philosophy courses. All o the books
I examined and many that | used seemed 1o have been written not for stu-
dents but for a relatively small group of philosophers. Now that ifs inished,
this book is the kind of text 1 wish Id had when I began teaching.

‘This book represents a synthesis of three distinct approaches: a sec-
tion that deals with important philosophical problems and issues; another
section dealing with six major systems in the history of philosophy; and
4 section that relates approaches in the first two sections 10 worldview
thinking. This book differs from other beginning texts n the emphasis it
gives (0 the notion of a worldview.

1 have written this book with several Kinds of readers in view: the.
college and seminary students who will be using the book 25 a text; their
professors, who will use it as @ eaching tool; and readers outside of any
academic community who wan to know more about philosophy and its
relevance for their lives and their own worldvierw. 1 had atleast five objec-
tives in writing this book:

—To show that many of ife’s problems can be illuminated by phi-
losophy. In faimess, | must also adit that some philosophers pro-
duce more darkness than light on the subjects they discuss

—To help students think more clearly about the problems and
philosophers discussed in this book.

—To introduce readers to several important philosophical tools,

luding logic and ways of developing an argument

—To introduce readers o examples of conceptual analysis. Many
centuries ago, Socrates noted how often human arguments con-
tain an implicit appeal to some concept or term that few people
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INTRODUCTION

ical thinking i never as pure or autonomous as many would like 1 think.
‘While this line of thinking raises questions that cannot be explored fur-
ther in this book, it does seem that some people who appear 1o reject
Christanity on what they regard as rational theoretcal grounds are act-
ing under the influence of nonrational fators,that is, more ulimate com-
mitments of their heart. People should be encouraged to dig below the
surface and uncover the basic philosophical and religious presupposi-
tions that appear 1o control ther thinking

The Contemporary Philosophical Assault on Conceptual
Systems

2

idway through the twentieth century, large numbers of younger

philosophers in the English-speaking world became hostile toward
philosophicalsystem building. To people familiar with the hisory of phi-
losophy, this repudiation of conceptual systems as the most important
task of philosophers made some sense. Even the more famous and dis-
tinguished systems of philosophy, such as those of Plato and Arisotle,
contained problems for which no solutions seemed possible. Things
worsened in the nineteenth century, when philosophers like Hegel built
concepuual systems that seemed less like attempts (o understand reality
than effors o squeeze the world into astifical and arbitrary pigeonholes.
Consequently, many Biitish and American philosophers turned away from
system building and focused their efforts on achieving a better under-
standing of small, isolated issues, problems, and puzzles.

Corliss Lamon, one of the more famous American humanists in my life-
time, admited that “there has been some jusifable reaction against philo-
sophic ‘systems'™ and then noted how “contemporary philosophers have
tended 1o confine themselves to certin circumscribed problems and arcas
rather than suking out boldly toward a comprehensive workd-view or
Wellanschatung” Nonetheless he counseled, analyti or linguistic philoso-
phers ke this “cannot really escape from the responsiily of endeavoring
1 provide a systematc answer concerning the main issues in philosophy,
however unfnished and tentative thei conclusions may be. Over-specil-
ization within the field of philosophy is a convenient way of avoiding major
controvernial questions.”t On this issue, at east, Lamont s correct,

During my master's and doctor's studies in philosophy, 1 100k many
‘courses from such analytic philosophers. I remember spending one semes-
ter examining a single sentence from the writings of David Hume. I spent
another semester exploring the two-word expression I can. I look back

11 Corls Lo, The Picscphy of imaism, b . (ew York:Frederick Ungae,
196
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we have ever experienced. Matte i unknowable, because it has 10 iden-
tifying features or propertcs. It has no color or shape or size or texture,
Consider a rock, for example. In your imagination, begin taking away
every property of the rock. Remove its hardness, color, shape, and every
other distinguishing feature. What would you have Iefi2 Some people
‘would answer that nothing would remain. But for Plto, what would stl
exist would be the unknowable, unperceivable stff of which the physi-
cal world is made.

(@) We have already encountered Plato’s Forms. They function in the
Timacus much as the recipe does in my allegory of the kitchen. They.
provide the models or patterns tha the creator will use a s blueprint for
the things it wil make.

3) If there s 10 be a creation, it must be created somewhere and at
some time. Plato was ike many philosophers and scientiss who believe
the world exists inside of something, That something is a very large box
that includes both space and time. While the world of the Forms is inde-
pendent of space and time, while the Forms are nonspatal and nontem-
poral, every physical object exiss in a space-time continuum, Plto taught.

(@ Finally, we come to the analogue for the baker, the being respon-
sible for making or creating the cake. Plato describes the creation of the
world as the work of a divine Crafsman, or Demiurge, who fashions the
world out of a preexisting matter afier the patierns it finds i the world
of the Forms. It should be obvious that this Crafisman bears no resem-
blance to the God of Judaism and Chistianty. The Judeo-Christan God
s personal and almighty. Even if Plato’s Demiunge were divine in some
sense, it is finite; s power i limited by the conditions within which it
operates. It can do only so much with the mattr that it must work with,
In chapter 6 we will discover some modifications that Augustine attaches
o this alegory of the kitchen.

hat was Plato’s view of God? Any atiempt (0 answer this question

s complicated by the fact that Plato's philosophy contains at least
o candicatesfor defty. Phato never disavowed the gods ofthe Olympian
religion, though this may have been due 1o concern about publc opin-
ion? Even so, his atitude toward the Olympian gods was noncommit-
tal, and it seems likely that he did not believe in them. What complicates
our understanding of Plato's God is not the case of the Olympian deties;
it the presence of t east two other candidates for divinity that appear
prominenly in his writings. One of them is the Crafisman or Demiurge
of the Timaeus. The other i the Form of the Good that plays such a cen-

27, One of the affical charges for which Socrates wa ied and executed was impiety
oand the Olympian ods.
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS I PHILOSOPHY

world. Therefore God exiss in the real world. Any candidate for God that
does not exist necessarly cannot be God. It is impossible then for Jones's
God 10 be the greatest conceivable being,

“The debate over this argument has gone on for centuries. In @ briel
‘appendix o this chaper, 1 will offer @ brief answwer 10 one kind of obiec-
tion. T place that material i the appendix so as not o inermupt the orga-
nization of this chaper.

any contemporary religious thinkers believe there is another prof-

table line of thinking made possible by Anselny's definition of God.
“This second line of thinking explores ways in which Anselm’s under-
standing of God s the most perfect being opens up possiilies for think-
ing about God's nature. While the Bible has much 1o say about God's
nature, many have been skeptical about how successfl people can be in
reaching conclusions about God's nature via reasoning that i indepen-
dent of special revelation. However, Ansel's approach seems promising.

Imagine a candidate for God that lacks such specific artibutes of God
as omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, love, holiness, usiice, or
any other property of God known through special revelation. Could any
being lacking any one of these propertes posibly qualify as that Being
than which a greater cannot be coneived? If we have two candidates for
the e of God, and one is morally perfect while the other is acking in
holiness, can the second candidate qualify as that being than which
areater cannot be conceived? Ask the same question with respect 10 love,
perfect knowledge, and justice.

“Think now of someone with il or 1o prior contact with special
revelation. Is it possible that such a person, armed with Anselm’s
approach to God's nature, could arrive a a fairly complete listing of the
propertcs of the biblical God? Explore this with respect 10 the contrast
between a personal God and a pantheistic deity. Which of these two is
more perfect, greater than the other? I'm not sure how far 1 wish (0 push
this. It does strke me a3 an interesting way to think about God's nature,

rany have thought that if God! has perfect knowledge of the future,

such knowledge would pose  serious threat 1o human freedom.
Afer all,they say, if God knows that M. Brown is going (o choose 4 ham-
burger for his lunch, can Brown really be free 10 choose something else?
I Brown did have that power, it would seem that he could tum God's
foreknowledge into ignorance.

During the sixtcenth century, a Jesuit theologian named Louis de
Molina advanced an ingenious but dubious atempt (o reconcile God's
perfect knowledge of the future and human frecdom. Molina began by
acceping three claims. (1) Propositions abou future human actions have
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ent wickedness of matter. Atempis to atribute an evil matter—good spirit
dualism to Paul also stumble over the fact that Paul believed in the exis-
tence of evil spiris (Ephesians 6:12), a beliefthat obviously implies that
notall spritis good. The addiional fact that God pronounced his creation
00d (Genesis 1:31) also demonsirates how far Platonic dualism is from
the teaching of the Old and New Testaments.

" the Timaeus, one of his most influential witings  Plato presents
myth about the creation of the world. He has Socrates ask if the world
s etemnal or f it had a beginning. Socrates concludes that the world was
created But how, then, did the world come to be, and who or what
created it Socrates explains that “the maker and father of the universe”
s difficult o know and even more difficult to explain to others * Plato
goes on to describe the creation of the world as the work of a divine
Craftsman, or Demiurge, who fashions the world out of a preexisting mat-
ter after the patterns he finds in the world of the Forms.
Many interpreters of Plto's thought have used the following example
0 explain his complex teaching, In order to set up a parallel with Plato’s
allegory of the cave, I callthis approach the allegory of the kichen.
‘According o0 Plato, the origin of the physical world depends upon
four factors that we can compare to necessary conditions n the making
of a cake. I we are going to bake a cake, we first need ingredients such
as flour and sugar. Second, we need a recipe that tells how much of each
ingredient to use. Third, we need an oven in which the cake will bake.
‘And finall, we need a baker, the person who will use al of these com-
‘ponents n the right way to produce the Anished product. The following
diagram will ilustrae how the four clements of what I call the allegory
of the kitchen elate t0 Plato’s teaching in the Timaeus.

Plato's Conditions for Creation  The Allegory of the Kitchen

W Mater 1) The Ingredients
@) The Forms @ The Recipe:

(3) The Space-Time Receptacle (3 The Oven

@) The Craftsman or Demivrge (9 The Baker

(1) What Plato calls matter is difficult o explain. It s a kind of basic
Sl from which the world will be made. But matter s unlike anything

21 D machof he Nl Age, Pt Timaeswas ane of e fe loni v
inis oo o schol

5. Pt T 3.

26k, 25T use here the arlation found in Frnci Mcdonah Corfor, Pt
Cmoly (New York. Ly of sl Ar, 1957, 2.

Plato's View of
Creation: The
Allegory of the

Kitchen
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the very nature of a senvant” “being
found in appearance as a man,” and becoming ‘obedient 1 death.”
Nowhere n this magnificent passage is there  suggestion tha Jesus Christ
gave up or could give up any divine atrbute.

n chapter 2, | summarized what many people regard as a powerful objec-

Lijon against naturalism. As a reminder, the naturalis claims that i any-
thing exists, it exists as part of the box that we call the natural order.
Naturalists don’ have any options here; the box must be the sum total of
realty. IF even one thing should tm ou 1o exist outside of the box that is
the natural order, then naturalism would have been disproven. The argu-
ment then noted that even the naruralist must assent 10 the existence of one.
thing existing beyond the limitsof the box, namely,the kaws of logic. With-
out access 10 such laws, the nawralist would be unable 10 prove that naty
ralism s tre or reasonble. But the laws of logical nference are different
from the usual components of the bos;the laws of logic are necessary and
must therefore transcend the boundaries of the box. Since therefore even
the naturalist must acknowledge the existence of one thing that exisis out-
side the o, naturalism tums out o be a self defeating theory.

Often when I explain this argument, [ look nto a sea of blank faces,
sure indication that most students have no idea what's going on. When |
‘s such students 1 tell me what they don' understand, it becomes clear
that they see no difference between the necessary laws of logic and the
nonnecessary laws of physics. Since the laws of physics don't transcend
the b, why should the laws of logic? And since they cannot sce the point
0 the argument, they find this refuttion of naturalism unpersuasive.

Let us now relte the doctrine of possible worlds to our argument
against naturalism. Students who feel as though the laws of nature Gfor
‘example, physics)are not transcendent are correct. Physical laws ike the
law of gravity are contingent laws;this means they exist in the real world
‘and may exist in lots of other posible worlds. But they do not exist in
every possible world. In other words, there are possible worlds in which
the law of universal gravitation does not obiain.

What makes the laws of rational inference different is the fact that
they are logically necessary, not contingent. This means that the laws of
logical nference exist in every possible worl. Just as some simple truth
of arithmeic cannot be confined within the box of the natural order, so
the law of noncontradiction and other laws of rational inference cannot
be confined within the bounds of the natural order. The laws of logic and
arithmetic exist inside the box since humans who also exist inside the
box can think sbout them,. But they must aso extend outside of the bo.
And it s this feature of the laws of logical inference that the naturalist is
helpless to explain, on his naturalisic principles.

Naturalism
Revisited

219
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ment teaches that the human body is both good and importnt to our
humanness. For Plato, immortaliy s the soul' continuing existence apart
from the body, while in the New Testament, survival after death is an
existence in 4 resurrected body. The hope of the Chrisian believer,
‘according 10 the New Testament,is not the disembodied existence of &
Platonic soul but the resurrection ofthe body at the end of the world (see:
1 Corinthians 15). The New Testament doctrine of bodily resurrection
shows an intellectual environment totally different from that of Platon-
ism. The body, according 1o the New Testament, is neither evil nor irel-
evant; itis not 4 useless appendage to an essentilly soulish person. The
‘New Testament teaches 3 much more unifed view of humans,

Plato’s Dualism and Human Knowledge of the Forms.
‘One of the more difficult problems Plto creates for himself is explaining
how humans come to know the world of the Forms. In the Meno and the
Phaedo, Plato offers the following accoun, based on  theory of rein-
‘carnation he seems (o have learned from the Pythagoreans. The human
soul continues 10 exist during the time between the death of one body
‘and our bih into a new body. Consider the following diagram:

N s o S
BT DUTH wh b wwmi Dt

Plato suggests that the soul continues 10 exist between the end
(death) of life 100 and the birth that marks the beginning of lfe 101
‘While the body that used to identiy ife 100 is decaying in the grave, the.
Soul exists in the world of the Forms, where it beholds the Forms in all
of their glory. When the soul returns to earthly existence via a new body
(e 101), the soul forgets what it learned about the Forms during s dis-
embodied sute. But an implicit and unconscious knowledge of those.
Forms i present n the mind and ises o the level of consciousness when
stimulated by various bodily experiences. To use our earlier example,
every human possesses an unconscious and implict knowledge of truc.
Equality. When we sense two equal things, we achieve consciousness of
the innate idea of the Equal itself and are able o form the judgment that
the particular things we sce are equal,

Few scholars believe that Plato meant this sory literally. It i often
explained as a myth, that is, a likely story. Ofien in Plato's writings, his
inabilty to offer a suisfactory answer 10 4 diffcult question is followed
by a likely story that he does not insist be taken lierally. The theory of
reincarnation appears to be such a story. The doctrine of reincarnation

Fgure3 10
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

Surely step () does not follow from (3. Even if we agree that (3) is
rue, tht the soul existed in one or more carler lives, tha claim harcly
justifie th inference that human beings will never e in any fuure exis-
tence, which i the point i the chaim that humans possess immoraliy
Even if my soul has survived sexeral or even many bodily deaths in my
pas,tha does not prove that my soul il continue o live the next tme
1 dic. T such mattrs, past performance is no guarantee of e per-
formance. Therefore, Plato’ nference from step (3 o () fals.

Equally important is the fact that nothing Plato says provides logial
supportfo sep (), that s for his aserion of precxisence. Even if stcps
1) and 2) are true (and  believe they are), they do notground the nfer-
ences 0 steps (3) and (4), They do ok consiute a proof forthe preex-
istence of the soul. The reason for this i tha there is at leas one other
explanaton forthe laims made in (1) and (2) There is a far more plau-
sible account of why all knowing presupposes a prior knowledge of 4
Form (1) and why this Form cannot be known through sense experience
orin this e 2 and 3).

Even if we took Platos appeal o the preesisience of the soul sei-
ousy, the important consequence remains the same: This precxisint
Knowledge could not have been acquired through the senses since i is
a necessary coniion for anything thathuman beings can know.In chap-
e 6 of this book, we will rewn o this argument and examine the
remarkable use to which Augustine puts Platos theoriing. Nonetheless,
Plato's argument reveals the fundamental law of empiricim and the basic
‘srengih ofratonalism. 1 humans can atan even one tem of knowledge
apart from or prior o sense expericnce,then empiricsm is false and ratio-
nalism is tue. As Pato shows, there are abundant examples of such
Knowledge, all of them relaed fo universals.

ccording 0 Plato, the ultimate objective of the human soul is 1o know
Tl o u s f ol T
human body is a hindrance to the atainment of such truth. The physical
senses impede the advance of the soul toward truth. Death wil free the.
soul from this hindrance and make it possible for the philosopher (o
achieve what he has sought, knowledge of absolute truth. Even though
the philosopher should welcome death, he should not push open the.
door or hasen the process through suicide. The soul of the philosopher
is directed away from the things of the body toward the things of the
soul. For such a person, death can only mean the realization of what the
‘philosopher has sought for years.

“The Chrstan New Testament does notteach the kind of radical body-
soul dualism advanced by Plto. While Plato viewed the human body as
 useless,incidental, and bothersome home for the soul, the New Testa-
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“This is a serious difficulty. Developing an appropriate answer (0 this
challenge wil require hard thinking about complex issues. Thomas V.
Morris, a former philosophy professor at Notre Dame, has sought a solu-
tion that leaves the two-natures doctrine intact

It one thing for a doctrine about the eternal God to surpass human
understanding (Romans 11:33-35; Job 11:7-8; Isaah 558-9); it is another
for that belief to lack logical coherence. Because something is above rea-
son, it does no follow that i is against reason.

‘According to Moris, we can work our way out of the supposed log-
ical inconsistency of the two natures of Chrit if we first understand and
then properly apply three philosophical distincions, namely,

Aristotl’s disinction between essential and nonessentil properties;

the disinction betwveen essenial and common propertis; and
the distinction between being fully human and being merely human.

Essential and Nonessential Propertics

As we know, a property s a feature or a characteristc of something.
Everything has properties, and one way we refer o those propertics is by
using them as predicates applied 10 a given subject. As we also know,
properties come in two types, essential and nonessential. Consider a red
ball. The color of the object is nonessenial in the sense that if we.
changed the color to yellow or green, the object would sl be: ball. But
‘with a ball the property of roundness is an essential property. We can-
ot have a ballthat i not round.# If we change this feature of our object,
itis no longer a ball,

Putin its simplest terms, an essental property is one that cannot be.
changed o lost without the object in question ceasing to be the kind of
thing it is. Roundness is an essential property of being a ball. When an
obiject that once was a member of the clas of all balls oses its roundness,
it also loses its membership in that clss

A number of properties are esseniial to the being of God, including at
feast the following: necessary existence, omnipotence, omiscience, and
sinlessness. Any being lacking these and the other essential properties of
deity could not be God. Obviously, then, when Chiistians affirm that Jesus
is God, they are also afirming that Jesus Christ possesses eternally and

25, Mo arguent sppears i bt a ook, e agic of God ncarnate ihacs, .Y,
Comell Universy Prees, 198 and 3 more popula anice, U nderanding God Incir
e Asry Theolgicat fournal 4 (1968, 6577

21 Some people 3 this point wonderabout an Amrian ol 4 opposed 03 bl
s i socer matches). Whi we Americane il  foodal  al it s nok o, erhaps
‘e can cvade his essetallyielvantGbjction by aling an nflted clpsoid made of
lskin 3 ball becase 5 cos cnough 103 el bl 0 show us how aogis work

1y





index-224_1.jpg
POSSIBLE WORLDS

OPTIONAL WRITING EXERCISE

Imagine that  friend asks you to explain why learning the language
of possible worlds is worthwhile, Write 4 sbort essay answering his
request.

FOR FURTHER READING
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Orthodox Christians, Moris adds,insist on the claim that ‘esus was
fully human without being merely human.™ This means two things: Jesus
‘possesses all the properies that are essential o being a human being,
‘and Jesus possesses all the properties that are essential o deity. Morris
also suggests that the properties citcs of the Incarnation make $0 muuch
of and insist are essential o humanity (such as lacking omiscience) are.
being confused with common human propertics.

‘Once Chrstians understand these distinctions about properties, they
are equipped to counter challenges to the logical coberence of the doc-
trine of Christ’s two natures. The historic understanding of the Incarna-
tion expresses the beliefs that Jesus Christ is fully God—that is, he
possesses all the essential properties of God: Jesus Christ s also fully
human—that is, he possesses al the essential properties of 2 human
being, none of which tum out to be limiting propertis; and Jesus Chrst
was not merely human—that i, he did not possess any of the limiting
properties that are complements of the divine atributes. In the face of
these disinctions, the alleged contradiction in the Incamation disappears.

25
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

necessarily all the essential properties of God. That much is easy and
should be obvious.

Matters become more difficult when we try (o identfy the essental
propertes of a human being. Aristotle thought that rationality Ghinking
and reasoning) s an essential property of humans. Rationality seems to
be one property amang others that makes up the essence of a human
being, that sets humans apart from other creatures on our planet

“The mistaken ertic o the Incarnation assumes that such propertes as
lacking omnipotence, lacking omniscience, and lacking sinlessness are
also essential in some way (o humanness. But 10 proceed further with
‘our argument we must first introduce the disinction between essenial
propertcs and common propertics

Essential Properties and Common Properties

What Morris calls common properties are often mistaken for essential
propertics. This error s the basis for believing that the doctrine of the
Incarnation entails 2 contradiction. A common property is any property
that human beings typically possess withou also being essential. Morris
gives the example of having ten fingers. Because almost every human
as ten fingers, it is 2 common human property. But having ten fingers
is not essential t0 being a human being. A person can lose one or more:
fingers and sl be a human being. Therefore the common human prop-
ety of having ten fingers s not an essenial property.

Likewise, we could say that being bor on planet carth is a common
human property. But itis conceivable that a some time in the future, some
people will be born and live their enire lives on other planets. S0 once
again, a property that we have found common o all humans tums out
R0t 1© be essenal,

Now, we could say that all of us—cach human being apart from
Jesus—are characteized by propertes that are the counterpars of such
divine properties as omnipotence and omiscience. But on what basis
can we say that these limitations are essential 0 our humanness? These
limitations are possibly common human propertis, not essential ones.

Being Fully Human and Being Merely Human

Moris explins that “an individual i flly human lin any case wherel that
individual has all essential human properties, all the properties composing
basic human naure. An individual is merely bimanf he or she has all tose:
properties plus some additonal limiation properties as well properties such
as that of lacking omnipotence, that of lacking omniscience, and so on.”=

22 Mo, “Undersanding Gl Incarmate.” 6.
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OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT

Without using your book or notes, write an essay (0 4 friend who has

asked you to provide one example of the usefulness of studying Arsto-

tle’sphilosophy. Either select some aspect of Aristotle’s philosophy your-

Self or use his distinction between essential and nonessential properties
it elates o the human and divine natures of Jesus Chrst

FOR FURTHER READING

Aristotle, The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. W. D. Ross (New York: Ran-
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Conclusion

PART TO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

Molina, God knows, previous to any predetermining decree, how a free
will would act f placed i certain circumstances, and how in certain
other cases it would decide otherwise. Afer that God decides, according
1o His benevolent designs, o render this free wil ffecive by placing it
in those circumstances more or less favorable or unfavorable o i*

I other words, by means of his natural knouledge God knows
everything that can be; by means of his simple vision, God knows what
will be, that s, what will occur in the real world; and by means of his
midale bnouledge, God knows what would be if the world were diffr-
entn some way: By means of his middle knowkdge God knowsal pos-
sible words and what cach possible individual would do in them. God
then decrees certain antecedent conditions with full knowledge of how
the human agent wilat i tht siuaion. But God's decree does notvio-
lat the freedom of the agent. I the case of Judas, God knows that if
Judas i ofered thiny picces of silver, Judas wil of his own free will
choose (0 betray Jesus. God acuualizes the set of circumstances in which
his will s accomplished. But God's decree in no way intrferes with the
free choice of his creatues,

tis important 1o disinguish between a presentation of middle knowl-
edge as an account of God's Knowledge versus s use as an explanation
of how human free will s ino 2 universe in which God has perfect
Knowledge of the fuure and exercises sovercign control over all things,
It this second role for middle knowledge that appears most problem-
aic. Many believe ther is merit i recognizing tht God's knowledge
includes middlie knowlede. I God only knows what wil happen, instcad
of knowing what would happen under every conceivabie st o crcun-

s difficult o see how God could conirol the world.

Molina'ssuccessinoffring 2 way (0 undersiand a middle-knowledge
approach 1o God's approach to bringing about his willin human affirs
‘without infinging on human freedom seems much more problematc.
Neverthelss it makes an ineresting subject for  classdiscusson.

egan this chapter by summarizing several major points sressed by many

philosophers when they utlize the language of possible worlds. T is
important o remember that 1 avoid any verdict on the existence of possi-
ble worlds other than the actual world. My purpose has been to help the
reader understand the theory behind possible-world thinking and recognize
its value as a heuristic device or teaching 100l with respect (0 such impor-
tant concepts as necessity, possibily, essental and nonessential proper-
ties, the existence and nature of God, middle knowledge, and so on,

5 Regnad Gargou-Lgringe, God: His Etenceand His Nare 5 Lovi: . Herder,
1939, 282
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While it would be foolish 10 read 100 much into these apparent similri-
ties between Plato’s Good and the Judeo-Chiistian concept of God, the
resemblances are strking. It has led some wriers o suggest that Plato's
discussion of the Good may be the closest any human came this early in
history 10  theistic concept of God outside the influence of Judeo-
Chrstian revelation. Unfortunately, Plato was unable to appreciate what
he had produced. This is apparent in the fact that Plato failed t© build
upon his suggestions;later in ife he abandoned them. Further comments
about the relationship, f any, between the Crafisman and the Form of
the Good appear later in this chaprer.

e have already noted that Plato is an enemy of ethical elatvism,

the reason being his conviction that the world of the Forms
includes absolute and unchanging standards of such moral concepts as
‘goodness, fustice, and virtue.

Ethics and God
In one of his earlier writings caled the Eutbypbro, Plato touches briefly on
the reationship between moral goodness and God. Plato docs this by ask-
ing what has become a well known queston; s something good because
God commands it, or does God command it because it is good?™ The
o options can be pictred as follows

i B
God Goodness

Goodness God

In the dilogue Plato recommends (B): f God wills x (some act), it
must be because  is good prior 10 and independent of God's willing it
Plato’s reason for rejecting A (that x s good solely because God wills 10
is because it makes ethics arbitrary and capricious, If something is good
only because God wills it what would prevent God from willing some-
thing clse? Or suppose God were 10 will one kind of behavior on even
days of the month and the opposite kind of conduct on odd days? This.
would make possible days on which God commands murder, stealing,
‘and adultery, instead of forbidding them as he does in the Ten Com
mandments. If morality is grounded on nothing more than an arbitrary
‘command of God, it i possible that God could have commanded us 0

3. Even though the Futhypbro approaches the isse i tems o the gods,the discus-
ion s mare eevancefo contemporay eaders it we change the phral 10“God
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chapter that makes up the introduction 1 the book deals with

([ Fily e et pistamiyn
reader to the notion of a worldsiew and o its importance and place in
‘philosophy. Readers of this book already have a worldview, even though
‘many are unaware of this fact. Many people are also uninformed about
the content of their worldview, along with whatever strenghs and weak-
nesses it might have. Chapter 1 will get you stated on the task of iden-
tifying and evaluating your own worldview.
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truth value; for example, the proposition *A priest named Marin Luther
‘will star the Protesiant Reformation in October of 1517 has always been
true in the sense that I explained earlier (2) God knows alltrue propo-
sitions about the future; and (3) human beings are free in the sense that
they can either perform some particular act or not. But if God knows that
Miss Smith wil choose to attend her philosophy course on a given day
in the future, then she will attend that class. But since it s certain that the.
student will atiend class, how could she possibly do otherwise; and does
this not negate her freedom?

One of the easiest ways 10 sce how Molina defends human freedom
is 10 use the language of possible worlds. As we know, there is a very.
large number of possible worlds (complete sttes of affies), only one of
which is the actual or real worl. In order for one possible world 10 dif-
fe from another, at least one state of affairs must be different. Let us imag-
ine a possible world in which Judas Iscariot is offered thiry pieces of
silver 10 betray Jesus. We know at least two things about this possible
state of affairs: (1) we know that it i also part of the actual world; and
(@) we know that the hypothetical proposition “If Judas is offered thirty
pleces of slver, then he will betray Jesus” i truc

Now imagine a second passible world that s the same as the real
world with but one difference; in this second possible world, Judas is
offered only twenty pieces of silver. This possible stte of affars is
referred to by the following sentence: “If Judas had been offered twenty.
pleces of silver, he would have betrayed Jesus.” Is this second hypothet-
ical statement rue or false? We can only guess. One way (0 view this sec-
ond hypothetical siuation is 0 imagine two more possible worlds. In one.
of them Judas is offered twenty pieces of silver and betrays Jesus; in the.
other, Judas s offered the twenty pieces and refuses (0 betray Jesus.

1 doub that any human being could ever know which of these two
possible worlds would have been actal if Judas had been offered only
ety pieces of slver. But it i basic to Molina's theory that God knows
the content of every possible world. God knows what Judas would have.
done if he had becn offered twenty pieces of siler, or only one, or none.
God knows what Judas would have freely done in every possible world.

Molina called this sirange kind of knowledge middie knouledgo
because it supposely comes between (wo other kinds of knowledge that
God can have. The Roman Catholic philosopher Reginald Garrigou-
Lagrange explains:

“This knowledge i called middle by reason of i proper object, which is

the conditional future or the condionally free actofthe future. It s inter-

mediate becween the purely possible which i the object of God's knowl-
edge of simple intlligence, and the contingent future which is the object

of God's knowledge of vision. By this middie knowledge, according 0

m
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tral role in the allegory of the cave. Interpreters of Plato have puzzled
over the relationship between the Craftsman of the Timaeus and the
supreme Good of the Republic. No cffort to combine these o figures.
nto one being has succeeded. Does this mean that Plato leaves his read-
ers with two candidates for God?

Speaking for Plato, Socrates makes three points about the Form of
the Good»

(1) The Good is the ultimate end of human lfe. The highest goal of
which humans are capable is knowledge of the Good. Without knowl-
edge of the Good, the knowledge of everything clse would have o
value. In comparison with the Good, al else pales i significance.”

() The Good i the necessary condition of human knowledge. With-
out the Good, the world could not be inteligble and the human mind
could not be inteligent. Just as light from the sun s necessary 10 trn
potential color into actual color, 5o the light from the Good is necessary
in order to make knowledge of the other Forms possible.” If i were not
forthe Form of the Good, no human being could atain knowledge of any
of the other Forms or of anything else that exiis

(3) The Good i also the creative and susiaining cause of the inteli-
gible world, the world ouside the cave, the world of the Forms. Plato
Suggests that if the Form of the Good did not exist in some prior capac-
ity, nothing else would exist, including the rest ofthe Forms.*

While al of this s inerestng, it is impossible to say f Plao himself
thought of this highest Form, the Good, as his God. We do know that this
s how Xenocrates (396-315 1.¢.), one of his early followers, understood
the passage. Much later the ideniification of God with the Good would
become one of the more important innovations in Middie Platonism
(approximately 100 5. (0 A.p. 100). Whatever Plato meant,his linguage
sets out 2 curious parallel 10 several imporiant elemens of the Christian
concept of God.

Chistans regard God as the creative and sustaining cause of every-
thing else that exists. Unless God exists, nothing else would exist. Chris-
tans also recognize that God is the necessary condition of human
knowledge. Unless human beings possessed the image of God, they
would be mere animals, incapable of knowledge. And finally, Chrisians
view God as the supreme, absolute, and ultimate end of human lif.

28 See Pt Rl 05

) e id, 5050

50 The lnglage here i remskably similar o things Arstore says when lking about
comehing h call the cive el e will rcounter this i hring ur dcus
Som of Ao’ philcsophy.

31 Plato publc S0-50%.

321, 509
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Plotinus.

PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

For Plotinus, philosophy and religion are inseparable. Ploinus devel-
oped a system that contained both a speculative account of the world
and a religious doctrine of slvation. As Samuel Stumpf explains, Plotinus
“not only described the world, but also gave an account of ts source, of
man's place i it and of how fman overcomes his moral and spirtual dif-
ficultes in i. In‘short, Plotinus developed a doctrine about God as the
source of al things and s that to which man must return.™ Of course,
one ofthe first lessons in philosophy is o learn tha things are not always
what they seem. In Plotinus's case, it would be wise for traditional Chis-
tian believers not 10 conclude that Plotinus i an ally.

Plotinus believed his system was faithul 10 the most important work
of Plato and Aristotle, What might seem new in his system was only what
Plotinus viewed as carying Plato’s and Aristolle’s ideas 10 their logical
conclusions. As Plotinus advanced in age, his thinking on some issues
changed. There is no need to track these changes in detail. 1 will focus
instead on what are usually described as the central beliefs of Plotinus

lotinus was born in Upper Egypt in 205, learned the Greek language

‘and culture, and began to study philosophy in Alexandia, Egypt. He.
then traveled in Asia in the hope of encountering firsthand the ideas of
Persian and Indian thinkers. By 244 his travels brought him 10 Rome,
where he started a school of philosophy.

Plotinus didn't start 0 write unil nearly his fifieth birthday; even then
his witings were intended primariy for his smallcircle of followers. Afier
his death, possibly from leprosy, his student Porphyry organized Ploti-
fus's writings into six books coniaining nine treatises cach. For this rea-
son, (0 emphasize the number nine, they were named The Ennedds
Porphyry's organization created some problems because he arranged the
writings by subject, which often meant that individual documents were
broken apart and placed into different Enneads. Porphyry sometimes cut
‘and spliced material writen during different stages of Plotinus's lfe, ofien
without atention 1o contradictions and changes in his thinking. This is
another reason why Plotinus is so dificult 10 read.

“The six Enneads deal with ethics (Ennead 1), the philosophy of
nature and the materal universe (2 and 3), Soul (4), Mind or Inelligence
(5), and his First Principl, the One (6). Even philosophers appreciative
of Plotinus's work admit that there are many serious diffculies in his
writings, including a number of inconsisencies along with a far amount
of confusion. It s possible, Armstrong says, 1 find in Plotinus's writings
“several divergent and not completely reconcilable consiructions of e

5. Samucl Sump, Socrates to Sarre: A Histor of Philosopby, 4t ed. (New York
MeGra il 1958, 125
S Amtrons, Arcecure o the il e, |






index-223_1.jpg
26

PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IX PHILOSOPHY

depends upon the necessary being for its existence. This brings us o the
key difference between the notions of logical and factual necessity: (4) a
factually necessary being does not exist in all possible worlds. In the
sense of factual necessity, the proposition *God does not exist” s not og-
icall fals. A factually necessary being is, in @ sense, accidental

‘While the notion of God as a logicaly necessary being is once again
becoming respectable, neav doubts are being raised about the cogency of
the notion of a factally necessary being. By definition, a factually nec-
essary being does not exist in all possible worlds. Only a logically nec-
essary being could satify this condition. Once one recognizes that there
are possible worlds in which  facually necessary God does not exist it
makes sense 10 ask why God exists in the real world. But the point (©
talking about a necessary being is supposedly to defuse questions like
this. Advocates of factual necessty fall into a trap of their own making.
‘The question as to why God exists in any particular world cannot arise
in the case of a logically necessary God. He exists in workd A or world B
(and 50 om) because he exists in every possible world. But once a theist
acknowledges tha there are possible worlds in which God does not exist,
the question as o why God exiss in the real world gains force. Moreover,
what prevents this factually necesary being from existing by chance, that
is, without reason?.

T appears then that the notion of factual necessity appeals implicily
1 key features of the concept of logical necessity. Either a necessary
ing exists in every possible world or it does not. A logically necessary.
being does exist i every possible world. In this sense, i i ike the num-
ber two or the concept of a square. To question why a logically neces-
sary being exists i the real world makes no sense.
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‘emphasis upon the importance of virtue or excellence, believing that if
‘human beings possess a virous characer, their conduct will be moraly
accepable. A so-called virtue ethic has become popular in some con-
temporary circles.

Students of the New Testament cannot help but notice s emphasis
‘wpon character and virtue; it is important what kind of people we are
(see Galatians 5:22-23). But alk about virtue is not sufficien, since not
‘any trait of character will do. There are reasons why some human char-
acter is deemed a virtue rather than a vice. A properly vituous person will
behave in ways that obey God's commandments,

The Three Parts of the Human Soul

‘While there are two parts of a human being, body and soul, Plto thinks
there are three parts of the human soul. Plato provides an llusiration of
this last point. He asks us o imagine a charioteer driving a chariot pulled
by two winged horses, one white and the other black 5 The relevant pas-
sage here is Plato's Phaednts 254-256. As one commentator explains, the
black horse.

isll-bred and ignoble,incined to pursue brutish pleasures: this e sym:
bolizes the appetiive or concupiscen part of the soul. .. The fwhic]
horse is well-bred and noble, inclined o soar upward toward honor and
alory:this i the spired part .. of man's oul. Obviously, they represent
o appetites in man, the desie for sensual satisfaction and the aspira-
tion for success and fame. The driver of these 1o horses must know.
where he is going, love the bettr things, and assert is orderly control
over his unruly seeds: reason . s this highest part of man's soul.Phi-
losophy is designed 1o truin man's soul so that all three parts work
together for happiness.

Plato makes this threefold distinction because of the obvious con-
flcts humans sense within themselves. The rational part of the human
soul (the charioteer) seeks the truth and acquires knowledge. The ratio-
nal part of the soul s the seat of human immortalit; no animals possess
this faculy. The spiried and passionate parts of the soul are facultes of
its irrational side. The spirted part of the soul Gthe white horse) exern-
plifies anger, resentment, and the desire 10 excel; the passionate part of
the soul (the black horse) pursues the pleasures of food, sex, and the.
satsfaction of other bodily desires. I is easy (o understand why Plato.
thought it necessary to make a distinction between the spiri and pas-
sions. When people yield o tempiation, they can become angry with
themselves.

35 The colorsof the horses have o reference o racilor thnic consideraions
36 eron . Boutke, oy of s (Garden iy, N Image Book, 1970, 127






index-121_1.jpg
Chapter Five

Plotinus

IMPORTANT DATES IN PLOTINUS'S LIFE

205 Plotinus is bor in Upper Egypt
233 Plotinus begins study in Alexandri, Fgypt
244 Plotinus starts his own school of philosophy
in Rome.
253 Plotinus begins writing what became
The Enneads
270 Plotinus dies in Rome

thout question, Plotinus was the third most important philosopher

of the ancient world, surpassed only by Plato and Aristote.!
According to classical scholar A. H. Armstrong, Plotinus i ‘the most vital
connecting link in the history of European philosophy. ... [He is] the
‘philosopher in whom the Hellenic radiion in full development and matu-
ity was brought into touch with the beginnings of Chiistan philosophy.”
‘An overview of Plotinus's system is an essentialstep in understanding the
‘worldviews of Augustine and Aquinas. But Amisirong also warns that no
Greek philosopher is more difficult to understand than Plotinus.* One
reason for thisis the complexity of his thought. Another is his mjestic use
of the Greek language, a fact that explains the difficulties ranslators have
had rendering his ideas in other lunguages. “There are passages in the
Enneads,” Armsirong writes, “which rank with the greatest philosophical
witing of any age and couniry and which in some ways g0 beyond the
range of Plato himself."¢

By the ancent work, 1 ncude he cenuricsbefore the bih o Augusine in 351

2 ' H. Ammsrong, The Arcbiecture ofte Il Ui he kg of Pl
s (Cambridge: Cambrdge Universy Press, 1940, 120

"'\ H. Ao, An nicicton o Ancint by (Boson, escon, 1967, 176

L Armstong, Archiecture o th el Unierc 1.

123
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e st el withsome s b rom my b s
‘ment of one interpretation of Anselm’s ontological argument. Neces-
sary existence is one fundamentl difference between God and his
creatures. Creatures exist contingently. That s, their existence might not
have been; their existence is dependent on something other than them-
selves. They do not exist i all possible workds. God's nonexistence, how-
ever, is impossible. God's existence does not depend upon anything else:
iuis entirely uncaused. A being who isless than a necessary being would
be uniit 1o bear the tile God.

God's necessary existence has been interpreted in two quite different
ways. Some have understood the notion in the sense of logical necessiy
others have attempred to delineate a sense of factual necessiy.

1 God's existence is understood as logically necessary,the proposi
tion *God exists” is logically rue. A logically necessary being is one that
exists in every possible world. If al thisis the case with respect 10 God,
then the proposition “God exists” i true i every possible world. Just as
it impossible for a trangle o have four sides,” 5o it is logically impos-
sibl for God ot 10 exist. It follows then that any denial of God's exis-
tence is as self-contradictory as satements like *Some triangles have four
sides.” However, i is important (o note in this connection that some
propositions can be self-contradictory without being self-cvidenly o
People can contradict themselves without realizing it Therefore, the
claim that “God does ot exist” is self-contradictory cannot be countered
by arguing that i does not look like a contradiction

In recent years, many religious thinkers have given up on the notion
of a logically necessary being. For reasons that never held water they.
decided the concept was ot ony indefensible but even damaging (o the-
ism. Consequently, in order (o reain a sense of necessity With respect
God, these thinkers explined God's existence as necessary in 4 nonlog-
ical sense: God's existence, they said, is a factual necessiy. "

A being who is necessary in the factual sense is one about whom
four claims can be made. (1) The being is cternal; that i, it had no begin-
ning, and it existence will never end. (2) The being is uncaused, which
is 10 say that it does not depend upon anything else for is existence. It
is, in 4 sense already explained, @ se. (3) Everything else that exists

5. Tha i, there i n possile workd n which a tange s fous sdes.

10, becaune | i o st of i conceiable, o ok follow Ut i o
cally sl 1 g for cxampe, nd € concevable that e square ook of 616
244 Wil i migh b concevable, & s out 0 bt logialy mpsile. Tere 20 pos-
Sblc word i which 241 s the sare 1o of 60616

1S N, T Coneapt o o, chap 9

12 Forexampi, s fohn ks “God s Necesry Being” Journalof Phiospby 57
(1960, 725-51

Appendix:
God, Logical

Necessity,

and Factual

Necessity
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perform actions that we recognize as immoral. Option A makes ethics
capricious and arbitary.

But the other option (B) s equally unsatisfactory. Ifthe only alterna-
tive to viewing ethics as capricious and arbitrary is believing that what
God wills must be subordinate 1o a standard of goodness that i above.
or superior o God, then an important feature of Jewish and Christian
belief must be abandoned, namely, the conviction that God is supreme.
and sovereign and that nothing is higher than God. Phto's two options
seem to have trapped us on the horns of a dilemma:* If we accept A,
ethics is rbitrary and capricious. IFwe choose B, Go i neither supreme.
nor sovereign.

“The two options presented in the Euthypbro are not exclusive. Both
of Plato's options (A and B) are inconsistent with important Christian
beliefs, namely, that God's moral commands are not capricious and that
nothing s higher than God and stands in judgment over God's actions.
Rather, in Christian theology, the Good or the morallaw functions on the
same fevel with God. (The precise sense in which this is e will become
clear in chapter 6 on Augustine’s worldviesv.) What God wills can never
conflict with swhat God is. There is nothing higher than God, but neither
s what God will arbitrary. What God will reflects and s consistent with
his own eternal nature, which is immutably and necessarly good.

A third alternative holds that the Good is what God will; this third
position goes on (0 add, however, that God's willing is never arbitary.
‘The Good is defined not merely by God's will but also by God's cternal
and unchanging nature.

“This third alternative views the Good as identical in some way with
God. The Goo i identical with God's nature (what God is) and with what
God will (which s always consistent with God's nature). If there is no
fundamental conflctbetsveen what Go is and what God does, and ifthe
‘Good is defined in terms of God's nature, it i impossibl for God's moral
‘commands to be arbitrry, since they have a ground; moreover, it s also
impossible for God's moral commands (0 be grounded on anything higher
than himself. God's moral law is not arbitrary; it does have a ground. God
does have a reason for his commands, but tha reason is not something
higher than God himself. Plato himself moved toward a position simikr (0
this when in his Republic he identified God with the Good.

Virtue Versus Commands

Plato’s xhic has nothing 1 do with commandments, such as we find in
Judaism and Chestanity. Plato ignores commands and places all of his

51 The phse “horm o he dlemma” efrs  he o optons st cofrot s n
e, T he cas before s ey e that God i higher than the oo or s he o
s Higher than G
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

Arstotl seems involved in 4 contradiction. We must do virtuous acts
in order o establish a virtuous disposition. But we cannot act in a virtu-
ous way unless our action flows from a fixed and constant dispositon.
How then can we ever make progress toward ataining the virtuous dis-
position we seek? His answer. We should perform acts that resemble vir-
tuous acts, that esemble what we would do f we had the disposition. In
this way we build up the right habis. If the dispositon I wish t0 acquire
s liberality,the way 0 acquire it is 10 ask how 1 would behave if 1 pos-
sessed the habit and continue (o behave that way.

Aristotle does qualify his doctrine of the Golden Mean in some cases.
Some actions are always wrong, One example he gives is adulery. In
such cases, there i no golden mean.

Pleasure and the Paradox of Hedonism

“The single-minded pursuit of pleasure is self defeating * Imagine a per-
son whose entire ccted toward the atainment of pleasure. He is
totally uninterested in books, sports, music, art, companionship; all the
person wants s pleasure. Will such a person ever experience much plea-
sure? Pleasure accompanies other activities, The more a person seeks
pleasure, the less pleasure he will experience. I is the person who for-
et pleasure and loses himself in other activities who suddenly finds him-
Self experiencing pleasure.

Pleasure is an ingredient of the good lfe it i a part of the good lfe,
but it doesn't make up the whole of the good life. One cannot bake a
cake without putting baking soda i it But few of us would enjoy eating
cake composed enirely of baking soda

Concluding Thoughts

Happiness is not money, success, or pleasure. Aristotle thinks happiness
is contemplation, an activiy in accordance with man'’s highest function
(R, Wk i mriricaly ol by edrimsically pracel And i
cient, Contemplation i the only activity tha satsfies all of these critera
s also a nice coincidence that contemplation, Aristole’s recommended
way of attining happiness, happens to be the one activity God engages
in. When humans contemplate,they engage in the same kind of activiy
as does God. True happiness consists in thinking about God. It is also
comforting to know that the person most likely 10 achieve happiness is
a philosopher like Aristotle. That coincidence may be more than some
people can tolerate.

15T ome this way ofphrasing Arsolle’s pint 0 Dr. o Feinber
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The Virtues

Arstotle’s ehicaltheory has nothing 10 say about morl aw, commandmens,
and their relationship o God. Aristotle focuses instead on human rits of
character, upon disposition 10 behave in certin ways, that he discusses
under the heading of vitue. As Lear explains, “The vitues are stble sttes
of the soul which enable a person o make the right decision about how 0
actin the circumstances and which motivate him 5010 act s these sable
sates ofthe soul that we think of a5 constituting  person's character”” Ars-
tode does not write about rles, which would tll viftuous peopie how o ive.

In book 2 of the Nchomachean Eibics, Aristotle distinguishes two.
Kinds of virtue: moral and intellecual They are virues or excellences of
different parts of the soul. There are two distinct ways in which a person
an be said t0 excel, with respect to moralty and with regard (© intel-
lectual matters. A part of usis concerned primarily with thinking and the
acquisition of knowledge. Another part of us is concerned with doing
wwhat our reason tels us to do, with choosing or willing. Moral and intel-
lectual vitues are acquired in different ways. Moral vintue is acquired by
habit, while intellecrual virtue is acquired by teaching,

“Truly virtuous persons in the moral sense have over time developed
cerain traits of character or dispositions. This i done by repeating cer-
tain kinds of behavior,thus establishing  habit. If we repeat certain kinds
of conductoften enough, it becomes easier 10 do them. Only when a per-
son's conduct flows from 4 fixed and constant disposition can we regard
that person as morally vinuous.

The Golden Mean
Moral virtue normally relates 10 behavior that is a mean between o,
extremes, This is sometimes called Arstole's doctrine of the Golden Mean.
Moralvitue i 4 mean between two extremes, both of which are vices, Con-
sider the mater of amusing other people. One extreme kind of behavior in
‘such cases is uffoonery. This kind of person goes much 100 far i an atempt
0 make himself popular. The other extreme, also a vice, is boorishness.
‘Somesvhere between boorishness and buffoonery is the proper mean, some-
thing Arstotle call witiness, namely, knowing when (0 be entertaining and
funny and when to be serious. Other examples of the Golden Mean include.

100 much justsight wolitle
rashness courage covardice
prodigaliy liberalty illiberality
Ratery friendship. moroseness
bashfulness modesty shamelessness

7. 161

Fgure 15
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Appendix

PART ONE. SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

Asistotle’s metaphysics (n the sense of the word introduced in chap-
ter L of this book) appears impressive at frst glance. The emphasis upon
‘potentality versus actuality can have important repercussions, as can his
distincion between essential and nonessential propertis (see the appen-
dix 1o this chapten. Aristotle’s theory of primary matter may be the.
Achilles' heel of his metaphysical system. The apparent inconsistencies
and points of vagueness in his theory of human nature are also weak-
nesses within his system.

In chapter 7 we'll examine the atempt of the medieval Christian
thinker Thomas Aquinas to climinate some of Aristotle’s difficultes and
10 move Aristorelianism closer to important Chirstian concerns.

Essential Properties and the Incarnation

ns

Aristotle’sdistnction between essential and nonessental propertes is one
of the more important elements of his philosophy. One way o demon-
strate its value is o see its use in solving what many people regard as
one of the more difficult problems in Chrisian theology, the frequently
alleged inconsistency between the human and divine natures of Jesus
Christ.

Christians believe that Jesus Chrstis fully God and fully man. Many.
‘people respond by saying that these two caims look like 2 contradiction.
Just as no object can be both round and square at the same time, they
think, 50 10 being can be both God and man without violating the law.
of noncontradiction. Such thinking is mistaken. Correct thinking about
Jesus Christ diminishes neither his full and complete humanity nor his
full and complete deity. Jesus Christ is God—let there be no mistake.
aboutthis. But he is also human. Any wavering on cither claim results in
2 defective understanding of Jesus Christ.

“The generalline of attack on the two natures of Chiist goes something.
like this: The Christian God has attributes such as omnipotence, omi-
sclence, incorporeality, and sinlessness. God also exists necessarily, which
means, among other things, that there can be neither beginning nor end
1o his existence. Morcover,these properties belong to God essentially or
necessarly, which is to say that if God were (0 lose any of these essen-
tial properties, he would cease 10 be God. A being cannot be God if he
lacks omnipotence, omniscience, and the like.

But when we reflect on the nature (essence) of humanness, we
encounter creatures without such properties. Human beings are not
‘omaipotent, omiscient, incorporeal,or sinless. Nor do we exist necessar-
ily. Our existence is contingent—that is, dependent on many things other.
than ourselves. Given these seemingly obvious incompatibilies between
‘God and man, how could any being possibly be both God and man?
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though Aristotle was an empiricist in the sense that he believed

owledge of universals arises by absiraction from observation of
panicular things, he nevertheless made an important contribution to atio-
nalism. He argued for a parallelism among thought, being, and lan-
guage. One of raionalism's basic convictions is the belief tha the world
s rational. This means that a basic conformity exists between the sinuc-
ture of human reason and the structure of the world. The human mind,
ratonalits insist, is not involve in 4 struggle 0 understand a nonrational
world. The laws that govern human thought arc a reflection of the neces-
sites that can be found in nature,

ristotle’s philosophical system is an impressive piece of work. But

e must not allow this imposing structure 1 blind us o its prob-
lems, some of them serious. Aristoles view of God fall far short of being
satisfactory. Not only is Aristoles God a kind of afterthough, a deus ex
‘machina sipped in 1o account for motion in the physical universe; i also
falls short of being either philosophicaly, moraly, or religiously satsfy-
ing. One cannot help thinking that if Aristode had forgotten t0 add God
o his worldview, nothing much would have been different. If one's
worldsiew beliefs about God are the most fundamental part of a world-
view, Aristoe’s system has lile or nothing 1 offer.

Aristotle’s ethical observations are commendable in many respects. AS
I noted earlier the notion of virtue (good character) appears prominently
in the exhical passages of the Bible. Not only is it important what we do
(commands), butalso it is important what kind of people we are (vitue).
But is Aristolle’s advice about how we atain virtuous disposiions ade-
quate? Can we atain virue by repeating the same kinds of behavior until
we realize that we possess the vituous habit? The New Testament chims
that at least nine important Chistian virues (ove, joy, peace, patience,
Kindness, goodness, aithfulness, gentlencss, and self-control are fruit of
the Holy Spirt. Many wise students of Scripture understand that to mean
that we can atain those virtuous disposiions only through the aid of the
Holy Spirt (see Galatians 5:22-23). Surely much more remains 10 be said
about becoming a virtuous person. The Christian answer (0 this question

included in the central Christian doctsine called sancification.

If 1 am coreet that Plato refued Aristotle’s kind of position in his
Phaedo, Aristotle didnt advance the cause of empiricism; his attemp o
‘explain our knowledge of niversals such as the Equal tself by abstract-
ing the common idea from many particular examples of equal things is
disappointing when compared with Plato’s critique of this positon in the
Phaedo,

19 See chapeer 5 for deals st how Arstode did i

Aristotle,
Human
Rationality,

and the World

Conclusion

.
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Propositions and States of Affairs as Eternal Entitics

Many philosophers believe that propositons and states of affars are eter-
nal and unchanging entities. Before you throw the book at someone, stop
and reflect for a moment about the systems of Plato and Augustine, who
believed in the existence of unchanging and eteral universals. Accord-
ing 1o Plato and Augustine, the properties of truth and goodness have
always existed and can never change. Did you find Platonism that difl
<ult 10 understand? Al that's required here is that you add a few more.
“things’ 10 the earlierlst of eternal enites, i this cas, propositons and
states of affars. If  is a proposition, then  has always existed; morc-
over, if pis true, then it has always been te.

“The claim that propositions, as distnct from sentences, are eternally
true o false entites scems contradicted by propositons that contain
erences to time and place. Consider the sentence “Nash is now typing.”
At the moment, the sentence i true. But it obviously ceases (0 b rue the
moment 1 1t my fingers from the keyboard and tun off the compuer.
Since the statement under consideration s sometimes true and usually
false, how can one seriously maintain that propositons are eternally ruc?
“The answer lis in the fact that the example, “Nash is now typing.” s 100,
poorly framed to serve as the real proposiion in question. The doctrine
that proposiions are eternally true requires any sentence that is in effect
open because of some reference to time or place to be closed. This can
be done by climinating tensed verbs and making explict any relevant
information that may only be implied in the original

Because my original sentence, “Nash is now typing,” contains a ref-
erence 1o time (the word now), it is an open statement. In order (o
approximate the proposition we need, t is necessary (o remove any ref-
erence to time or place in the verb and then close the sentence by mak-
ing explict a reference 1o the precise time and place. And so we get
‘something like “Nash is lienselessly] typing at 2:53 rat. on May 16, 1998,
in his home study in Longwood, Florida.” I this proposition is true on
May 16, 1998 (and i i), then the propositon is etemally rue, has always
been true. How can that be o, some might ask? Consider true proposi-
tions like “Two plus three equals five” and “The square of the hypotenuse:
of a rightangle triangle is equal (o the sum of the squares of the two
sides.” These two propositions have always been true, I contend. When
Lam asked how the last two propositons can be etemally true, all  need
do i point out that in the worldview I hold and defend in this book, all
rue propositions subsist in the mind of God. Hearken back (o Augus-
tine's conviction that all of Plato’s Forms are eternal ideas in the mind of
God. I that i a respectable claim, then why should there be any greater
problem in believing that properly framed propositions are eternal truths

an
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things they wil have perceived during their entire lives will be the shad-
‘ows cast by the statues on the back wall of the cave. These unfortunate
people will naturally think that the shadows they perceive are the only
world that exists t i the only world they have ever experienced,

Suppose, Socrates suggests, that one of the prisoners gets free from
his chains, * walks back in the cave, and sces the fire, the wall, and the
staues. He would gradually begin 0 realize how misiaken he had been
allof hislfe. The shadows he had perceived on the back wall of the cave.
were not the real world there was another world that had been behind
him. All he had (0 do was turn around and see the light

‘Suppose further that the freed prisoner climbs out of the cave. To be
sure, this ascent n total darkness turns out (0 be extremely difficult. There.
are times when it ippears he will never escape the darkness of the cave.
But finally he reaches the opening (o the cave and suddenly exits o stand
in the bright, blinding light of the sun. Because he has lived his entire
life n the darkness of the cave, the prisoner's eyes require time (0 adjust
10 the light of the sun. But after a while he begins to sce the world out-
side the cave more clearly. He is tempted 10 stay there and revel in the.
beauty of that world. But he remembers his former companions, the.
slaves who are sl rapped in darkness. So he gocs back into the cave.

#2 L

WORLD OUTSIDE THE GAVE

Chained
Prisoners

Shadows  wall

14 The e pronoun s necesary here because Pt e € and becauseth feed
s represens s Wscrcl pesn
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PART TWO. INPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

expressed by the sentence. Consider, for example, the following sen-
tences: (1) John is the husband of Mary, and (2) Mary is the wife of John.
s clear that (1) and (2 are different sentences that nonetheless refer o
the same state of affairs. The different sentences have the same meaning
and thus express the same proposition. The same result can follow when
one reflects on the sentence ‘John i the husband of Mary” and a sentence.
in French or German that refers 10 the same state of affairs and thus
expresses the same propasition.

What Is a State of Affairs?

While it may not be possible o define the term state of afair, it is pos-
sible to give examples. For every proposition (2 meaningful sentence that
is cither true or false), there i a comesponding sate of affars. In the fol-
lowing lst of examples, the proposiion is in the left-hand column, and
the corresponding state of affirsis on the right

Proposition State of Affairs

1) Bil Clinon is president 1) Bill Clinton's being president
ofthe US. in 1998, of the US. in 1998

2 The Florida Marlins won 2) The Florda Marlins' winning
the 1997 World Seies. the 1997 World Series.

HThe USSR ceased o 3) The USSR's ceasing 10 exist
existin 1991 in 1991,

When a proposiion s true, we say that the corresponding state of
affairs obiains. When a proposiion is false, we say that the correspond-
ing state of affuis does not obtain. Therefore, if we consider the false.
proposition “The Cleveland Indians won the 1997 World Series,” the cor-
responding state of affairs, “The Cleveland Indians’ winning the 1997
World Series,” does not obiain. There is 4 simple way (© turn any prop-
erly formulated propositon into 4 state of affairs. First, using (2) as an
exampl, ke the subject of the propositon (the Florida Marlins) and
make it possessive (the Florida Marlins) and then wun the verb into 2
gerund. When the verb in a proposition is “win," the corresponding
gerund is “winning.”

1 For more on the elatonship berwecn proposiions and st of affis, e Al
Planings, Gad, Provdon, and Bl e York Waper and Row, 197, 34-4.





index-6_1.jpg
CONTENTS

Preface

Introduction
1. Worldview Thinking

PART ONE: Six Conceptual Systems
2. Nawralism

3. Plato

4. Aristotle:

5. Plotinus

6. Augustine

7. Aquinas

PART TWO: Important Problems in Philosophy

8 The Law of Nonconiradiction
9. Possible Worlds

10. Epistemology I: Whatever Happened to Truth?
11. Epistemology II: A Tale of Two Systems

12. Epistemology IIl: Reformed
13. God I: The Existence of God
14. God It: The Nature of God

15. Metaphysics: Some Questions About Indeterminism

16. Edhics I: The Downward Path
17. Edhics II: The Upward Path

18, Human Nature: The Mind-Body Problem and Survival

After Death
Glossary
Index:of Persons and Topics

13

»

9%
123
140
167

193

28
252
m
306
32

342
3%

369

393





index-20_1.jpg
digm. The outdated Prolemaic model of the solar system? functioned as
 paradigm for centuries. Copernicus's new model placing the sun at the
center of our solar system met enormous opposition at first. Much of that
opposition came from the power that the old way of thinking, the old
‘paradigm, had over the minds of many influential people

Of cotise, not al paradigms are as big as our model o the solar sys-
tem. People are subject o the influence of many kinds of paradigms in
‘mattrs of race, rligion, and other areas of ife and thought

Personal Considerations

It hard to fgnore the personal dimension that i ofien present i the accep-
tance and evaluation of worldviews. It would b foolish (0 pretend that
‘human beings always handle such matters impersonally and objectively,
‘without eference o considerations rooted in their psychological makeup.
Many people demonsirate that they are often incapable of thinking clearly
about their worldview. Most of us have met people or read the writngs of
people who appear s0 capive to a paradigm that they scem incapable of
giving a far hearing 1o any argument or picce of evidence that appears (o
threaten thei system. This s true of both theiss and nontheists.
‘Sometimes people have difficuly with competing claims and systems
because of philosophical presuppositions. But often people’s theoretical
judgments scem inordinately affected by nontheoretical factors. This is
the case, for example, when racialprejudice causes people to hold untrue.
beliefs about those who are objects of their prejudic. Sometimes these
factors are rooted in that person's history. Some writers have suggested.
that another type of nontheoretcal influence affects our thinking, Accord-
ing 10 such writers, human thoughts and actions have religious roots in
the sense that they are related 1 the human heart the center or reigious
root of our being 1 Human beings are never neutral with regard 10 God.
Either we worship God s Creator and Lord, or we turn away from God.
Because the heart s directed either toward God or against God, theoret-

1 readers e remiding. (i i he crston of the ancie Greck asonomer
Proleny, e agh ht the cath s the cemer of o st sy,

5.y e f the wor! parneig i bock s ot be conuse with s mesning
i Thomas Kuho's The Smctue ofScenfic evtuions 20 . (Chcago- Univrsty o
Chicugo Press, 1970, Kl ot nvert he e, he sk he o o e gl
v, redeind . nd tumed it 3 echnica term. The bck f  sutable ahermate.
orce e et word paradign v hogh my s of the e i o K
3t o waye. K “pardgn” el pimarly 1o the way ot heoy
e scences end 0 b peopie o 4 e hter, nd ore e theory. Ko
g 1o comtains vy s o el He o s Berested i questons
hout e rthofconlcting pardigms.

0. For example see Herman Dooyewcerd, I the Tutght of Wesern Thought
Phidelphia.Presbycrian 1nd Reormed, 1960

2
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

10 do with the world of the Forms. The sun represens Phto’ highest Form,
the Form of the Good

One purpose of the allegory of the cave is o show that there are dif-
ferent levels of human awareness, ascending from sense perception (0.4
rational knowledge of the Forms and eventuall to the highest knowl-
edge of all, the knowledge of the Good. Only after humans, with great
effor, leave the objects of sensation in the cave do they see the objects
of knowledge such as the Forms of Truth, Beauty, and Justice. With per-
sistence, it is possible that they wil see the Light itself that s, he Good.

The Divided Line and the Cave
Many interpreters of Plato conclude that there must be 4 perfect symme-
ry between the major poinis of the divided line and the allegory of the
cave. But there is no compelling reason 1o accept this belief. There is
Some symmetry, but we should not be surprised t0 find some elements
of one illustrtion that do not match some element in the other. The fol-
lowing diagram wil ilustrate my undersianding of how the divided ine
and the cave are related:

Divided Line. The Cave.
Dialegic & The Sunand the
T S\ord ounside the cave
Knowledge
Understanding “The fir and statues
inside the cave
Beliel The shadows
Opinion R e
Conjecture “The shadows

Some parallels between the two passages scem clear. The ascent of
the fireed prisoner into the world of the sun pictres the need of the
‘human soul to climb from the realm of sense perception to the realm of
the intellect, The arduous nature of the ascent out of the cave and the.
temporary blindness that follows ilustrate the great dificultes that accom-
pany the attainment of dialectic. The awareness atained by the prisoner
outside the cave clearly represerts the line’s highest level, dialectic, the.
intuitive apprehension of the highest Forms.

15.Sec Plto R 317
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PART TWO. INMPORTANT PROBLEMS IN PHILOSOPHY

in the mind of God? Furthermore, corresponding to the properly formu-
Jated proposition about Nash's typing is the following state of affars:
“Nash’ typing at 2:53 . on May 16, 1998, in his home study in Long-
‘wood, Horida,” If the corresponding proposition is etemlly true, why is
there any further problem in believing the corresponding stae of affairs
is also an cternal entity?

‘Another warning: 1 understand how siringe this can see the fist time
‘one encounters i Since a solid grasp of everything said thus faris essential
10 understanding wha comes nex, et me suggest tha the reader return to
the beginning ofthis chapter and read t© this point. If you do thi, place a
check on this spot and reward yourself with your favorite snack,
possiblya doughnut and a cup of coffee. When you have finished, wie on
a picce of paper properly formulited proposiion that tensclesly describes
what you just did and then write the corresponding state of affirs. Don't
allow the fac tha the proposiion and stae of affirs you hav just recorded
are ctermall true o shock you. OF course,this will be the case only if you
i this brief assgnment cormecly. All this wil mean i that God has aiways
Known that you would do what you just did a this time and place.

Defining a Possible World

2

‘possible world is a way the real world could have been. The lan-
age of possible worlds is 4 handy way of referring to the possibil-
ity that things n the actual world might have been different. It s possible.
George Bush won the presidential election of 1992. This possible but
nonactual state of affais can be referred (0 in terms of a possible world
in which the proposition “George Bush wins [ienselessiy the 1992 US.
presidential election is true and in which the stte of affars *George.
Bush's winning the 1992 USS. presidential election” obiains.

To take examples from a far more distant point n history, al manner
of things are known about the Socrates who lived in the actual or real
world: he was snub-nosed, he was married o Xanthippe, he was the.
teacher of Plato, he was a sculptor, and he was executed in 399 B, These.
propositions about Socrates would have 10 be included in any complete.
lis of true propositions about the real world. But what f Socrtes had
ot been snub-nosed or had not taught Plato or had not been executed?
Allthese possibilties can be considered by suggesting possible worlds in
which Socrates had 4 Roman nose or ran in the Olympic marathon or
Kicked Plato out of his class for cheating or died of old age. In other
words, it s possible to imagine innumerable posible worlds in which.
Socrates exists that differ in some way from the real world

Al that is required to have 2 possble world that i different from the
real world is for one state of affais that obiains in the real world (o be.
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After walking back into the darkness, he begins the arduous descent
0 the bottom of the cave. Since his eyes have grown adjusted to the light
outside the cave, he has trouble seeing in the darkness. He stumbles; he
appears awkward.

He begins talking to the other slaves, telling them what he has seen,
ying t0 get them to see that the shadows they perceive are not the real
world. Refusing to believe him, the chained prisoners kil the freed pris-
‘oner. They cannot stand t be told that their world is not rea; they don't
want thei illusions shattered or their securiy threatened.

The Interpretation of the Allegory

The prisoners represent the human race, including the author and
every reader of this book. From birth to death, human experience is
limited 1o physical pariculars. It is understandable that such prisoners
would believe that the only world they have experienced (the shad-
ows) s the only world that exists. The prisoners do not know that there
is much more to reality than the shadow world on the back wall of the
cave. They know nothing about a nonphysical world that is far more
real and important than their shadow world. Like the prisoners chained
in the cave, each human being perceives a physical world that is but
4 poor imitation of & more real world. But every so often, one of the
prisoners gets free from the shackles of sense experience, turms around,
and sees the light Socrates (the murdered prisonen) did, as did Plato,
along with a few others who have followed their lead down through
the centuries.

Plato’s allegory helps explain why so many humans have such dif-
ficulty appreciating Plato's doctrine of the ideal world. It clashes with
one of humankind's most basic paradigms, that the world apprehended
through our senses is the only world that exists. Suddenly someone tells
them that the world of the senses is not real and that there is another,
more real world behind and above them. But they cannot undersiand
because they are slaves to their senses. And so they continue to live
‘and think as though the only real world is the one they see, hear, ouch,
and smell

In order to appreciate Plato’s point about the existence of a higher
world, a kind of philosophical conversion is necessary, a conversion that
breaks the empiriist paradigm that enslaves the human race. We need o
turm away from the objects of sensation (the shadows), tum 1 the light,
and begin an ascent to the highest reality of all, that which Plato sym:
bolizes under the figure of the sun.

I will for the moment ignore questions about the sttues and bonfire
inside the cave. It s obvious thatthe world outside the cave has everything,
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Augustine’ rejection of Plato's theory of creation provides helpful
access into a better undersianding of the Chrisian doctrine of creation ex.
ibiloand how it differs from Plato's.

(1) Augustine recognized that there was 1o room for Plato’s eternal
matter in a Christan worldview. If God's creative power is limited by 2
quantity of eternal and unknowsble mattr, then any defty operating in
such a system cannot be all-powerful but must be finit. Augustine taught
that when the Christian God created the world, he created it ex nibilo.
“This should ot be understood to mean that “nothing” was *something”
from which God made the world. It means that before God created, there.
was nothing else except God. God did not make the world out of any
preexisting Stufl. S0 the first thing we learn about the Christian view of
creation ex mibilo that Chrisians denied the existence of Plto’s matter
Plato’ creator could not b the God of the Chiistian fith, because of his
fniteness and other limitations.

@ What about the box or oven in our allegory? What about the
space-time receptacle, the place within which Phto's creation took place?
‘The Christian doctrine of creation ex nibilo rejects space and time as eer-
nal givens. Augustine provides a good illustzation of this Christan con-
viction in his Gonfssions. He notes that encmies of the Chistian faith
sometimes seek (o embarrass Chrisians by asking what God was doing
before he created the world. The embarrassment is supposed 0 arise for
the following reason: Chiisians believe God is eternal; his existence has
10 beginning and no end. Therefore, regardiess of when God created the
sworld, it seems obvious that God waited for an infinitly long time before.
he created. What then was God doing during that eternal period of time?

Augustine offers two answers (o the question. The fist is a bit of
Carthaginian humor, I suppose. In his reply to what God was doing
before creation, Augustine’s answer is that God was preparing hell for
people who ask questions like that In 2 more serious answer, Augustine
says that God was doing nothing before Creation. His point i that the
creation was the frst thing that God did. The reason is simple: before
God created, there was no time. God created not only the world but also
time. Therefore, since time began when the world began, there was no
time before Creation. Hence, it makes no sense to ask what God was
doing before there was time.

‘Augustine makes the same point with respect (0 space. If someone
assumes the existence of empiy space, he might seek to embarrass the
Chrisian by asking, “Why didn' God create the world in this part of space
rather than tha” Augustine’s answer isthat before God created, there was
0 space. If there were no space, i then makes no sense 10 ask why God

5. What | prescnt s my paraphrae of Augustine's comment.

w
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I the most literal iterpretation, the diference between belief and
conjecture s the difference between perceiving a paticular thing under
‘conditions that produce a faily relable belie and perceiving a shadow,
4 reflection, or an otherwise less relable image of the sensible object
Seing Lassc the dog would be an example of belief (1), whercas sce-
ing her shadow o reflection in a mitror would be conjecture (4).3

Surely Plato was thinking of something more profound than this.
When we reflect about our experience of the world, we can recognize
that some experiences are more relable, more dependable, than others
Our senses ofien misiead u: things are not always as they appear. Per-
aps this is what Plato was trying {0 indicate in his distinction between
belief and conjecture. Sometimes our sense perception scems so relable:
that we have good grounds for holding a belicf; at other times it makes
any judgment risky at best, thus leaving us with conjecture.

Plato's disinction between the two levels of knowledge, under-
standing () versus dialectic (D), raises several other diffculcs. He says.
that understanding, unlike dialectic, makes use of images and hypothe-
ses. His reference (0 images could suggest that h has things e circles
and squares in mind. He also elates undersanding to conclusions drawn
from hypotheses that might point to geometry and possbly scientifc ea-
soning. Plato's hypotheses are not the tentative suppositions of @ scien-
it but self-evident trths or axioms. By dialectic, PAto seems (0 mean a
pure knowledge of the Forms, the highest knowledge available to
humans, Whereas undersianding i inferential knowledge, reasoning rom
hypoheses (0. conclusion,dialctic s intuiive, that i, immediate knowl-
dge not medited by anyhing cise.

Plato’s Allegory of the Cave and the Ascent to the Good

One of the most important passages in al of Plao's writngs, his famous.
allegory of the cave, is found in book 7 of his Republic. Once again Plto.
uses Socrates as a spokesman he invites us (© imagine a cave. AL the
back ofthe cave exist a group of prisoners who have been chained from
binth in such a way that they can perceive only the back wall o the cave.
They cannot look behind them or to cither sde.

Behind the prisoners, out of their line of vision, is a shallow rench
before which a low wall has been buil. Behind the wall and thus in the
trench, people walk carrying statues that appear above the 0p of the
wall. Sull arther back in the cave, beyond the wall and the staes, is 2
firelarge enough to cast shadows of the statues upon the back wall of the
cave. Given the situation as Socrates describes i, the prisoners can know
nothing about the fire, the wall, or the statues behind them. The only

15 A it century cxample of confecure (1 woukdbe viewing Lssic in 3 movi,

7
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

Trinky. The doctrne is 4 narural outgrowth of the church's efforts o rec-
oncile those biblical passages that teach that there is but one God
(Deuteronomy 6:4) with other texts that identiy three distinct persons as
God (Mathew 316; John 14:16-17; 2 Corinthians 13:14; Ephesians -
6). The triune nature of God i illustrted i Jesus' Great Commission, in
which he commanded his disciples (0 go and make disciples from all
nations and then bapize them in the one name of the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirt (Mathew 28:19). One of Augustine’s greatest books s devoted
0 the subject of the Triniy. As A. H. Armstrong explains, For Augustine
and his followers al true thinking begins and ends with the Triniy. It is
indeed for them only as Trinity that God creates us and only s Trinity that
we can approach Him."

Near the end of my chapter on Plotinus, 1 briefly noted his difficul
ties in explaining how a universe of enormous multipliciy (the many)
ould be derived from a source that was devoid of mulplicy (the One).
“This problem did not exist for Augustine. The fact that God is both three.
and one, plurality and unity, explains how thoughtful Christans like
Augustine can explin the coming into being of a pluralistic universe,
something Plotinus could only dream of. The problem of the one and the.
many receives its answer in a God who i both One and Many.

Augustine’s Rejection of Plato’s Theory of Creation

146

he Bible begins with the words, “In the beginning God created the

heavens and the earth.” Many early Chiistan thinkers found it impor-
tant t0 draw out certain implications of the biblical view of God and stip-
ulate that God created the world ex nibilo, which is an important
metaphysical tenet of the Christian worldview. This was necesary, they.
believed, to contrast the Chiistan understanding of Creation and Phaio's
speculation about the origin of the world.

My chaprer about Pato included a discussion of Plato’ theory of cre-
ation. I an attemp (0 set up a parallel to Plto's allegory of the cave, I
invented Platos allegory of the kitchen. As | noted, Plato explained the
origin of the physical universe in tems of four factors: matter, orthe stuff
of which the world is made (the ingredients of the cake); the etemal
Forms, orthe pattern according o which the world was made (the recipe.
of the cake): the space-time receptacle or box within which the world
‘comes 10 exist (the oven in which the cake is baked); and the Demiurge,
Craftsman, or World Soul that made the particular things i the physical
world by fashioning the formless mater after the pattern of the cternal
Forms (the baker).

A Armstrons, A Inmduction o Ancient Pisapby (Bston: Beacon, 1967), 212,
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On the highest level of reality, the level of God, Augustine finds
Plato’s Forms. Since Augustine regrds the Forms as eternal ideas sub-
sisting in the mind of God, he call them the rationes aeternae. The Forms
are eternal and immutable; they are the patterns of particular things; and
they are grounded in the mind of God. The Forms are archetypal pat-
terns of ereated realiy. Because the Forms are the exemplary cause of
everything that exiss, they are the foundation of all created realiy. More-
over, because the judgments humans make must accord with the eternal
Forms, they are an indispensable element in human knowledge.

‘The second or middle level of Augustine’s universe is the rational
human soul. He distinguishes two functions of human reason. Humans
‘can look up toward eternal realiy by means of the higher reason, or they
can look down upon the physical and visible reality by means of the
lower reason.* Augustine undersands the higher and lower reasons to be.
ot two separate faculties but two different functions of the same mind?

“The two functions of reason differ not only i their object butalso in
their result, a fact thatled Augustine to distinguish to kinds of knowl-
edge. The knowledge acquired through the higher reason he called wis-
dom (sapientia), and that acquired through the lower reason was called
knowledge (scientia). While scientia is 3 knowledge of true things, that
s, rtional cognizance of the temporal, wisdom i a knowledge of Truth,
that is, an intellectual cognizance of the eternal.* Wisdom is superior (o

5. See Augustine On the Triniy 12152425 13112 1413
9 1233
To.1hid, 121535

Figure 61
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IN PHILOSOPHY

but made himself nothing,
taking the very nature of a servani,
being made in human likeness.
‘And being found in appearance as 4 man,
he humbled himself
and became obedient to death—
‘even death on a cross!

Proponents of the kenosis theory belicve this pasage teaches that
during his sojourn on earh, Jesus Chis st aside cerain divine auib-
s, such as omnipotence and omiscience. To quote from a iy recent
defense of the kenosis theory,the theory holds “that in becoming human
‘God the Son empried himself r voluntarly relinquished such propertes
a5 omnipotence and omniscience.™

“The implicatons of these remarks are troubling, Divine atsbues such
‘s omnipotence and omniscience are essenial properiesof God. I Jesus
Christ divested himself of even one divine attibute, he would have
ceased 10 be God. Omaipotence and omiscence arc, we suggesed,
properties of God i every possble workl in which God cxists, Therefore,
any loss of even one essentally divine propery would have the result
that God, or in this case, the Son of God, would ccase 0 be God. We
appear @ b et with onc of o choices: eiher proponens o the keno-
s theory have a fauly undersianding of God's essental propertis, or
they are willng to embrace a seriously misiaken view of the Incarmation,
such thatJesus Christ could no have been fully God and fully man.t

1 Philippians 26, he passage statng that Jesus “did ot considr cqual-
ity with G something to be graspect i exphined inthe note of T New
‘Genes Study Bieas follows: “Thisfigure ofspecch means that something
desicble was alfcady possssed.Jesus was nk ying © become God, that
i, He already was God and did o ling 0 the priveges hat were alvays
His I other words,th verse docs not efer o Jesus' abandonment of any
divine atribute, only cerain privieges that as God he alrady possessed.

Philppians 2 continues thi theme by stting tht “he (esus] hun-
bled himself” About these words 7he New Geneva Study Bible corrctly
Gbserves tha “Chrst s not sid to have removed from Himself Hisiden-
ity 23 God. The phrase means that He humbled Himsel
heavenly satus, not His divine being " The natue of his self-cmptying is

5. Sphen Evans, The Hitorical Chrst and heJsus o Fah (Osford: Clrendon,
1996132

" For a deeme ofthe logicl coberenceof e ncarmation wihoutsny movement in
the directionof 3 kot they. s the appedie o chapeer 4 of i bok:

5 The N oo Sty B . et Whilock J. (il Thomas Nelson, 199,
7
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

didt place his creation in space A rather than space B. Since no space
exised pror o Creaion,thee was o space-tme recepiacle. Both space.
and time began with the Creaton. This means tha the Chrisian doctrine
of reation ez nibilonox only get id of Platos frst point (mater) but also
liminaies the third poin, the space-tme ecepacle (the oven).

) An nformed Chiisian will o have (0 refect Platos e Crafsman
o Demiurge. The Christan God is not Platos finite Crafisman. He is the
almighty, omnipotent Creatorof heaven and cart. Belief in the Chisian
God climinates any necd for cither Plato's matter o the space-ime box.

() And finally, we mustask, what did Chirstians ike Augustine do
with Plato's etemal Forms? While Augustine affimed the exisience of
Forms, he denied ther exisence apar from God. For Augustine, such
eternal Forms a absolute Truth and Goodness exist, but they subsist in
Gods mind as hiscteral thoughts, which explain his favorce Latin term
for the Forms, rationes acternae.

Hence we sce that the Christan docrine of creaton x nibilo found
a1 theory of creation o be a convenient st of erors against which
Chiisians could more larly contast theirunderstanding o God' reation
ofthe word

“The doctrine of creation mplicstha the world God ceated s real. This
iffers with some Asan worldviews that regard all ofrelity a an llusion.
“he realiy of the world means ot merely that ther i something there for
us 0 investigat and know. The docine also implics thatthe world i inel-
lighe, that it can b known. Finaly, the docirine of creaton implis that
Godt exction i good. Hence, proponcnts of the Chistan workview object
10 ot systems thatview the workd s lusory: uninellighbie,or vl In the
‘words of pilosophes Michiel Pteron,te Chisian workliew ‘gives
an approprie residence. Chrisan theism afrms that the world i eal and
that there can be a genuine knowledge of . Sincethere is such a thing as
tnth, one o the decpest longings of ur bing can be saisficd

ugustine links ontology (being) and epistemology (knowing). There

s a similarty becween the structure of being and the sinueture of
knowing, as figure 6.1 reveals.

In Augustine's philosophy, being and knowing are structured in a
hierarchicalseries that i reminiscent of the levels described in Plao’s fig-
ure of the divided line and alluded t© in his allegory of the cave. The
ontologicallevels” in Augustine’s thought descend from God, the Creator,
10 the human mind, and finally to the world of bodies.

G Michal L Petrson, Phlcscphy ofEcaron (osners Grove, L Trvasy Pres.
1956, 8551
7. Ontlogy i  techiical wordfo th sudy f eing
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In his second objection, Plto argued that no particula thing or group
of particular things is ever sufficent to provide a notion of the universal.

Universals always have properies that can never be found in the carthly
paticulars that exempliy them. Paricuar hings are always imperfect copies.
of the exemplar,the Forms. It s impassibl, for exampie, 0 obain an idea
of the perfct circle by contemplating examples of imperfect circes. Any cir-
cle that might be encountered in the physical world is imperfect.Since the.
‘concept of Equality could not be derived from the senses and since we.
began o use these senses the moment we were bor, our knowledge of
the Equal itself must have been acquired independently of sense percep-
tion. Plato went on to explain a priorf knowledge of the Forms in terms of
 theory of preexistence. Students of Plato difer s 10 whether Plto meant
that theory (o be taken literlly or only offered it as & myth or likely story.

For an account of how the mature Augustine modified Platos positon into
his own theory of divine ilumination, see chapter 6 of his book.

An Outline of Plato’s Argument

A simple outline of Plato’s argument will place his words in the proper
context

(1) All knowing presupposes a prior knowledge of some Form, rule,
or standard,

‘Comment: 1n order to know that a i equal to b, one must have not
only perceptual awareness about the particula things in question but also,
4 concept oridea of the standard or concept of Equality. The same s true.
‘with respect 10 judgments about Goodness, Beauty, Truth, Justice, and.
50 0n. This raises the question dealt with in (2) as to how humans acquire.
their knowledge of these rules, standards, or Forms.

() Human knowledge of the Form, rule, or standard cannot be
acquired through the senses (that i, it cannot be acqired in this lfe),

‘Comment: The senses only bring humans into contact with particu-
lar things. Just as there s an obvious difference between a Form like the
Equal itseif and two or more partcular things that are equal or alike or
similar, it is obvious that humans can never encounter the Form of Equal-
ity through their senses. We may see this or that paricular instance of
Equaliy, but we can never see with our physical eyes the standard or
concept of the Equal isel.

(3) Therefore, human knowledge of the Forms i acquired in an ear-
lier existence.

Comment: Since our knowledge of any Form cannot be acquired
through sense experience, we cannot atain such knowledge during our
present physical lfe. This entails a doctrine of reincarnation, that i, the
preexistence of the soul.

@) Therefore, the human soul is immortl.
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atain o the unchangeabie substance of God, and,in that height of con-
templtion, (o leam from God Himself that none but He has made all
that i not of the divine essence.’*

Faith and Reason

Other Elements
of Augustine’s

‘Theory of
Knowledge

P Micheos b iculd it s iy oy of ary i
tured and educated person. Never take anything on faith,they taught
st only what you know by reason. Augustine defended faith against
this kind of atack. For him, faithis not inferior to reason; true faith never
conflicts with reason. In fact, faithis an indispensable siep in any act of
Knowledge, a point Augustine expressed in the famous phrase Credo ut
inteligam: | believe in order that  may understand. All knowledge begins.
in faith. Faith s not unique to religion. Rather, i is an indispensable ele-

ment in every act of knowing,

Augustine defined fath as indirect knowledge, that is, any belief that
s dependent pon the testimony of another person or document. Faith
s indispensable; it is the beginning of knowledge.  Faith s a precond-
tion of knowledge. “Unless ye believe, ye shall not understand,” he
‘wrote. Consider our knowledge of the data of history. Unless we first
had fath in the reliability of our sources, we would never know anything
about the past. Unless we had fath i the testimony of reatives and doc-
uments like birth certficates, we would never be able 1o know our own
idenity. While faith is mediated knowledse, reason s immediate knowl-
edge; we know it for ourselves.

But if faith comes first in time, reason comes first in importance.
According 0 Augustine, the sources for our nformation must be tested.
‘The relationship between faith and reason is analogous o the two blades
of a pair of scisors. It makes no sense (o ask which blade does the cut-
ting; the cuting occurs only when the two blades work together. Simi-
larly, it makes no sense to ask Whether faith or reason is the most
important element in human knowledge. Humans know only when faith
and reason are working together.

Skepticism
‘Augustine’s arguments against skepticism stll constitute the proper strt-
ing point for any refutaton of this error. Skeptics claim that no one can
know anything; no proposition is true. In chaper 1, we noted the logically

14 Avgusine T Gty of Gad 112, in Basc Wrbing of Sain Augusine I, tans. M.
Do (New ork. Ranom Hove, 1948, See o Augisins O th T o Rolgion 972
d Augtine O th Provons of the Wl 23710 215,

15 ugusine O th Dniy 911

1. Augunine O the Frodom of he Wil 124,
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sciontia because it is concerned with the acquisition of happiness and.
the ultimate goal of human exisence:

“The lowest ofthe three levels of realiy is the world of bodies. Obvi-
‘ously, the human body belongs (o this level,

“The thre descending levels of being parale three ascending levels
of awareness. The owest, sensaton,is common t© both humans and ani-
imals and has as s bject sensible things exising i the world o partc-
ulas. The next level, cogiation, s a judging of sensble objecs by the
rational standards of the eternal Forms; it 00 is peculir 10 humans. It s
akin 10 scientia, the judgment of sense objects by rtional and eternal
standards. Phto’s account of how humans can know that two partcular
things are cqual orsimilar because oftheir prior knowledge of the Equal
iselfis a good ilustration of what Augustine has in view on this middle
level. Because cogitation is a knowledge of sensible things and thus
involves a use of the various senses, i i a lower lvel of awareness than
is itelection.* The highest level, intelection, s unique to humans. This
level is related to wisdom, since it is the contemplation of eternal trths.

Like the theories of Plato and Plotinus, then, Augustine’s theory of
Knowlede is based upon an ascent o the oul that begins with humans
tied by thei bodies 1o the world of semsible pariculrs compare the prs-
oners at the bottom of Plto'scave). Afer achieving freedom from the
domination of the senses, humans t 1o the realm of the Forms and
there find knowledge. Augusine’s ascent can be scen n the severallev-
els of percepion or vision aleady described. It s aso llusiraed by pas-
sages where Augustine traces the process by which he discovered
unchanging and eternal ruth above his mutable or changing mind. Firs,
e passed from the outer (0 the inner world,from the realm of bodics (6
the world ofthe soul Then he passed from the ower o the higher capac-
iies of the soul: that i, he moved from the lower reason, which judges
sensibe things, ©the higher reason, which knows unchanging truth. And
Suddenly, “with the fash of 2 wembling glance,” he arives at a knowl-
edge of that which s, of the God who tod Moses, L wio 1 a” As
Augusine wits in The Cty of God,

Itis a great and very rare thing for a man, aftr he has contemplated the.
whole creation, physical and nonphysica, and has discerned its muta-
bilty, o pass beyond i, and, by the continued souring of his mind, 1o

11 Cogtation i the function of the human mind by whih we amnge, collect, nd
reasemibic sne knowledge sore i the memory. Copition i selated 10 th sy of
the Human mind 105 upon sense mages by relating then (0 the cteral Forms.

12 For o on i, s RonakdH. Nas, The Light o the Mind 1 Augstine’s heory
of Koo Lexington, K- Universy of Kentoeky res 1969, hap. |

13 Augustin Confesions 7.7
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nature of such claims. Augustine does not mention this
‘objection, focusing instead on a different ine of attack. Even the most ad-
ical skeptics know that they exist. 5 falor sum, Augustine wrote. 11 am.
mistaken, then I must exist. Existing i a necessary condition for making
mistakes. Nonexistent people cannot be wrong, Butf 1 know that  exist,
then skepticism (the view that no one can know anything) must be fase.
I we know even one truth, then skepticism is refuted.”

“This particular refutation of skepiicism i interesting for several rea-
sons. First, as Armstrong explains, it means that man has direct and
immediate cognisance, not through the senses, of at least one spiitual
eality, himself as a thinking subject."* While Augustine admits that some.
human knowledge s attainable through the senses, “the highest and most
important knowledge for him is that immediate contact of the mind with
spirtual, intellgible rality to which the first step is our consciousness of
our self as a living, thinking realty."” Moreover, Armstrong continues,
“In knowing our own existence we know a wuth and, having once.
refuted the [sceptics] and delivered ourselves from hopeless scepicism
by ariving at this absolute certainty, we shall be able (0 go on and find.
that we know other truhs." Careful eflection about truths we are capa.-
ble of knowing reveals them 10 be eternal and unchangeable. Where can
such truth come from? For Augustne, it can come only from an eteral
and unchangeable Mind.

Augustine’s Defense of Sense Experience

Earlier 1 defined Plato’s rtionalism s the belief that o human knowl-
edge arises from sense experience. Augustine, however, writes that the.
Christian “believes also the evidence of the senses which the mind uses
by aid o the body; forif one who trusis his senses is someimes deceives
he s more wretchedly deceived who fancies he should never trust
them."

One reason for Augustine’s defense of sense experience may reflect
the fact that important content of the Bible depends upon human expe-
rence and testimony. If the senses are completely unreliable, then we.
cannot trust the reports of witnesses who say, for example, that they.
heard Jesus teach or saw him die or saw him alive three days after his cru-
fixion. Ifthere is no sensory testimony 1o the resurrection of Jesus,then
the truth of the Christian faith is open to serious challenge.

17 See Augusine e ity of God 1126,

15 Atrons. Imction o Anciens Philscphy, 17
1150

21hd.

21, Augusine The Gty o God 1915
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IN

reason s because that extra stae of afairs would prove to be logically
incompatible with the complete state of affars that makes up that possi-
ble world.

For Each Possible World, There Is a Book About That World,

“The word hookin this context is 4 technical term. As we have scen, every
‘possible world is a complete sate of affirs, such that not even one more
state of affairs can be added 1o it without introducing  logical contradic-
tion. As we have also seen, comesponding 1o every sate of affars in a pos-
sible workdthere s true proposiion. The sum toalof all rue proposiions
ut a possible world makes up what some philosophers call the book
‘about that world. The book about the real or actual world is the sum total
of all nue proposiions about our world from the beginning of s existence.
‘Consider the sum of ll rue propasions about you lfe from it beginning.
“That would constitute a rather hefy boxly of proposiions. Obviously, then,
the book about the real world s even more intimidating in size and detail.

Should this new point about books about possible worlds seem
daunting, stop and think about the points you accepted earlier n this
chaper I all trae and properly formulated propositions are eternal enti-
ties and are eternally e, then no great leap s required o conceive of
the sum total of those propositions as composing the book on our world.
Earlier | suggested the mind of God as a proper locus for all of these
propositions. When one conceives of God as an omiscient being, that
is, as an etemally divine Person who believes all true propositions and
‘who holds no false beliefs, accepting the book on the real world requires
0 great leap of fith. If all true propositons subsist eternally i the eter-
nal mind of God, whence comes any difficuly in calling the sum total of
these proposiions the book abou the real world?

“This s a good time 10 explain my earlier point that a possible world
is a complete stte of logically possible affairs. Consider the totlity of
propositions cormesponding to each logically possble state of affars in
some possible world This complete set of propostions about possible
world A is such that any attempt to add another proposition to the book
about world A would introduce a logical contradiction into that book
‘The book on world A is so complete that any other propasition one might
attempt 0 dd 1o the book would be logically incompaible with one of
the other propositions i the book on world A.

And 50.a possible world cannot be reduced to such limited states of
affairs as the reign of King Henry VII of England or the baseball career
of Babe Ruth or the presidency of Ronald Reagan. All of these examples
are what some have called a “sice of a possible world.” The heaven that
Christians believe wil follow physical death, the final judgment, and the
end of the world should also be viewed as a dlice of a possible world. The
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PART ONE. SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

Higher Forms

Lower Forms.

WORLD OF PARTICULARS

Beauty, and Justce. The lower level includes Forms that can be imaged,
including geometrical entiies like the perfect circle. There s reason to
believe that this is also where Plato placed such Forms as the perfect dog,
horse, and similar class concepts.* At the apex of Plato’s universe, the
highest level of his three tories, is the highest of al the Forms, the Form
of the Good, about which much remains to be stid

What lessons can we learn from this? Both reality and human knowl-
edge are structured hierarchically. The highest kind of knowledge s human
knowledge of the Good. Below the Good exists a whole rnge of other
things that humans should strive 10 know: Truth, Beauty, and Jusice. But
sl lower levels of knowledge are possible, culminating in knowledge
‘aainable through mathematics and geometry and finally in human knowl-
dge of the Forms that cormespond (0 classes of physical objects. The bot-
tom layers of human awareness are related (0 sense experiences, which
vary in rellability. Some types of sense experience are more reliable; some
s o reason are more important. PLio’s message is 0 (st your reason
rather than your senses; ek to know the Forms; strive o know the higher
Forms; and seck knowledge of the highest Form of al the Good.

Jato made at least three important contributions (o the rationalist ra-
dition. First, he taught that all human knowledge contains an
unavoidable reference to a universal clement that is known indepen-
dently of sense experience; the technical term for this kind of knowledge
16 Keep in mind how Plato pictures men carying statues of physicl objects befor the

oafie. [ have leady oted it 25 Pt grew e, he s 10 o erest n Forms
of all cases of physical objects
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beliefs that need not be mentioned at this point, these five usually define.
the most important differences among competing concepual systems.

God

“The crucial element of any worldview is what it says or does not say.
about God. Worldviews differ greatly over basic questions: Does God
exist? What s God's nature? Is there but one God? Is God a personal
being, that i, is he the kind of being who can know, love, and act Oris
God an impersonal force or power? Because of conflcting views about
the nature of God, such systems as Buddhism, Hinduism, and Shintoism
are not only different religions but also different worldviews. Because.
Chisianity and Judaism are exampes of theism, conservative adherents.
of these religions hold to worldviews that have more in common with
each other than they do with dualistic religions (two deities), polytheis-
tic faiths (more than two deites), and pantheistic systems that view the.
world as divine in some sense. One essential component, then, of any.
worldview is it view of God.

Metaphysies
A workdview also includes answers to such questions as these: What is the.
relationship between God and the universe? Is the existence of the uni-
verse a brute fact s the universe eternal? Did an eternal, personal, and
all-powerful God create the world? Are God and the world co-ctemal and
interdependent beings Is the world best understood in a mechanistic
(thatis a nonpurposeful) way? O i there purpose in the universe? What
is the ultimate nature of the universe? Is the cosmos materia, spiriual, or
‘something else? I the universe  selfenclosed system in the sense that
‘everything that happens i caused by and thus explained by other events
‘within the system? Or can a supernatural reality (a being beyond nature)
act causally within nature? Are miracles possible? Though some of these.
questions never occur to some people, it is likely that anyone reading
this book has thought about most of these questions and holds beliefs
about some of them.

Epistemology
A third component of any worldview is 4 theory of knowledge. Even
people not given to philosophical pursuits hold some epistemological
belicfs. The easiest way 10 see this is 10 ask them if they believe that
knowledge about the world is possible. Whether they answer yes or no

2 Advocais of what i known 8 procssthelogy ansver this question n the af
maive.For  dealed analyss o this ncreasingly sl potion, s Ronakd . Nash,
The Comcap of God (Gran R Zondenvan, 1955,
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altered in one respect. Was it possible for Socrates 10 have different col-
ored eyes or not be bald? Then imagine a possible world in which 2 blue-
eyed Socrates with a full head of curly hair plays third base for the
Cleveland Indians. How many possible words are there? Obviously, the
answer is  very large number.

Possible Worlds and Logical Possibility

‘The indispensable condition any state of affairs must meet in order (o
exist in some possible world s logical possibility. Something i logically
possible f its description does not include a logical contradiction. “Two
plus two equals three” is a necessarily false proposition. “Two plus two's
‘equaling three” is a logically impossible sate of affars. Hence, there s o
possible world in which the stte of affairs expressed in the last sentence
can obiain. There is no possible world in which (wo plus two can equal
anything other than four. Likewise there is no possible world in which the.
sate of affais "two plus two's equaling three” can obiain,

Possible Worlds and Physical Possibility

Something is physically possible if someone can o i. Physical possibil-
ity can vary from world to world. Once upon  time, it was physically
impossible for & human being t0 run a mile n less than four minutes. But
then a man named Roger Bannister did, and suddenly running a mile that
fast was physicay passible. But long before Roger Banister performed
his fear, there were many possible worlds in which running a mile that
fast was a common occurrence. S0 long as a description of some stte of
affars i logically possibl, there are possible worlds in which those sites.
of affirs exist, even i in the real world they are physicaly impos.

But consider an actthat s logically impossible, such as squaring the cir-
e Since squaring the circe s logically impossble,then it cannot occur in
any possible world. And i something is logically impossible, then it can-
ot be physicaly possible in any possible world,including the real world

Hence, there are possible worlds in which Ron Nash is the world's
reatest pianist, and/or golfer, and/or basketball player, and so on. If &
state of affais s logically possibl, there are possible worlds in which it
‘can obtain. The factthat none of these states of affirs are physically pos-
sible for the author of this book is irrelevant. All that mattersis that they
be logically possble.

A Possible World Is a Complete State of Affairs
With this point, we advance our understanding of a possible worlda bit ur-
ther It a mistake to think of one or a hundred siates of affairs 25 4 possi-
ble world. A possible world i and must be so complete that any atempt 1o
Squeeze even one more siate of affirs into that world is impossible. The

a
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It seems best to conclude that the prisoners and their shadowy world
visible on the wall of the cave represent the realm of opinion. In other
‘words, the allegory contains no distinction between belief and conjec-
ture. The experience of the freed prisoner who tums and sees the stat-
s that cast the shadows is most kely a reference to the lowest evel of
knowledge, that i, understanding. Just as the objects of understanding
can be imaged, so, the allegory suggests, i is possble to form images
however imperfect,of the exemplars (such as the Form of the perfect

cle) behind the copies (imperfect cirles) that we find i the lower world.

One reason why it makes ltle sense 10 interpret the vision of the.
statues as belief is the significance Phto ataches to the prisoner getting
free from his chains. The moment one is free from sense perception, he
is already in the realm of knowledge. Plato atuches too much signifi-
cance o the prisoner's gaining freedom from the chains for the vision of
the statues o paralll the otherwise insignificant distincton between con-
jecture and belief. 1 contend that what the freed prisoner sces by the light
ide the cave represents the human apprehension of a lower level of
Forms; it is thus akin (0 the level of understanding.

To summarize, no precise correlation between the levels of the
divided line and the fevels found in the allegory of the cave can be drawn.
The prisoners perceiving the shadows on the back wall of the cave rep-
resent the realm of opinion. The allegory does not contain any disinction
between belief and conjecture. The freed prisoner’ perception of the sat
ues that cause the shadows should be interpreted as understanding, the
Tower level of knowledge. The fact tha the statues cannot be seen until
the prisoner i freed from his chains suggests that when the prisoner sees
the statues, he has already moved beyond the realm of mere sense per
ception. But dialectc is not atained until the freed prisoner enters the
world outside the cave, the world llumined by the bright light of the sun

(O gl b e
can advance a few sieps further once we grasp Phato's belief that
the universe exists hierarchically, in three major levels or stories. Picture
a tiangle divided into three levels or stories.

“The lowest level of the triangle represents the world of particular
things. It comresponds (o the shadows in the cave and 10 th level of opin-
ion in the divided line. I is the material world apprehended through our
bodily senses.

n the middle of the ilusirated trangle lis the second of Plato's three:
stories, the world of Forms. Plato seems (o hint that there are two dis
tinct levels of Forms, a point that appears in my ilustration under the
labels of higher forms and lower forms. The higher Forms, I suggest,
include concepts that humans cannot image, such as the Forms of Truth,

Plato’s Three-
Story Universe

i
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

Some of the most commonly accepted interpretations of Augustine’s
theory must be rejected. This includes the atiempt (0 revive Thomas
Aquinas's interpretaton of Augustine’s theory, a alled attemp that has the
effect of wrning the rationalist Augustine into an empiricist. Attempting
1o force Aristotle’s theory of abstraction into Augustine’s theory of knowl-
edge, interpreters who followed Aquinas tended o deny Augustine’ Pla-
tonism and tun him into an Aristotelan *

1 s also necessary (0 refect the famous interpretation of Etlenne
Gilson.® As Gilson saw i, the function of illumination is not © give the
human mind some definite content (knowledge of the Forms) but o con-
vey the qualty of cerainty and necessity 1o cerain judgments. Gilson was
corect in what he affirmed but wrong in what he denied. Divine llumi-
nation does account for our recognition of necessary truth, but, contra
Gilson, it also provides an innate awareness of the content of universals
and necessary truths. Many texts in Augustine’s writings relate divine llu-
mination not only to the quality of necessary judgments but also the con-
tent of necessary tuths.* Gilkon's unacceptable view leaves Augustine
without any answer o the crucial question of how humans come 10 know
the Forms.

Any adequate understanding of Augustine’s theory of illumination
must take account of the fac that two lights are involved in any act of
human knowledge. Augustine is careful to distinguish between the uncre-
ated light of God and a different,created light, namely, the human mind,
which plays a necessary role in knowledge.? Just a5 the moon derives
the light i eflects from the sun, 50 the rational human mind derives a cre-
ated ability 10 know from God. Human knowledge can be regarded a5 a
reflection of the truth originating in the mind of God. To be more specifc,
God has endowed humans with 2 structure of rationality patemed afier
the divine ideas in his own mind; we can know truth because God has
made uslike himself. This helps explain how we can know not only the
etemal Forms but also the creation that i pattemed after these Forms,
We can know the corporeal world because we first know the intelligible
world.

As an inherent part of our ational nature, we possess foms of thought
by which we know and judge sensible things. Because God has created
humankind afte his own image and continually susains and aids the soul
i s quest for knowledige, human knowledge is possible. God s the orlg-
inal source of the light that makes knowledge possible because he is the

24 e . oyer, e d erie dans apspbie d st Augsin (ais: N, 192).

25 Bnne Gilon, Th Chrsian Picsaphy f Saind Augusine (New York Ko
House, 1960, 79,5,91

26" Nash, The Light o e Mind, 10911

7, Rogvsin Agaist Fnstus he Manichaoan
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

also exist in many other possible worlds. But there are numerous possi-
ble worlds in which we never have and never will exist. Thinking about
that long enough can greatly increase one's huily.

A necessary truth is one that is true in every possible world. The
‘proposition “An object cannot be both round and square atthe same time
in the same sense” i true in every possible world. The truths of mathe-
‘matics are true in every possible world. While contingent beings exist in
some but not all possible worlds, a necessary being exists in every pos-
sible world. Since God is  necessary being, God existsin every possible
world. 1 will say more about this later n the chaprer.

P dstinction e essni and noessenial properics fst
appears clealy in the wrtings of Arisotle (see chap. ). Arsotle
pointed out that many propertcs of 2 thing are noncssential (or acci
dental i the sense that they could be changed or lost without affecting
he essence ofthe thing. A tabie,for cxample, could be painted a diffr-
ent colo or moved 0.4 different locaton or made shorteror tallr but i
would sl be 4 table.Is essence would be unchanged. All the changes
cited would affect only nonessental charactersic of the able. But it
Would also be possbe to change the table in ways that would ler i 0
drasticaly that it would o longer be a table. One might, for example,
take a siedgehammer and smash it into kindling. Essental propertics
belong 10 the nature of @ thing and cannot be changed or lost without
altering the Kind of thing it is However,any change of a things nonessen-
il properties would ot change the kind of thing it s And 0 the prop-
enty or set of properties that make up the essence of something arc
efinable in this way: . is an essential property of§ (some substance o
cxising thing) means that I § loses E, then S ceases 10 be the kind of
hingiti. I Socrate,for example, loses the essental property of human-
ness, e 8 00 longer @ human being.

“The definition of an essential propeny in the language of possble
‘worlds i this. I F s an essental property of Socrates,then Socrates pos-
sesses E i every possible world n which he exists. Because Socrates is
a contingent being, he docs ot exist in every possible workd, nor could
e, But n every possible world where Socrates docs exist, he possesses
the essental property of humanness

‘A nonessential property is o that can be lost without a thing’s ceas-
ing 10 be the kind of being t s A human being may lose one, wo, three,
or four limbs and sl be a human being. Humans may los thei hair,
dheir sight, and their appendix and il be humans, hat i, ill possess
the essentialproperty of humanness. A nonessential property of Socres
such as baldness is one that Socraes possesses in some ofthe possible
worlds in which he exists but not
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

posiion proposed laer by his pupil Aristotle It s the answer of classi
cal empiricism.

According (o the empiricist posiion, human beings first perceive
through their senses several things that are similar® in a cerain way. In
this case, we perceive that the two line segments or the two triangles are
equal in length or size. The line segmens or triangles are instances of
what Plato clls particular things. And, as we know, the only way humans
can become conscious of particular things s through sense experience,
such as sceing or ouching

From our perceptual avwareness of these particula things (3 and b),
we then abstractan idea of the property or rlation they share in com-
mon, namely, Equalty or Similriy. It should be easy (0 see how the
posiion Plto rejects approximates the empiricist thess that all human
Knowledge arises from sense experience.# Universals or Forms like
Equalty can be in the mind only afier particular cxamples are appre-
hended i sensible object. Only then docs the mind through absiraction
o some other means grasp the universal =

Plato offered two objectons to what I have called the empiricist or
Avistoteian theory that human beings come to know the cteral Forms
by abstracting a universal lement rom data supplied by the senses. Fist,
Plato argued that it is absurd o believe that ne first knows that s equl
0 that cis equal 1o d, and then from these judgments about equal par-
ticulars derives the more general knowledge of what Equaliy is. One
‘could not know that aand b were equal unless he already knew the sian-
dard, the Equal iself. Knowledge of the universal is logically prior to
Knowledge of the partcular. But since the awareness that a and b are
equal is impossble without a logially prior knowledge of the form or
universal (Equality or Sameness or Similaity), the empircit thesis that
all human knowledge ariss from sense experience is false. Fither the
ationalist thesisthat a least some human knowledge does notarise from
sense experience s rue, or else no human knowlede is possibe.

19,1 have somctimes wordered 1 the young Arstoe did ot happen to chalcnge
Pt saching by offrog i e o hought Bt ince crpirii e 0 b n opi:
o e by the mfors of humans, anyone coukd have vtz this possion Noncthe.
Tes, 1 will xplain n my dicusion of Ariscl, the posiion 1t by Pl esembles
At enpicin.

20 The o of sy s very imporanthere, because i the basic oo pre-
st inthe s of cqualey. To oy that 1 cqul 0 s acaber iy of sy hat
iy

21 S the apendis o thischapter

2211 must o  fotenethat may ok ke sense unl afer we i e cap-
fcron Al No comort can e foun i he Fact ht At disinguished berween a
v and a acive aspect o e human vl 1 cbvions e e el e
Hhoned n o o Ao wrings 5 uslessunl given scnsible informatin 0.3 o,
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AvGUsTINE

Augustine on Human Knowledge of the Forms

It should be obvious that the key to human knowledge about the physi-
cal world for Augustine lies in human knowledge of what Plato called
the Forms. As Plato explained in his famous discussion of Equality in the
"Phaedo, knowledge of particular things presupposes a prior knowledge
of universal. The priority that Augustine gives (o intelection reveals his
‘commitment o the same kind of approach.

‘Augustine’s account of ntellection, human knowledge of the Forms,
is linked t0 one of his more famous doctrines, the theory of divine illu-
mination. Augustine believes that human knowledge of the rationes aeter-
nae is impossible without assstance from God, help that assumes the
form of God's enlightening the human mind. Augusiine’s theory of ilu-
mination includes at least three major points: God is light and illumines
all humans to different degrees; there are inteligile truths, the rationes
aeternae, which God illumines; and human minds can know the divine
truths only as God illumines them. In his many references to the function
of the divine light in making knowledge possible Augustine depends a
great deal upon the analogy between physical and menal sight # God is
1o the soul what the sun is o the eye. God is nok only the tuth in, by,
and through whom all truths are true. And he is not only the wisdom in,
by, and through whom all humans are made wise. He is also the light
in, by, and through whom all inteligile things are llumined.

“The importance of this doctrine (o Augustine’s theory of knowledge
s indicated in an ofien-overlooked passage in section 10 of Epistie 120,
where Augustine writes that llumination plays a ole in believing, know.
ing, remembering, imagining, sensing, and every area of knowledge. He
als0 uses his docrine of the divine light o make the point that no soul
s self-suffcient; no soul can be a light unto iself. Instead our minds must
be illumined by participation in God's light. Whatever we do—thinking,
speaking, or acting—we need the help of God.

The Meaning of Augustine’s Theory

‘There has been 4 long and unresolved controversy over the meaning of
Augustine’s theory of divine illumination. The divine light is Augustine's
‘answer 10 how humans know the eternal ideas that subsist in the mind of
God. Since Augustine believed that 2 knowledge of the Forms is a neces-
‘sary condition for any knowledse of temporal sy, al human knowledge
must be explained ultimately in terms of the divine light. Unfortunately,
there is no generall accepred interpretation of Augustne’s theary.

22 Augostine On th Triny 121524

25T i amother vy of Sying hat i € were ot for the lminating poer of God,
Thumans could never ataln knowledge of such cermal Keas as T, Goodness, and
By Sec Augustine Solloguies 113,

153
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POSSIBLE WORLDS

‘acual world does not end with the death of any or all human beings or
with the destruction of the earth

In the figure below, I allow five circles 10 stnd for five possible
worlds. The first.circle on the line wil represent the real or actual world

e

The Real
World

V1t e cosnies areconigent . Fo cxxmple, the
proposition “The United States entered World War 1 in the year 1917°
is true in the real world. But this s a contingent truth in the sense that
things could have gone differently. It is logically possible that we might
have entered the war in 1918 or might never have entered it it is also
logically possible that World War I might never have occurred. Al of these
possible states of affais obtain in some possible worlds.

In addition to contingent truths, there are also contingent beings.
Indeed, there are so many contingent beings that everything that we
know about on this planet or in the universe is a contingent being. OF
course, God is an exception (© this claim. The definiton of a contingent
being contains two points: (1) a contingent being is one whose nonexis-
tence is possible. It might never have existed, and the day will come
when it wil cease 1 exist. (2) A contingent being is one that depends
upon some other being or beings for its existence.:

Every human being is a contingent being, a fact made obvious by the
role our parents played in our existence. We are contingent lso in the
sense that our continuing 10 live is dependent upon access (o oxygen,
swate, the right temperature, and hundreds of oher necessary conditons.
Every pat of the earth is contingent, including Mount Everes, the Ohio
River, the Atlantic Ocean, the continent of North America, and 50 on.
“There was a time when such things did not exist, and there will come a
time when they cease 10 exist

We are now ready to relate contingent beings and truths o possible
worlds. A contingent truth i true in some possible worlds and not oth-
exs. The contingent truth “George Washingion is the first president of the
United Sates” i true in many possible worlds,including the acal world
But it s not true in every possible world. A contingent being exists in
some possible worlds but notall. You and 1 exist in the real world; we

2 Readers with good memories willrecalla simiar discussion in chaper 7.

Tgweo2

e
Possible
Worlds,
Contingency,
and Necessity

25
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is @ priont” Second, Plato argued that reason is superior (o sense per-
ception because sensation is powerless to provide the crucial universal
and necessary element present in knowledge. And finally, the superior-
ity of reason over sense experience led Plato (0 think in terms of a hier-

hy of epistemological states with reason at the op and sense
perception at the bottom,

Platos Phaedo, one of his greatest achievements, contains what |
regard as one of the most important passages in al of philosophical -
rature.* Even though the passage appears o focus on an argument for
the immortlity of the soul, its greatest significance s the contrbution it
makes to the debate between rationalism and empiricism. Even though
Plato puts the argument into the mouth of the imprisoned Socrates as he
‘awaits his exceution, no serious student of Plato thinks that the hisorical
Socrates advanced this argument. What seems more likely is that Plato
borrowed the argumen, along with much other material that appears in
the Phacdo, from the Pythagoreans dusing his travels in southern Itly.

An Account of Plato’s Argument

Plato has Socrates begin the argument by pointing out that people can
only remember things they knew at some earlier time. I I can remember
something in the present, then I must have known it sometime in the
past. From this apparently innocent observation, Socrates goes on to
argue that some kind of remembering exists in every act of knowing. To
illustrate his point, Plato uses judgments of the form *a is cqual to b
Consider a case where we judge that two sticks or two line segments or
o triangles are equal to each other. What conditions must be met before
we can know that a i equal to b7 We must have perceptual awareness
of the two line segments, We must have seen @ and then seen b, That is
obvious. Bu, Plato insiss, we must also have knowledge of something
else that Plato calls e Equal tself. That s, n additon (o particula things
like stcks or lines on a paper that we apprehend with our senses, there
is something else, namely, the standard or idea o Form of Equaliy, that
must exist and be known before we can jude that two line segments are:
‘equal in length or that two triangles are equal in size and shape.

But this aises an obvious question: Where does our knowledge of
the standard or Form of Equality come from? How is this knowledge
‘acquired? Plato gives two answers (0 this question, his own and one that
he refects. It is interesting 10 note that the position he rejects s the

17 4 prion knowledge b ndependent of sense experience. One example of such
o be e tmes four cquls welve” A posterir knawedge s dependent upon
e information. The proposion “Some roses ar 1o i 4 postriorwhi he progo-
ion Some red roses e e  priors

15 The sandard pagiaton o he passge s Pt Phaodo T26-77a
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with free will Evil came into being when these ereatures misused their
free will 0 trn from  higher good to a lower good.

Evilis dependent upon a prior good in the sense that it s a kind of
parasic or comption of a prior good. Good and evilare not equal forces
o powers n the universe. Evi is aways subordinate to goodness. A par-
asite can never survive unless there s a separate and healihy organism
upon which it can prey,from which it can draw sustenance.

I light or darkness the more fundamental reality I s & mistake o
think that darkness s a power or a force that cocxists with lght. Dark-
ness i the privation of light. Light s a posiive force or power; darkness
is nothing, it s nonbeing. I order for evil o exist,there must be an org-
inal goodness 0 cormupt. Could gooxdness have existed without evie Cer-
ainly. I theism, God existed firs, God s good, and then evil entered
the universe as a cormuption of reated goodness. According to Augustine,
God chose to include within creation free will. But free will arries the
possibily either o choose or refect the Creator. The wil of the ereature:
can tum toward God and away from God, the good and the light. The ori
gin of evil is located in 4 created will that turns away from ts Creator,
‘God. Creatures choose a lower good ahead of a igher goo they choose
themselves rather than God.

Augustine’s God Versus the God of Plotinus

Augustine’s God was not the finite Demiurge of Plato or the unknowable.
‘One of Plotinus. He is the triune God of the Christan Scriptures who cre-
ated ex nibiloall of reality (Confessions 11.4-5). God, who is immutable
in both time and space, created the world of souls and bodies.

Augustine’s view of God is distinctly Christian and remained so in
spite of his eary fliration with some aspecs of Plotinus's worldsiew. Plot-
inus's God was unknowable; Augustine’s God was eminently knowable
through both special revelation (the Bible) and general revelation, both
in the physical universe (nature) and through the human soul. Plotinus’s
God was not the sovereign, frce creator of the universe.

The Trinity

Historic Christian theism is unapologetically winiarian. To quote the
Aposties' Creed: I believe in God the Father Almighty .. and in Jesus
Christ his only Son our Lord ... land] in the Holy Spirit” The doctrine of
the Trinkty reflects the Chrstian conviction that the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit are three distinct centers of consciousness that share fully
in the one divine nature and in the activites of the other persons of the

3. Augustine's noton offee will had s,

s
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skeptic has another possible answer 10 our question.If his reply s no, the
skeptic is admitting that he doesn't know what he's talking about
Consider now the other way of formulating skepicism:

@) No proposiion is tue.

Once agin the strategy is 10 ask a simple question: Is your propo-
sition (2) rue” Suppose | allow you to do the rest. What is our skepic's
problem if he answers yes and then if he answers no?

Not 100 long ago, someone sent me via e-mail the following story
that he had taken off the Internet. A philosophy professor was attacking
the existence of God in a class full of timid and compliant students. The
professor began with the following question: Is there anyone in the foom
who has seen God” No student responded. “All right” he continued,
“have any of you touched God” Again, there was no response. “Has any-
one here heard God?” Afer another round of slence, the professor smiled
triumphantly and said, “Therefore, there is no God.”

ACthat poi, one of the students rose and asked if he might speak
‘The professor nodded his approval The student looked at the other stu-
dents and asked, “Has anyone in this room seen our professor’s brain?”
No reply. *Has anyone touched our professor's brain?” Again, sience.
“Has anyone heard our professor's brain” After anather bout o silence,
the student smiled and said, “Then using our professor’ logic, our pro-
fessor has no brain.”

While the sory ended by stating that the student received an A for
the course, aempting this maneuver with some professors might result
in a different outcome. Of course, I would like 1o think that the profes-
sor's horrible logic was an attemp! 10 provoke someone i the class, any-
one in the class, o say something.

Logical Positivism

Strangers (0 philosophy are often surprised 10 discover how many self-
referentially absurd positions one can find in the history of philosophy.
One example of such  system s the logical positvism that was popular
in Great Britain and the United States during the 19305 and 1940s. The
book that came 10 be regarded as the most influential statement of logi-
cal posiivism was A. ). Ayer's Language, Truth, and Logic® For the
record, Ayer abandoned logical positivism during his later years

“The touchstone proposiion of logical positvism was something
called the verificaion principle. Logical posiivists thought they had dis-
covered a criterion of meaningfulness that would exclude all kinds of
claims they found distaseful. Only two kinds of propositions can have

10, Gondon: Gollance, 1936).





index-60_1.jpg
Plato’s Dualism

@

Mechanism

Atomism also provides an excellent example of mechanism, the belief
that everything happens according to laws and principles that operate
mechanically without purpose or design. Pato’s view of the universe was
teleological in the sense that he believe that a divine intelligence and
purpose is at work in the universe.

Atheism

Plato’s view of God is hardly 2 model of clarty. What is clear however,
s Plato's ejection of atheism. Nonetheless, scholars continue to debate
whether Plto believed in one god, or two, o more.

Naturalism

Naturalisn i the belief that the natural, material universe is self-sufficient
and self-explanatory. Given the time devoted 0 both ancient and mod-
em versions of naturalism in chaper 2, it should be clear what issues are.
at stake in the nawralistic worldvier. While Plato never compared natu-
alisms view of a closed universe with  box, his alternative can be
described as the belief that outside the confines of the bos, the nawral
order, there exists a world of eternal, transcendent, unchanging, and
immaterial Forms or ides.

e elpful way 10 highlight several central elements of Phio’s sys-

e s o think in terms of a fundamental dualism. Plto's philoso-
phy is markeed by thre inds of dualism: metaphysicl,episemologicl,
and andhropological.

. The metaphysical dualism of Plaw's philosophy s seen n his dis-
tincion between two workds, or two levels of reality—the imperfect,
changing, temporal, material workd of partcular things over against the
perfec, unchanging. nontemporal, nonmaterial workd of the Forms.

2. e cpistemological duallsm of Platois evident not only in his rad-
ical distinction between sense experience and reason but also i his claim
that sense experience akways fll shor of proxucing knowledge. True.
Knowledge is auainable only by reason and then only s human reason
apprehends the Forms.

3. Pla's anibropological duaism is apparent in his radical disine-
tion between body and soul.Justa there are two worlds paricular phys-
ical things and Forms) and o ways of apprehending these two worlds
(sensation and reason), so humans are a composit of o parts (body
and soub.
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Examples of
Plato’s Two
Worlds

Sianificant human specch ypically occurs in cases where the speaker
or witr atsbutes some predicate 0 a subject. And 50 we can sy that
A Gome paricular human acois just, Bis just, Cis jut and 30 on, The.
predicae justis applie 0 many diffrent paricular examples, Such prec-
icates can b called univeralterms because the one word s applied unic
versally 2 number of different partcular subjects. Since the word red.
s applicd  many paricula things, i 100 is  universl term.

Plato explained this feature of human language by saying there is a
universal redness (he Form of redness) tht serves as @ siandard or 4
o forall the paiculr examples and shades ofred found n th phys-
ical workl. When we encountersomething in our experience that exem-
plifes universal terms ike “round” or “red,” we are justified n applying.
the universl term 1o that subject. We cllthings red or ound when the
subject in question has the property o redness or oundness.

Sometimes Phato wrote as though there were a Form, or an arche-
type, for every cass of object in the physical world. Tis would mean
that the world of the Forms conains a perfec dog a pefect horse, and
a perfect human, along with the other Forms aleady noted. The poss-
bty of  perfect horse or dog raised some difficult questions for Plato,

i some ierpretes think he abandoned this posion lae i lfe

 the study of philosophy, there are times when it helps 10 approach

diffcult isues from diferent perspectives. The material in this section
illustrates such a procedure. | will use various examples (0 help the reader
‘understand Plto's theory of the Forms. If an example is diffcul o grasp,
drop it and move on to another.

Definitions Versus Examples
In many of his earler wriings, Plato is interested in finding the proper
definition of such important terms as “fustce,” “piety,” and “virue.” In
the Euthypbro, Socrates asks the young Euthyphro to define the meaning
of piety. Instead of providing  definition, Euthyphro offers examples of
piety. A contemporary American in the same situation might provide such
‘examples of piety in terms of going o church, reading the Bible, pray-
ing, and being a good neighbor. Socrates replies that he did not ask for
examples of pious deeds; he wants t0 know instead what al of those.
examples have in common.

‘The relevant difference can be illusirated by ten or so vertical lines
connected by one horizontal line. The vertical lines stand for diferent
‘examples of the concept; the horizontal line represents the essence com-
mon 10 all of the examples. When he seeks a defnition, Plato does not
want examples (he verticallines); he wants the common essence (the
horizontal line). This universal element sought in definitions is an a
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INTRODUCTION

that we presuppose or accept without support from arguments o evi-
dence. As philosopher Thomas V. Moris explins,

“The mostimportant presuppositions are the most basic and most general
beliefs about God, man, and the world that anyone can have. They are:
ot usually consciously enterained but rather function as the perspective:
from which an individhal s and iterprets both the events of his own.
e and the various circumstances of the world around him. These pre-
suppositions in conjunction with one another delimit the boundaries
within which sl other less foundational belifs are held

Even scienists make imporant epistemological, metaphysical, and
cthical assumpions. They assume, for example, that knowlede is pos-
Sble and that sense experience s relabie (episemology), that the uni-
verse i regular (metaphysics), and that scieniss should be honest
Cebics). Withou these assumpions that scientists cannot justify within
e Timitsof their methodology, scintific inquiry would soon collzpe

Basic assumptions or presupposions are important because of the
way they often determine the method and goal of theoretical thought
“They can be compared with 4 train running on tracks that have no
switches. Once people commit themsclves (o 4 cerain st of presuppo-
stions,thei dirction and destination are decrmined. An accepiance of
the presupposiions of the Chiisian worldiew will ead  person (0 con-
clusions quite different from those that would follow a commitment (o
the presupposiions of nauralism.”

Paradigms
One purpose of this book is t help the reader recognize overlooked,
unseen patterns of thinking that operate in and control much human
thinking, including many of the philosophical theories we'll examine. |
have talked about worldviews and the impact tht presuppositons have
upon such conceptual systems. Another relevant facto i sometimes dis-
cussed under the label of paradigns. A paradigm s a habitual way of
thinking. n a sense, every wordview is composed of many smaller par-
adigms. A worldview, in other words, is 4 collecion of paradigms.
Paradigms provide boundaries. They act as fillrs that screen data,
namely, data that do not meet expecttions connected with the paradigm.
Paradigms filter information produced by our experiences. They admit
data that fitthe paradigm and filter out data that conflct with the para-

 Thonmas . Mo, Franci chasfr Aplogetcs (Gran R Baker, 1967, 10,

7 i claim asumes that the paries ivolved hink an sc consisey. e all know.
prfesing Chrsians whose dgments and condoctconflc walhimporan princilesof
Thel . My onshests,offn unconscloul, appear 0 e backfom postions hat
thel presuppossions seem 0 el
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he heart of Plato’s philosophy is his theory of 1deas, or Forms. Plato

believed that human beings paticipate in two different worlds, One of
these i the physical world that we experience through our bodily senses.
‘Our contact with the lower world” comes through our bocily senses, s in
seeing or ouching paricula things like rocks, rees,cats, and humans. T
physical things tha exist i the lower world exist in space and time.

“The other world in which we partiipate is more diffcult o describe,
a factthat helps explain why Plato’s eaching is so foreign 0 most of us
“This higher world s composed of immaterial and eterna essences that we
apprehend with our minds. Plato’s ideal world (sometimes called the
world of the Forms)is more real for Plato than s the physical world, inas-
much as the partcular things that exit in the world of bodies are copies,
or imitations, of thei archetypes, the Forms.

Plato’s Theory
of Forms

Upper World — Forms. — No Space or time.

Lower World — Pariculars — In Space and time

For Plao, a Form i an eteral, unchangeable, and universal essence.
Some of Plato's Forms are elatvely casy (o understand. He believed that
swhat we encounter in the physical world are imperfect examples of such
unchanging absolutes as Goodness, Justice, Truth, and Beauty that exist
in an ideal, nonspatial world. Plato also believed that the world of the
Forms contains exemplars of such mathematical and geometrical entiies
‘as numbers and the perfect circe. The imperfect circles that we encounter
in the physical world are copies of one perfect and eternal cirle that we
know through our minds. It would be a mistake (© think that Plato
believed these Forms exist only in people’s minds. The point to his the-
oy is that these Forms have an objecive o extramental existence. They
would exist even if no human being existed or were thinking of them,
“Truth, Beauty, Goodness, and the other Forms existed before there were
‘any human minds. Only when human minds focus on the Forms does
‘genuine human knowledge become possible.

Forms are also universals n the sense that they can be i several or
many things a the same time. For example, greenness s a property that
can be in grass, a sweater, and a piece of broccoliat the same time.

7 The e sbou higherand o okl docs ot sppear i o' wings. |
s becaus many studens find  helpfl.

w1
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point at which one thinks that the best way (0 introduce rigor into Ploti-
nus's mature position on immortality is o hold that ll souls of plants and
animals lose their identity and become part o the World Soul. And f this
is the fate of cockroaches and tomato plants, consisency requires one 0
elieve that this s also what becomes of Socrates, in spite of what Ploti-
nus says about Socrates” immortality. Remember that the denial of per-
‘sonal immortality became an essential feature of the kind of Neoplatonism
taught by medieval Muslim philosophers like Averroés.

T s final, uldmate form, salvation is ot a matter of what one knows;
it occursinstead in the form of a mysical trance. The mind of the human
thinker s absorbed briefly, unconsciously, ineffably inio the One. During
this mystial trance, persons lose all awareness of the body. Indecd, there.
disappears any awareness that the thinker is human or real This is hardly
surprising during a stte in which all distinctions disappear, After the
trance is over, the person cannol report any information about the expe-
rience. But should we not be wary when we are invited to make a blind
leap into the arms or lap of an nknowable deiy? How do we know the
ity that catches us will wrn out o be the Good rather than some evil
and snister being?

“The existence ofthe world requires movement beyond pure uniy into
the reality of multiplicity. Philosopher Gordon H. Clrk finds much to ri-
cize in Plotinus's eratic handiing of the problem of the One and the Many.
“Ifthe first principleis  pure One,” Clark asks, “how can the production of
muliplicty be made ineligible? ustrations of mirrors and shining lights do
not suffice. If multipliciy and disinctions were in the One, even viruall,
the One could not be pure Unity; but if there were no muliplicty in the
‘One, how could it come out of the One?” Ploinus simply and dogmaically
assers that it must_ Plotinus's system, i seems clear,is 4 creation of his
metaphors. Clark and others have pointed out that the Chiistian doctine of
the Trnky offers a disiney different and far more promising approach o
the problem of the One and the Many, 1 the relationship beween unity and
muliplicity. The trune God himsel is both one and many, three cternal
‘and divine centers o consciousness in one cteral divine nature.

Armsirong raises further objections to Plotinus's work. (1) Plotinus
unnecessarily multiplies the number of enites in his system. (2) Plotinus
attempts *to provide a comprehensible and coherent connection at points
where the reason seems (0 show not a connection but a gulf,or at least
a connection not comprehensible 10 the human intelect. Plotinus shares
the common Hellenic fault of wishing to make reality 100 tidy, a fault
‘which s after all only an exaggeration of a fundamental virtue, the desire

35,10, 190,

137





index-137_1.jpg
OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT

Without consulting your text o notes, write an essay comparing Plot-
inus's upward path of salvation with clements of Plato's allegory of the
cave. As i true of all writing assignments, you should read the text mate-
tial carefully and take notes. But once the writing begins, it must be done.
‘without consulting other material

FOR FURTHER READING

A H. Amstrong, An Introduction to Ancient Philasophy (Boston: Bea-
con, 1967).

A H. Amstrong, The Architecture of the Inteligible Universe in the Phi-
losophy of Plotinus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1940).

Emile Brehier, Philosophy of Plotinus (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1058).

Lioyd P. Gerson, The Cambridge Companion to Pltinis (New ork: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1996).

Plotinus, The Essential Plotinus, ed. and wans. Elmer O'Brien, 5. (New.
York: Mentor, 1964)

J. M. Rist, Plotinus: The Road t0 Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1967).

RT. Walls, Neo-Platonism (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1972)
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

OPTIONAL WRITING EXERCISE

Assume that you have joined the company of those who claim that
the law of noncontradiction is merely an optional way of thinking.
‘Assume also that you decide (0 write an essay proving the dispensability
of the law. Under no circumstances may you cheat and assume the dif-
ference between Band non-. This will mean, however,that every word
in your essay may have thousands of different meanings. Wiite your essay
using this new approach to language. Afier you have finished, ask your-
self the following questions. Did you have o work hard to write this
essay? Can anyone else in the world understand your essay? Has your
failure affected your opinion of people who contend that the law of non-
contradiction is merely an option?

FOR FURTHER READING

Gordon H. Clark, A Chrstan View of Men and Things, 24 d. (Unico,
“Tenn.- Th Triny Foundation, 1991)

Gordon 1. Cark, Thales to Dewy, 2d ed. (Unicol, Tenn.: The Triniy
Foundtion, 1969)

Ronald H. Nash, The Word of God and the Mind of Man (Philipsbur,
NJ. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1992).

Ronald H. Nash, ed., The Philsophy of Gordon H. Clark (hiladelphia:
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1965).
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“The most that we can atain through our senses is opinion, not knowl-
edge. Given Plato's analysis of the meaning of knowledge, sense experi-
ence fails the test. Only reason can give us knowledge.

Plato's Figure of the Divided Line
In book 6 of his Republic, Plato illustsaes the lifference between knowl-
edge and opinion using 4 device called the figure of the divided line.
Plao's account is abbreviated and open o different nterpretatons. I the
igure ofthe divided line, Plato distinguishes four levels of awareness o
cognition. His purpose s (0 help us undersand thatthere are various lev-
els of human awareness. In some of these cases, the use of the word
fnouledge i inapproprite.

Plato asks us 0 imagine an unevenly divided verical ine. The hori-
zontal line that divides the t0p from the bottom distinguishes the world
of sense experience from the world of reason. The lowest segment (A on
the following diagram) contains images and shadows of physical objects.
“The next scgmen (B) contains the physical objects that are the causes of
the shadows and reflectons.

Plato describes the longer, lower part of the ine as the realm of sense:
experience; he calls it opinion. He applics the term knouiedge to the
shorter, upper part of the line. The important disincton in this divided
line i that between knowledge and opinion. For Plto, knowledge is a
rational apprehension of the unchanging Forms, while opinion is  sen-
sible awareness of changing pariculas. The object of opinion are the
particular things that exit in the physical world; the proper objects of
knowiedge are the etermal and unchanging Forms that exis in Plato’s
ideal world. With regard (0 the means of apprehension, knowledge uses
reason whi opinion uilizes sense experience.

Plato then divides the line sl further 1 illustrate two kinds or lev-
els of knowledge (dilectic and understanding) and two levels of opin-
ion (belief and coniecture) so tha the entire ivided line looks like the
diagram:

K1 Didlectc (D)

Knowledge

via reason) K2 Undersanding (©)
__|o1 Beliet ®

Opinion

(via senses) 02 Conjecture ()
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10 find a rational order in things that will make coheren thought about
realiy possible." Armstrong is very crical of the theory of emaation.
“The relation between the Absolute and relatve and derived beings must
alvays remain myserious,”he writs, “because one term of i i indces-
sible 1o our knowledge and because it is necessarly a unique relation
about which we can form no general concept. The wise philosopher will
be content t0 note tha there is at this point  gulf or cleft in being and
leave it at that

1t looks as though Plotinus's only reason for placing a cosmic Soul
below the level of the One and Nows o rule the physical world was his
blind commitment o the legacy of Plato. The assorted uncions that Plot-
inus assigns o the One, Nous, and Soul could have been atributed o
one transcendent God. The simplification and coherence 50 necded in
Plotinus will appear decades later i the philosophy of Augustine. As
great as Plotinus's philosophical system builing was in many respects,
we can do beter; and several philosophers have.

When we study Augustine, 2 man whose conversion to Christanity
had much to do wih his discovery of Neoplatonism, we willind our-
selves in an entirely different religious arena. Augustine insss, quite
properly, tha the God of the Chiisian faith is 4 God who reveals him-
slf, who makes himself known in evesled propositions but cven more
specacularly in the person and work of his cterally divine Son

36 Artrons, Archiectun of he Il Unrse, 114
57 1id 19,
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And 0 the critic who charges me of oversimplification either is not
thinking clearly o is playing a game. 1 have formulated these positons
in the way their proponents advance them and in the only significant
that s, nontrivial) form they can have. The charge of oversimplification
is a canard. There is no oversimplification, and the positons that have
been critiqued truly are self-referentialy absurd.

law of noncontradiction cannot be ignored, avoided, or dismissed

s mere convention. s & true, universal, and necessary principie of
human thinking, acting, and communicating. It is aso a principle that
functions in the mind of God. I is nonsense to suggest that God operates
‘according 1o a different or higher logic than the law of noncontradiction.
If God does not or might no recognize the diference between 2 and
non-B, there is no difference between good and evil; there i no differ-
ence between God and the Devil. Such i the nonsense to which pious
irrationalism would drive us.

For all of its importance, however, logical consistency can never be
the only criterion by which we evaluate worldviews, While the presence
of a contradiction will alert us 10 the presence of error, the absence of
contradiction does not guarantee the presence of trth. For hat, we need
other criteia.

Conclusion
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and Justice are eternal, tmeless entites that do not depend for their exis-
tence upon the particular things that exis in this world

“Two errors common t© beginning students of philosophy must be
avoided. The firs mistake is to assume that the physical world i more
real than is the ideal world of the Forms. For Plato, the situation is the
reverse. Just as the shadow cast by a tree isless real than the tree, s the.
physical world, which i only a reflection of the ideal world, must be less
real than the world of the Forms,

‘The second ermor s 1 think that Plato viewed these Forms as exisi
ing only in people’s minds. The whole point to his theory i that the
essences have an objective existence. They would exist even if no human
being were thinking of them. Truth, Beauty, Goodness, and the other
Forms existed before there were any human minds. It does not follow,
however, that the Forms exist independen of all minds. Many of Plato's
followers have maintained that the etemal Forms existas thoughs in the
eteral mind of God. While Plato never enterained this possibily, Plot-
inus and Augustine did '

Humans live in two different worlds: the world of many partcular
things that are constanty changing and that are apprehended through
‘our bodily senses plus a perfect, unchanging, and timeless world known
through our minds.

istemology s the technical name for the branch of philosophy that

studies human knowledge. The firs thing 10 note about Plato’ epis-
temology is the intrinsic connection that exisis between being (wha is
real) and knowing. How humans know is related o what is. We have.
already seen that for Plato there are two distinct kinds of realiy: the world
of particular things and the worldl of the Forms. Corresponding (0 these:
o kinds of reality are two distnct epistemological states: opinion and
knowledge

In order for 4 human being 10 have genuine knowledge (as opposed
10 some other epistemological stat, such as a belief or an opinion), the
object of that knowledge must be unchanging. One can have knowlédge
only of that which is unchanging. But Plato believed that immutability
(unchangeability) is an exclusive property of the Forms. Every particular
thing existing in the physical world constantly undergoes change. Since.
our bodily senses provide only an awareness of the changing particular
things in the physical world, it follows for Plato that our senses can never.
give us knowledge. If the only possible objects of knowledge are the.
unchanging Forms and i the only way t© apprehend the Forms is through
our reason, it folows that knowledge must be a function of our minds

12 5ee chapters 5 and 6.

Plato’s Theory
of Knowledge
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Christan world-and-life view. Many ideas that received emphasi in the.
work of the Protestant Reformers were anticipated by Augustne. But his
views of the church and the sacraments played a role n the development
of doctrnes that are distinctly Roman Catholic. Among the areas of Chiis-
tian thought where Augustine’s ideas are still much studied are the rela-
tionship between faith and reason, the problem of evl, divine grace and
predestination, the doctrine of the Trinity, and the philosophy of history.

ugustine's life is a key t0 understanding his thought. He was born in

54 in what is now northeastern Algeria. Centuries before, Augus-
tine's homeland had been a part of the great Carthaginian Empire that
almost conquered Rome. After Rome defeated the Carthaginian army and
its general, Hannibal, Carthage became romanized in culture and lan-
suage, even though the everyday language of the common people
remained Puic.

Augustine was born and reared in Thagaste, some distance from
Carthage and the Mediterrancan Sea. Augustine's father, Patrcius, was not
 Chrisian during his youth and had relatively ltle nfluence on him, But
his mother, Monica, was a devout Chrisian and played an important role
in his lfe, even during the years when he rejected her Chiistaniy.

From the time of his first vist 0 Carthage, when he was about six-
teen, Augustine exhibited a persisent weakness in maters of sexual sin.
He took 2 mistress when he was seventeen or eightcen and fathered an
illegitimate son before he was twenty. About that same time, he began a
relationship with 4 religious and philosophical system known as.
Manicheanism. This system postulated the existence of two eternal and
equally powerful gods, one of them good (Ligh and the other evil (Dark-
ness). Manicheanism appealed to Augustine because it appeared 10 offer
4 superior answer (o the problem of evil than he could find in his
‘mother's Chrstaniy. Augustine was also drasn 0 Manicheanism because.
it made fewer moral demands on his lfe than did Chrisuanity. He could
be a good Manichean and continue (o live as he pleased. During his late
twenties, Augustine could no longer ignore serious doubts he had had
about Manicheanism. He eventually abandoned Manicheanism, even
though he delayed making his ejection public so.as not o alienate pow-
erful Manichean friends whose influence could help his carcer. His turn
‘away from Manichean dulism was a major worldview shift for the young,
man. Once his education in Carthage was completed, Augustine earned

1 teaching thetoric in Carthage. He grew restless because of the
poor quality of his students and their rowdiness in his classes

Planning 1o shift the location of his teaching to Rome, Augustine
crossed the Mediterrancan in 383 with his mistress and son. But because.
his students in Rome were often delinquent in paying fees, he left Rome

Augustine’s

Life

S Augusine

ComyBermun.

0
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Chapter Six

Augustine

IMPORTANT DATES IN AUGUSTINE'S LIFE

354 Augustine is bom in North Africa

371 Augustine makes his first visit to Carthage

372 Augustine takes a mistress

373 Augustine’s son, Adeodatus, is born; Augustine
begins a nine-year attachment to Manicheanism

383 Augustine crosses the sea to Rome with his
mistress and son

384 Augustine assumes the post of public orator at
Milan; separates from his mistress

Augustine is converted and writes the first of his

extant books, including Against the Skeptics and

Soliloquies

387 Augustine is baptized in Milan

388 Augustine rewms to North Africa

391 Augustine is ordained as a priest

395 Augustine is consecrated as bishop of Hippo
Regius

400 Augustine completes his Confssions

410 Rome is sacked

413 Augustine begins writing The ity of God.

430 Augustine dies during the Vandals’siege of Hippo
Regius

%

A i s e st o ik of he st ok and e ft
philosopher and theologian of the Middle Ages. His work is the
bridge that links ancient philosophy and early Chrstan theology 10 the
thought patterns of the Middle Ages. His work is il a model for those.
Christian thinkers who would use Platonism as a framework for their
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Chapter Nine

Possible Worlds

e e b e
subject of possible worlds i not exist. Interest in the subject goes
back several centuries,at least 1 the German philosopher Gotfried Leib-
niz in the cighteenth century. But the specific content in this chapter is
relatively new, atleast in this forma.

During many of our school days, good teachers introduced heuristic
devices or teaching tools to assist our understanding of rather complex.
ideas. It might have been a modlel of the solar system or a stick with two
red balls on one end and one blue ball on the other [0 help s understand
a molecule of water.

‘The doctrne of possible worlds can help improve our understand-
ing of dozens of important philosophical issues. For example, philoso-
phers distinguish between contingent and necessary truhs. The
proposition “Cosmo Kramer has red roses in his garden” is a contingent
proposition. The proposition might be true or it might be false, depend-
ing on whether or not Cosmo Kramer has a garden containing some red
foses. By contrast, the proposition *Five times five equals twenty-five” is
4 necessarly true proposition. It must be true; it cannot be false. The
propositions “Five times five equals twenty-one” and “Cosmo Kramer is
4 married bachelor® are necessarly false. They cannot be true; they are
contradictions and thus logically fase. As we'l se, the doctrine of pos-
sible worlds can help us grasp this distnction.

A warning: some students find this material quite diffcul. It eally
isnit, but any new way of lking or thinking abou things can seem dif-
fcult at fist. Master the definitions, think about what I say, and remem-
ber that much of this material is common sense. Once you understand
what is going on and what the terms mean, the linguage of possible
worlds wil be a new way of talking about things that we're familiar with.

What Is a Proposition?

Some.

Preliminary
Definitions

any philosophers distinguish betwveen sentences and proposiions.
A sentence is some combination of words in  partcular language.
If a sentence has meaning, its meaning is said 10 be the proposition
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forMilanin 384 Milan was the summer residence o the emperor and his
cour and offred Augustine many opporunites for advancement i the
government.Strongly recommendid by Manichean fiends in high places,
Augustine was given the posion of public orator, 2 possibl sepping-
stone 1o even reater things.

Whie he was n Milan, Augustine became rendly with Ambrose, the
bishop of Milan, who was reputed 10 be th greates oratr in the empire.
Ambrose helped Augustine to see that many of his objections to Chris
tianity were based on misconceptions of the fath. For cxample, Augus-
tine once complained to Ambrose that the God of the Bible had a body.
When Anbrose asked where Augustine had read such a hing, Augustine
seferred o Genesis 35 and its claim that the Lord God *was walking in
the garden in the cool of the day.” Ambrose tesponded that he was
amazed 1 be sanding inthe presence o a teaches oftheoric who could
o recogaize nonitral language. The simple recogniion that the Bible
someimes uses figures of spech and nonlicral language climinated
many of Augustine’s misconcepions about Scrpture

By then Augustine had replaced his Manichean workdview with the
strange varity of skepicism that had taken conirol of Platos Academ.
His experiment with skepicism ended with his discovery of the witings
of crttin Patonists,  term that secms to encompass Plotinus and some
of his followers. ronically Augustines study of Neoplatonism helped to
remove many of the remaining incllectal obstacles o his becoming 1
Chsian. For one thing, the Neoplatonists taught him how il could
exist i a world that depended for its existence on one perfctly good
God. Following this lead, Augustne came to think of i s the privation
of goodness, much as darkness s the absence of igh.

“Augustine found that his assored intllectual objections to Chrstian-
ity had been suipped away. The obstaces that remained concerned his
relucance  renounce his moral falings. 1n 386, i villa outside of
Rome, he underwent one of the more dramaic consersions in the history
of the Christian church. Afer hearing a voice sy, Take up and read,”
Augustine recounts how he opencd the Bible at random and his finger
Tanded on Pauls words in Romans 13:13-14.

1 seized i ihe New Testamen) and opened it and n silence I read the
first passage on which my eyes fell. “No orgies or drunkennes, no fight-
ing or eslousy. Take up the weapons of the Lord Jesus Chrs; and stop
giving atention © your sinful nature, 0 satify s desires” | had no wish
0 read more and no need to do s For in an instant, as | cme to the

1 The e Neplatoni i 3 by e invention, desgned o diinguish the
honghtof ioinas and s followersfom he older icws f Pt and te nermedite
posiion of thinkers now called Midde Platonkn.
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PART TWO. INPORTANT PROBLEMS IN PHILOSOPHY

ot verified by the scientific method? The answer is tha there is none.
Therefore, if it is wrong 10 believe any propositon so described and the.
touchstone propositon of scientific positvism fails its own test, it ollows.
that it is wrong 10 believe in that touchstone propostion. Scientific posi-
tivism i 2 logically self-defeating posiion.

Evidentiatism

“The lis of self-referentially absurd positions keeps growing. The touch-
stone proposition of what 1 here call evidentialism was expressed by a
nineteenth-century thinker named W. K. Clfford, who wrote: It is wrong
always, everywhere, and for anyone, to believe anything upon insuffi-
cient evidence." As Clifford saw i, people have dutes and responsibil-
ites with respect 10 thei acts of believing. This is especially so, Clifford
thought, in the case of religious beliefs. According 1o Clifford, there is
never sufficient evidence or proof to support religious belief, Conse-
quently, anyone who accepts  religious belif (such as the belief that
God exists) is guity of acting immorally, iesponsibly, and irationally.
“There is a rather hey body of lterature that takes this kind of evi-
denialism apart 4 To save time, 1 will look a only one counterargument:
evidentalism s 2 logically self-defeating position. As we have seen, the
evidentalist believes that it is immoral to believe anything without suffi-
cient proof. But where is the proof for his own claim? The fact s that he
provides no evidence; nor could he. Therefore, the real immoraliy in
these matters i believing the touchstone propositon of evidentilism.

Deconstructionism

“The touchstone proposition of deconstructionism s this: ‘It is impossible
ever 1o know the meaning of any writen text” This happens to be a pop-
ular view in certain academic circls, especially in English departments
that used to introduce students to literary classics. The prevailing view
among many contemporary scholars is that all meaning is subjective; a
text means whatever it means to the reader.

T must adit (0 being a litle jeslous when I encounter college stu-
‘dents who studied lterature under a deconstructionist professor. When I
‘studied lterature, it was & tough course. Today, writing an exam for such
a professor is a snap. Without reading the book, without studying any
critical essays,all one has 10 do is dream up an interpretation, any inter-

15, W. K. Clfford, “The s o Bl in Readings i he Piosogby of Relgion, .
Baruch A, Brody (Englevond Cllfs, N Prenic-Hal, 1970, 246 Cffods ey was
publishec i i Lcrresan Fsays Lodo: crlan, 1579)and has been eprned
Counessantologe.

1. See Ronal H. Nash, i an Roson (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992, chp. 5.
ands.
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Suppose we concede that the Form of  dog exisis. Obviousy, the
Form of 2 dog does not exist in the physical world of particular things.
‘The perfect dog Gthe Form) is a way of referting 10 the set of essential
propertis shared by all specific members of the set. Some people refer
10 this essence under the term dogainess. According o Plato, when we
see a partcular dog, we recognize in that imperfect specimen something
that reminds us of the perfect Form. Similarly, we can think about horsi
ness, catness, and treeness.

Hence the circle represents some class or set, in this case the set of
all dogs, The class concept exists in the world of the Forms while the
‘partcular members of the class exist in the lower world of particular
things.

Mathematical Entities

As Plato's thought matured, he scems © have paid less attention (o forms
of physical object. In fact, he sometimes seems (© be embarrassed by
his former tlk about a perfect dog or horse.!* Eventually, or so many
ik, his facet of his theory fades away. Of more permanent importance
in his system is his belie in the existence of perfect standards of Truth,
Beauty, and Goodness, as well as the kinds of eternal entiies that we
encounter in mathematics, such as the number one and the perfect cir-
cle. Plato believed that the disciplines of mathematics and geometry prove
the need for and the existence of eteral, nonmaterial Forms. Suppose
e focus on the apparenty simple mater of a crcl.
What s a circle? Consider the following examples.

GOOE

While no knowledgeable person would ever confuse A, B, and C with
a perfect circle, it should be possible 10 see why such figures might be
though to resemble something we call circulariy. I can imagine some-
‘one saying, “Figure B isnt really a circle, but is closer (0 being 4 circle
than A s." Such language implies that there s a concept of a perfect cir-
cle all parties 10 the discussion are familar with in some way and that

10, Some eprters beleve this eburssnent shows up i th cuy pags of o'
Parmenides.Fo  helpul dswsion o i i dlogue e Gondo . Clrk, Thkes
o Do, 30 od. (U, Teon: The Ty Foundaton, 1989 8550
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Worldview
Beliefs

inconsistencies, and other fulings. Few of the pieces of such worldviews
fittogether.

Most people have o idea what a workdview is, o even that they have.
one. People like this are unlikely to know much about the specific con-
tent of their own worldview. Nonetheless, achieving 3 greater awareness
of our own worldvies is one of the most important things we can do;
insight into the worldviews of others is essental 1o understanding what
makes them tick. One thing we can do for others is o help them achieve.
a better understanding of their worldview. We can also help them to
improve it which means climinating inconsistencies and providing new
information that wil il gaps and remove errors in their conceptual sys-
tem. A worldview, then, is  concepual scheme that contains ou funda-
mental beliefs it s also the means by which we interpret and judge reaiy.

‘Worldviews function much like eyeglasses. The right eyeglasses can
put the world into clearer focus, and the correct worldview can do some-
thing similar. When people look at the world through the wrong world-
view, realty doesn' make sense (0 them. Putting on the right conceptual
scheme, that is, viewing the world through the correct worldview, can
have consequences for the fest of a person's thinking and acting, The.
Confessions of Augustine provides ample support for this claim.

Most of us know people who seem incapable of seing certain points
that are obvious 10 us; perhaps those people view us as equally thick-
headed or stabbom. They ofien seem (o have a builtin grd that flers
out information and arguments and that leads them (o place a peculiar
st on what seems obvious (o us. Such obstinacy s ofien a consequence:
of their worldviex.

“The study of philosophy can help us realize what a worldview s,
assist s in achieving a better understanding of our worldview, and aid
us in improving it Another thing the study of philosophy can teach us is
that some worldviews are better than others. Even though Plato and Ars-
tole got some things, perhaps many things wrong, chances are their
worldviews will generally get higher marks than wil those of students
reading this book. The fact that some worldviews are better than others
suggests the need for tests or citeia by which worldviews can be eval-
uated. This chapter wil denify some of these crieria.

N s consina st v clustrs o bl camey, bl
about God, metaphysics (ultimate reality), epistemology (knowl-
edge), ethics, and human nature.! While worldsiews may include other

1 One important aea o hunan knowldge thit couk be deed 10 cur s i hisry:
v devoted ok 1 epresetatie theorics bon hisery S Ronald H. Nash, 70
Meaning ofisry Qs Beoadman and Holman, 1996,
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THE LAW OF NONCONTRADICTION

‘meaning, the posivists argued: those that are true because of the mean-
ing of their constituent terms (called analytc statements)" and those that
are verifible by sense experience (called syntheti sttements). Positivists
delighted in showing, or so they thought, that theological, metaphysical,
and ethical sttements filed to meet cither criterion of meaningfulness
‘And because such siatements were neither analytic (irue or fase by virue
of the meanings of their words) nor synthetic (irue or false because they
were verifiable by experience),they were discarded s meaningless. This
‘meant that satemens ke “God exists” were neither true nor false; they
were meaningless, What a clean and convenient way (o eliminate theol-
gy, metaphysics, and ethics from the arena of responsible discourse and
though, or 50 the logical positvists thought.

“The positvists used their verification principle like a sledgehammer;
smashing a great many of the traditional positons in philosophy, includ-
ing beliefs about God, the soul, and moralty. At least they did so unil
people began 1 ask about the cognitive status of the posivists verifi-
cation principle. What kind of satement is it The posiivists’ criterion of
‘meaning showed itself 0 be meaningless because it could be classified
as neither an analytic nor a synthetic statement. Efforts to rescue the ver-
ification principle faled.* So it is difficult to find any philosopher who is
willing o admit adherence to logical positivism. The movement i dead,
a result fitting for any logically selfdefeating theory.

Scientific Positivism

Even though logical posiivism has becn put 0 res, # diferent version of
positivism continues o appealto students and profcssors. The ouchstone
propostion of scientific posiivism goes ke this: It is wrong (0 belicve
any proposion notverifed by the sientfic method.” Pease not that 1
have no quarrel witheither science orthe scietiic method. The rlevant
issue i the assumpion that science and its methodology are comperent
10 bring us intothe presence of al that i true. Thi s the point at which
any thinking person must object. For example, at least one imporiant
proposiion cannot be verified by the scientific method, namely, the ouch-
Stone proposition of the positvist position. What scintiic experiment
could posibly verlfy the clim tha t s wrong to beleve any proposition

1 Examplen of byt stemets e autlogis ke Sorme bachckon e unnr
e e (which re necessaiy ) and contradicions e Some bachelorsar .
i men” (which are necewardly e An cxampie of 4 syt satement would he
Some bachelors drve Amercan made care

12 One could spen years reading mbing b criis oflogial posiivism. Two
criiques of the veicaton pnciple fom diferet perspecives ae Al Panings, Gl
and Othr inds (thaca, N+ Comnell Universy Prs, 1967) and Band Blanshar, Ro-
o and Analts (1 Sl Open Cour, 1962
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ipation of Plato’s universal Form, or essence. During our lfetime, cach of
s wil presumably come into contact with many instances of such con-
cepts as justice. But in each instance, there will be one essential clement
‘without which the particular act would not be an example of ustice.
Fawe2

Concey
ofJustice

Just Acs

A Set (Class) Versus the Members of the Set
‘One can also approach Platos theory of the Forms in terms of the differ-
ence between a set or class versus the particular things that make up that
set. In some wriings Pl scems 1o teach that every class of objects in
the physical world has an archetype or a perfect patter existing in the
immutable, eternal, and immaterial world of the Forms Any class of
objects can serve as an example. Consider the class or set of all dogs
Suppose we use a circe (o represent that class, Then think of a number
of specific dogs that may include different breeds. We will indicae these
paricular dogs by x's inside the circle. What enables us to group al of
these different particular animals into the same class? Afer all, there are.
significant differences between 4 colli and a mixed breed. Partcular
things are grouped into the same class if they possess similar essenial
propertcs. Utlizing this distinction, we come 1 recognize the diffrence.
between the class or setof all dogs (our circle) and the countless number
of particulr dogs that are members of that lass (the x's inside the crcle).

Fgure33

The Class
of All Dogs
Paricular Dogs

S bk 10 o Pltors Al latrecogpized sgnificant cxceptions i i
here e o perfct exerpla for such thins 4 ., i, or <o ung. S the
caly pagesof ko Pamerides

5 Sometimen s n ook 10 o his Aepulic) P wroe s though thee were  Form
for ever cas of bject i the physicl word
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PART ONE! SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

‘own genius produced major alerations in the Plotinian doctrine, but Plot-
inus's influence cannot be ignored. In fact, many clements of Augustine’s
thought can be understood properly only when seen in the light of the
Platonic traditon in philosophy. His reading of the Neopltonists helped
answer the problems and remove the obstacles that Manicheanism had
placed in the way of his becoming a Christan. Many clements of Augus-
tine's philosophy were formulated under the influence of Plotinus, but as
Augustine’s understanding of Christan belief matured, he came 10 rec-
ognize errors in Plotinus's system. On an issue where Plotinus's thought
and Scripture were imeconcisble, Augustine parted company with Plot-
us and sided with the Bible. This is seen, for example, in Augustine’s
renunciation of the preexisience of the soul.

A st was o st wikes K ey hreos 0l
together his thoughts on the major elements of his Christan world-
View from many works writen over a period of forty years. I is impor-
fant at times 10 take note of the larger context which his views
developed. For example, many of his convictions about God were shaped
by his ongoing controversy with the Manichean eligion that he had fol-
lowed for so many years.

ugustine had carnestly pursued two non-Christian views of God
A e i
Manicheanism; the second was the unknowable One of Plotinus. Taking.
note of the many ways in which Augustine’s thinking about God con-
trasted with these other theories s a necessary step in grasping the devel-
opment of his belis.

God, Manichean Dualism, and Evil

‘Augustine’s acquaintance with Manicheanism led him 10 reflect on two
‘problems: the problem of evl and the relaionship between faith and rea-
son. Chrstanity teaches that all realiy i created by one true Go. If this
is 50, and God is both good and all-powerful, as Christians clim, why
does evil exist? Manicheanism explained the existence of good and evil
as the unavoidable product of a never-ending struggle between two.
coequal and co-eternal deites, one good and the other evi. Bvil exists
because the good God (Ligh) is powerless 10 defeat the evil God (Dark-
ness). Eventually Augustine came (0 see that this kind of dualism was
unnecessary to explin the existence of evil. There is only one God, and
heis both good and all-powerful. Everything God created was good. But
the creation contained degrees of goodness. One feature of God's good
creation was his endowment of cerain creatures (he angels and humans)
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the posiions as universal claims, it is nottrue that | am guiky of misrep-
resenting or oversimplifying the theories. Consider the following pais of
propositions

(1) Al propositons not verfied by the scentiic method are false.

ab) Some propositons not verfied by the scentiic method are fulse.

@) Al statementsthat ave neither analytic nor synthetic are meaningless.
(2b) Some statements that are neither analytc nor synthetic are mean-
ingles.

(3 Allacs of believing proposiions not supported by sufficient exi-
‘dence are immorl,

(3b) Some acts of beliving propositions unsupported by suffcient
dence are immoral,

4 All s are meaningless.
(4b) Some texts are meaningless.

1 can only assume that the it wanis everyone 10 believe that the
(b) propositions represent more fairy the views of the positvst, eviden-
talis, and deconsiructonist. And since the (b) proposiions are obviously
true, any attempt 0 refect positons stated inthe (b) or qualified versions
is unfai and simplistic

“The attemp 10 defeat my arguments i this way fils for two reasons.
First, even though the (b) propositions are tue, they are trivial in the
Sense that no informed person doubts them. It s difficul to interpret some
texts, But the ambiguity of two o two thousand texts has nothing 1o do
with deconstructionism. If ll deconstructioniss want to imit ther posi-
tion t0 proposiion (4b), no one will object. But neither would anyone
care. It would be like someone saying that during a 162-game season,
every majorleague baschal team is going to lose at least one game; to
which one appropriate tesponse is 5o what?” Any atiempt 1o defend evi-
dentialism, posivism, and the other sel-defeating positions by watering
them down in the way I have indicated has the strongly negative effect
of wivializing those positions

My second reply s that proponents of these views do assert the uni-
versal claim. 1 have 1o problem admiting there are lots of texts in libraries
around the world that are diffcul 1o interpret. But believing that some
texts are difficult o interpret does not make me a deconsiructionist. Con-
sider someone who ntroduces himself as a skeptic and then defines his
position by saying that some proposiions are not true (as opposed to
saying no propositions are true). As far as skepicism is concerned, this
person i a fraud.
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1 donit wish to suggest that Platos kind of reasoning cannot be chal-
lenged. It would be interestng to see if any challenge can be successful
‘As much as I might like o fill in some addiional gaps in the Platonist’s
argument for the existence of the perfectcircl, consiraints upon the length
of this book oblige me 1o leave the mattr where it is and move on.

In the instance of circes, the real object of human thought is not the
imperfect circles that appear on a blackboard or in a textbook. As Phto
sees i, the true object of our eflection about circles is the ideal, perfect
circle grasped by the mind. The imitations of circularty we encounter in
this world of material, particular things cannot satsfy the definiton of a
circle. Unless there were an ideal circle that we already knew in some
way, our concept or thought of  circle would be vacuous; it would have
R0 feferent. And since the perfect circle cannot exist in the physical
world, i since it must exist somewhere, and since things exist in either
the lower world or the higher worl, the perfect circle must exis in the
world of the Forms.

Other Forms

There is another class of Forms composed of normativ ideals such as
Goodness, Beauty, Truth, and Justice. For example, we apply the word
good 10 many partcular human acts. What grounds judgments such as
these? Plato’s answeris that we already have an idea of the Form or stan-
dard of Goodness in our minds. As we o through life we see acts con-
forming (o the norm, and we judge human behavior in light of the
standard,

A Summary

For Plato, a Form is an eternal, unchangeabe, and universal essence. The
Forms are archetypes or ideal patterns in the sense that the particular
things that exist in the physical world imiate or copy them. An essence
is the set of essental properties without which a paricular thing like tis
sqirrel or that tree would not exist as a squirrel or a trec. The Forms
embody the essence that marks the similariies among members of a class
and enables us to group them into a set or clas.

Forms can never change. Equality tslf that i, the concep or stan-
dard of equality) can never change. I it ever did, Plato teaches, it would
become inequality. The concept of oneness can never become twoness.

“The Forms are also eternal. They existed before the physical world
came into existence. They would continue to exist even if everything in
the physical universe, the lower world, ceased o exist. Truth, Goodness,

. Remember that the e marking the perimte o the cicle mus have lngth bt
o widh
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end of the sentence, it was as though the ligh of fith flooded into my
eart and allthe darkness of doubt was dispelled

By this time Augustine had separated from his mistress, who had
returned to North Africa leaving their son, Adeodatus, with him. After
being baptized in 357, Augustine determined 10 return (o North Africa
with his son and Monica, who had joined him in Italy. Augustine and
Monica shared a remarkable vision in Ostia,the seaport 1o Rome, shortly
before Monica died at the age of ffty-six. Augustine and Adeodatus con-
tinued their ourney back to North Africa, where Adeodatus died.

In the years that followed his conversion, Augustine studied philos-
ophy, theology, and the Scriptures, and he wrote a number of short
books, including Against the Skeptics, On the Happy Life, and Soliloquies.
His growing comitment (0 2 eligious vocation led 1o his ordination in
391, Four years later, he was consecrated bishop of Hippo Regius,

Augustine completed what many regard as his greatest book, The
Confessions,in 400, The work begins with a powerful prayer. “Oh God,
‘Thou hast made us for thyself, and our hearts are restess tll they restin
Thee." These words capture Augustines inner wrmoil and the decpest
yeamings of his heart. During all of the years he was running from God,
he was secking something that he would not find unil he sumendered his
heart and life 1 the Chrisian God.

In spite of the detalsthat the Gonfessions provides about his e prior
10 387, it would be a mistake to view the book merely as an autobiogra-
‘phy. Augustine was less interested i readers’ knowing the specifics of his
life than he was in their understanding of the moral, itellectual, and spir-
itual struggles he went through in his search for the trth about God and
himself. Augustine used the word conjession in two senses: penitence
and piety. Fist, he wanted to acknowledge his many sins, but more
importantly he Sought (o glorfy the God who had delivered him from.
those sins. After many years of wriing and service (0 his church, Augus-
tine died in Hippo in 430, during the city's sege by Germanic tribes.

Why did Augustine write his Confessions? One plausible theory is that
he wrote it 0 persuade Chistans in North Afrca that the worldly, car-
nal, Manichean enemy of the Christian faith that they had known before.
his departure for Rome had experienced a ¢ Christian conversion
‘and had returned o his homeland 25 a committed Chirstan.

V22 et between Ao ae ltious onsuch matiers
as illuminaton, the relationship between soul and body, the argu-
mens for the immortality of the soul, sensation, and an approach (o the.
problem of evil. Augustine’s fathfulness t the Christian Serptures and his

2 Aussine Confsions'.

Augustine and

Plotinus
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THE LAW OF NONCONTRADICTION

pretation, explain it without messing up syntax and spelling, and get an
A A student of such a professor told me that her professor announced
the final exam would require an essay about Moby Dick. All of my read-
ers remember that Moby was the white clephant that swam around the
Pacific ... or was it the white whale that swam around the Atlanic? If
there's no difference berween Band non-B, it doesn't matie, does i¢ This
young woman began her final exam by writng this sentence: “Moby Dick
s the Republic of Ireland.” For the next ninety minutes, she pursuc this
preposterous thesis (0 its end. When she got back her exam, her grade.
was an A, followed by the professor's words, “What a ceative essay.” Of
course it was ereative—it had nothing to do with the novel.

One advantage of such a theory i that it must be hard to gt a bad
‘grade i such a course. One disadvantage of such a theory is that it s dif-
icult 1o learn anything in such a course.

If it i impossible (o know the meaning of any writen text, how can
one know what the teacher or his textbooks mean? Things get interest-
ing when deconstructionists teach their paradigm in educational instt-
tions that are supported by conservative church members who take the.
Bible seriously. If it is impossible to know the meaning of any writien
text, then it follows that it is impossible to know the meaning of the Bible.
Public disclosure of the fact an allegedly religious college engages in this
kind of teaching might make student recruitment and reention more dif-
fieult, at least among members of the college’s eligious constituency.

1will eturn 10 this subject in chapter 10. For now, allthat is neces-
sary i t0 remember that deconstructionism is the paradigm of a logically
selfdefeating theory.

‘ow might some critc respond o my objections o posiivism, evi
dentialism, misology (the hatred of logic), deconstructionism, and

the est? Once or twice in my life, 1 have heard the allegation that the.
arguments in this section are oversimplified. There are two possible ways
10 respond to this charge of oversimplificaion. (1) I could folic in decon-
structionism and interpret the criticisms as endorsements of my posiion.
And why not? Since all meaning is subjective, what prevents me from
erpreting them any way I plezse? (2) Or | could assume the crtic means
that cach of my arguments represents the position being critcized as a
universal claim, a statement that allows no exceptions. The critic may
believe that the apparent defeat of such posiions as posidvism, eviden-
tialism, and deconsiructionism is a cheap victory won unfairly by over-
simplifying the positions being critcized. While it is true that 1 present

15 v et scdents who pres hs deconstmcioni prfeson 0 i thei s
o the blackheard thu turing he s Sacmert ko e st

The Charge of
Oversimplifi-

cation
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the members of the group recognize that B comes closer 1 that ideal
(Form) than A does. They would also concede that C i a better example:
than is B.

But now let us reflect a bit about D. Is it a circle? To see my poiat,
consider the definiton of a crcle: A circle s an enclosed line every point
on which is equidistant from a given fixed point that i is center. It fol-
Tows that no figure we might encounter in the physical world is or can
be a circle. A perfect circle would have 10 be bounded by a line that has
only length and no width. The reason i that if the line of our circe has
any width, that line segment moving from one side 10 the other would
contain an infinite number of poins. From which of those points do we
measure the distance o the center of the crcle? Lines that have length but
0 widh do not exist in the physical universe, in what we have been
calling the lower world. Neither do the kinds of poinis discussed in geom-
eury. It then follows that no real or perfect circle can exist in the physical
world; hence none of us can encounter such a circe through our bodily
senses. See the llustration below:

(e nfinite number of points

‘Whatever else may be true about the perfect crcl, it must match our
definition, namely, a line each point of which is equidistnt from another
point,the center, If there is no such thing as a perfect circe, any claim
10 the effect that some of our earler examples like A, B, C, and D are
beter instances of circularity would be nonsense. Surely we do not want
10 pretend that to or more people can correcly have differing concepts
of a perfect crcle. We must never assent 10 situation in which someone
could say, “You have your idea of a perfectcircle and 1 have mine.” If
there is a perfect circe, and there must be, it can exist only in @ different
Kind of realiy, 4 world of cternal and unchanging essences, a world that
can be apprehended only by the mind, a world in which lines can have:
length and no width, The so-called crcls that we encounter in our every-
day experience can be only copies or imitations of a perfect cicle that
exiss in another world. The circles that we encounter in the physical
world are but representations of perfect, ideal eniiies existing in some
oher sphere of existence.

e

@
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Some Problems.
‘with Plotinus’s

1%

Worldview

urinvesigtion of Plotinus's worklvisy has put us in touch with much
bt s impressve. Nonetheles, we must be faithful o our mission
and not allow ourselves to be detered from evaluating his worklview

As much as he would like to avoid any suggeston that particulir
souls descend into evi, Plotinus cannot escape the factthat his own
‘words imply that souls do. While in its bodily tomb, the soul becomes
involved with evi, sulferng, troubles, fears, and desres. Plotinus also
uses language tht implis tht ndividual souls grow weary of bein
he ralm of the World Soul. Consequenty, paricular souls choose 1o
break away from the Workd Souland come under the control of the phys-
ical senses. While Plotinus' notion ofthe fall of the human soul involves
human freedom i some obscure sense, it s also necessiated by Go.
One must continue © press by asking if Plotinus ever explains any of
his.Docs is posiion on the fll o the soul contain points tha ae incon-
sistnt with other emphascs of s teaching?

While the fall of the soul allows it 1o learn about cxil, Plotinus
elives no harm i involved i the soul efuses o linger in s union with
body. For Plotinus, the fll of soul produces something of great value
because it makes i possble for the potentaliies of vegetatve and sen-
siive souls 10 b ealzed: without this fll,the vegetaive and senidve.
Souls would exist without any real purpose.

Obviously it would have been best for the soul to remain in the
higher workd. We must remember, however, that soul i by nature an
itermediary between two worlds, the world of Inligence above it and
the world of body below. The soul must contactthe physical workd: it
must contacttherealy o th senses, Whike the descent of the soul brings
it ito contact with vl this has the advanage of enhancing s under-
standing of the good. No soul is hopelesily lst in the realm of bodily
sensation. The possibily ofsavation is ahways there. But what does this
mean, and is there anything that grounds such speculation? Taken
ogether, Plotinus's asorted opinions about the fallof the soul appears
0 involve the fll of hissystem ito incoherence.

Ploinus's propensit toward complexity and apparent contradictons
surfaces when he tcaches that paricular human souls e some kind of
union in the Norld Soul As mch as this scems (0 entail a denal of per-
sonal immoralay, Plotinus insists tht each human soul i real and immor-
tal. He refuses to believe that the historicl Socrates ceases (o exist as
Socrates because his soul hasleft the body. But Plotnus i not content o
claim that Socrtes is as immortal s the World Soul. He also believes in

iy o th souls of plant and animals. I iscasy 0 reach a

34, Clk, hale 10 Do, 17,
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(which means the successive emanations from the One) gets proges-
sively farther away from it source, it becomes increasingly diffused, thus
giving rise (0 greater degrees of darknes. In this way he suggesis we.
should think of evil as the absence of goodness, just as darkness i the.
absence of light

But Plotinus also tells us that the kind of being that lies farthest from
the One is primary mater, which “trembles on the verge of nothingress.”
Phillp Merlan sets out the problem that Plotinus creates for himself. To
explain the orgin of evil, Plotinus tris 10 reconcile the view that matter,
though void of any quality and actally only deficiency, is sl evil in
some sense of the word and is the source of all evil..... In so doing, he
sometimes comes dangerously close to the Gnostic theory that matter
imprisons the soul ... and t0 a completely dualitic system. ™ In such &
view, matter becomes the principle of evil s it necessary to point out
how any move toward dualism would introduce serious incoherence inlo
Plotinus's system, tarn him into a Gnostic (2 movement he explicily
oppased), and wrn his lk about the One into empry rhetoric?

Philosophers representing the movement known as Middle Platon-
ism had argued whether primary matter actively contributed 1o the exis-
tence of exil or whether it was an inactive enity without form that was.
neutral regarding evil. Plotinus inconsistently sides with both positions
He defended this view that goodness is linked (0 form; because primary
‘matter i devoid of form, the absence of form n is case seems o link it
10 evil This seems 1o push Plotinus toward a form of dualism in which
g00d and evil exist confrontationally as co-cternal and cocqual princi-
ples. This appears to be 4 contradiction. Clearly wishing to avoid any
appearance of dualism, Plotinus rejectsthe belef that matter exiss on its
‘own and argues instead that matter s the most distant point from the
One, the point at which all emanations from the One disappear into the
darkness of nonbeing. The evil found in matter is not  postive force.
like the evil darkness of Manicheanism. It is an absence of being that
passes s deficiencies on (o the bodies that could not exist without it In
this way primary matter becomes the reason for all of the imperfections.
of the physical world. It also accounts for the moral falings of particular
human souls *

25 Pl Meran, in e Emcyclpedia of Pisaphy (New York Macalan, 1967,
53

29 Scc Bmads 1810, 2416,

30 See B 167,255 3415439,

31 Scc Eamends 183, 25.16, 31614

32 Sce Bamead 151
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Against
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than anything we find in the surviving fragments of Democritus's writ-
ings. Moreover, the hedonism of Epicurus was different from the crude,
‘sensual hedonism promoted by pre-Socratis like Arstippus. Arisippus.
urged his followers to seek the greatest physical pleasure obtainable in
the present momen, while Epicurus urged people to consider the long-
range consequences. Epicurus was willing to surrender short-lved phys-
ical pleasures of the present in order (0 atiain longer-lasting mental
pleasures over a lifetime. It does lile good to say that pleasure is the
highest good and then pursue actions that cannot help but produice more
pain than pleasure.

ALl s of i revel  probln s ta s
of the major tests that ational persons should expect any world-
View 1o pass.® In order 1o see how this s 50, i is necessary firs 1o recall
that naturalism regards the universe as a self-contained and self-explana-
tory system. There is nothing outside the box we call nature that can
explain o that is necessary to explain anything inside the box. Naturalism
claims that every individual object or event can be explined in terms of
something else within the natural order. This dogma is not an accidental
or a nonessential feature of the naturalistic position. All that is required
for naturalism 10 be false i the discovery of one thing that cannot be
explained in the naruralistc way. Lews sets up this line of argument

If necessites of thought force us o allow 1 any one thing any degree
of independence from the Towl System—if any one thing makes good
a claim 10 be on ts own, 10 be something more than an expression of
the character of Nature as 3 whole—then we have abandoned Natural-
fsm. For by Natwralism we mean the doctrine that only Nature—the
Whole interlocked system—exiss. And i that were true, very thing and
event woukd, if we knew enough, be explicable without remainder

s a necessary productof the system >

With a e effor, we can quickly see that no thoughtful naturalist can
fgnore at least one thing. Lewis explains:

All possible knowledge ... depends on the validty of reasoning. If the
fecling of cerainty which we express by words e mst b and there-
Joreand sinceis el percepion of how things outsde our minds really
“must” be, well and good. But ifthis certainy is merely a fecling i our

25, Asnoed i chaper 1 these st ncuke resson o ol conssteny,ouer cxpe-
e (conformity 1 ha we ko about the k] 31 ). et xperence (con
Tormey o what e ke sbout hings Ko on n e s o 00t oW CORSIDD).
and pracice e clam tht sny especiable workic ough: 1 he 3 s we can e
in o everyday 1.

25 Lewi,Miacles 12
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Chapter Eight

The Law of
Noncontradiction

e characersic of many allegedy ducated Americans i thele rejec-

hion o such laws of logic as the law of noncontradicion. Not too
ong a0, enemiesof the historic Christan fath atemped to dicule that
faih and is adherents by descrbing them as muionalss who separate
fath from reason, from science, and from evidence, a5 wel s from sound
prnciples oflogicalthinking. Today some represcniatives of Christaity
attack other Chiisians as being 100 atonal. Something much like tis
happened to me afe  had delivered the first of many lectures in he old
Soviet Union in 1991, Afer my presentaton, a Sovie philosophy profes-
sor complimented me on much tha  had sid but complaned that 1 and
my message suffered from one fundamental fault: 1 was 100 rtional.
Whatever the Sovit professor' ntentions, 1 took her complaintas  com-
pliment. Afe all, when did being an imtionalist consiute grounds for
 compliment?

T chapte 1,1 noted the important role the law of nonconuadicion
plays in evaluating conflictng worldviews. Any workdview that fails the
testofreason, that s lgicaly incoheren, must be alse. I the s chap-
e, noted Kimberly Manning's description of the gender eminist idcol
o8y 10 which she had become capive s a haven for atonaliss. Anyone
riical of thei refcton oflogic and objective ruth was ridiculed 2 anal-
retentive

I this chapter, | want © explain what the law of noncontradicion is
and why acceping it s 4 matter of necessty, not of choice. v for
logical consistency is nok an option. The law of noncontradicion s not
a principle we may or may not observe. s an unavoidable principl of
thinking, communicating, and speaking.Several of the points 1 make in
chapter 9 ofer addiional support for the ndispensabilty and unavoid-
abilty ofth law of noncontadiction. Mach o the mateial i the urrent
chaper lays groundwork for my criical analyss and evaluation of the
increasingly widespread repudiaton of objctve ruth (chap. 10).
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a cause and a justifying ground. What metaphysical naturalism does,
according 1o Lews, is to sever what should be unseverable: the link
benween conclusions and the grounds or reasons for those conclusions.
As Lewis says, “Unless our conclusion is the logical consequent from a
ground it will be worthlessfas an example of a reasoned conclusion and
could be true only by a fluke. " Therefore, naturalism “offers what pro-
flsses 10 be a full account of our mental behaviour; but this account, on
inspection, leaves no room for the acts of knowing or insight on which
the whole value of our thinking, as 2 means (o truth, depends. ™

By now the thrust of Lewis's argument against naturalism has become
clear. By definition, metaphysical naturalism excludes the possible exis-
tence of anything beyond nature. But the process of reasoning requires.
something that exceeds the bounds of nature, namely, the laws of log-
cal inference. (For help in understanding Lewis's argumen, see chapter.
9 of this book)

T2 ookiim i n 1063 Amercan phloonter Rtard oot
presented an argument pointing to an addiional problem with meta-
physical naturalism, Taylor ntroduced his argument with an example that
bid his readers o imagine themselves in a coach on a Britsh train. Look-
ing out the window, the passengers see 4 lange number of white stones
on'a hillide lying in a pattern that spells out the leters: T bR k-
WAYS WELCONES YoU TO watss. Should the passengers be in a reflective
mood on such an occasion, they might begin to contemplate how those
stones happened to be in that partcular arrangemen. I s possible that,
without any intelligent being having anything to do with it the stones
rolled down the hillside over a period of many years and happened (o
end up in an arrangement that resembled the letters noted. However
implausible we find this hypothesis, we must admit that such a thing is
possible. Of course, Taylor says, the most natural reaction 10 seeing the
stones would be a conviction that the arrangement of stones was brought
about by one or more humans who intended it to communicate a mes-
sage. And 5o there are at least two explanations for the armangement of
the stones: a natural, nonpurposive explanation, nd an explanation in
terms of the intentions of at east one intelligent being

30 For cxampic  peson sl fom  partcubr dsorder gt bebeve somcting
because e heasan ianer voi. We ten o udgesuch popie s isane when thei con-
Chaions ack any fasiing roun. The bl of the phiosopher 1 descibe Ty also
ave s case, o cxampie. someting tht Fappened i the phisopher's chikdhoo.One
‘would Hope that persons axpg 1o the tle of philosopher would be able 10 produce
rounds o thee bt

S Lews, Miaces 16.
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i i
mpartment that we can take o leave as we wish. It is rather a
dimension of e that colors or influences everything we do and believe.
John Calvin taught thatall human beings are “incurably religious.” Rel.
gion is an inescapable given in life. All humans have something that con-
cems them ultimately, and whatever i i, that object of uliimate concern
is that person's God. Whatever a person's ulimate concern may be, it wil
have an enormous influence on everything else the person does or
believes;that is one of the things ultimate concerns are like.
“This view was shared by the late Henry Zylsra, who wrote:

To be human is to be scienific, yes, and practical, and rational, and
moral, and social, and aristic, but to be human further s © be religious
also. And this religious in man is not just ancther facet o himsell, ust
another side 1 his nature, just another pas of the whole. 1t i the con-
dition ofal the rest and the fustiication ofal the rest. This is inevitaby.
and inescapably so for all men. No man is relgiously neutral in his
knowleds of and his approprition of reality*

No buman i religiously neutral, Zylssa sttes. Whether the person
in question is an atheistc philosopher offering arguments against the
existence of God, or a psychologist atributing beliefin God (0 cognit
‘malfunction, or an American Union lawyer attempting
another tactc to remove religion from the public square, no human is
relgiously neutral. The world is not composed of relgious and nonreli-
sious people. It is composed rather of religious people who have dif-
fering ultimate concerns and different gods and who respond 1 the
living God in different ways. Each human life manifests diflerent ways
of expressing a person's allegiances and answers (o the uliimate ques-
tions of Iife. Al humans are incurably religious; we manifest different
relgious allegiances

This point obliterates much of the usual disinction between sicred
and secular. A teacher or  politcian who pretends to be religiously neu-
tral is not thinking very deeply. Secular humanism s 4 religious world-
view as certainly as are Christanity and Judaism. It expresses the ulimate:
commitments and concerns of i proponens,

The Role of Presuppositions

The
Unavoidability
of Religious
Concerns

Other
Considerations.

"I phisopher Augusine G543 notd hat et humans
know anything, they must believe something. Whenever we think,
we take some things for granted. All uman belies est upon other beliefs

5 Henry 2yl Testament o Viion (Gran Rapids: Bexdmans, 1959, 145
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minds and not a genuine insight nto realitcs beyond them—if i mercly
represents the ways our minds happen 10 work—then we have 0o
knowledge. Unless human reasoning is valid no science can be e

And unless human reasoning is valid, no arguments by any meta-
physical naturalist directed against Chistian theism or offered in support
of naturalism can be sound.

“The human mind has the power to grasp contingent truths, that is,
things that are the case though they might not have been the case. But
the human mind also has the power (0 grasp necessary conmections, that
s, what must be the case. This latter power,the abily (0 grasp necessary
connections, i the hallmark of human reasoning, What 1 am calling &
necessary connection may be illustrated by the syllogism 1 cited earle
It true thatall men are mortal and If i is true that Socrates i a man,
then it must be true that Socrates is mortal. Nearly anyone can sce, even
without special training in logic, that the conclusion, “Socrates is moral”
‘must be true if the other two propositions are true.

Naturalists must appeal t0 this kind of necessry connection in their
‘own arguments for naturalism indeed, in their reasoning about ever
thing. But can naturalsts account for this essental element of the rea-
soning process that they uilze in their arguments fortheir own position?
Lewis thinks not, and for good reason. As Lewis sees it, naturalism “dis-
credis our processes of reasoning or at leas reduces their credit 0 such
 humble level that it can o longer support Naturalism sl Why is
that? Because:

0 account of the universe lincluding metaphysical pawralis] can be
true unless that account leaves it possible for our thinking to be a real
insight. A theory which explained everything cle i the whole universe
but which made it impossible (o believe that our thinking was valid,
would be uterly out of cour. For that theory would iself have been
reached by thinking, and if thinking is not vald that theory would, of
course, be isef demolished. It would have destroyed its own creden-
. It would be an argument which proved that no argument was.
Sound—a proof thatthere are o such things 2 proofs—which is non.

In the argument before us, Lewis s talking about the logical conn
tion between a belief and the ground of that belie. It is one thing for a
belief 1o have a nonrational cause; t i something else for a belif © have.
2 reason or 4 ground. The ravings of a madman may have a cause but
lack any justfying ground. The reasoning of a philosopher may have both

7 1
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2) Non posse non peccare describes all humans after the Fall. e are
‘unable not (o sin. Following the Fall, all humans are born with 4 sinful
ature that makes the avoidance of some sins impossibl.

(3) Non posse peccare describes the state of redeemed humans in
heaven. They will be ot able to sin.

Augustine offered a brillant answer 10 the question of why created
beings such as Lucifer and Adam would sin if they possessed no prior
tendency o do so. Rejecting Manichean dualism, Augustine taught that
everything God created was good: nothing God created was evil. How-
ever, he added, it was necessary for God's creation (o contain degrees of
‘goodness. Because a plant possesses life whill a rock does no, the plant
possesses more goodness than does a rock. Because an animal possesses.
powers that a plant does nor, it possesses more goodness than does a
plant. Because humans can reason, their kind of exisience possesses more.
‘goodness than does an animal, Obviously, the eternal God possesses the
reatest goodness. When the angel Lucifer committed the first sin, he
hose a lesser good (himsel) over a higher good (God). This explained
for Augustine how sin could enter a creation in which no vl exised.

Augustine went on 1o note that this approach also explains the sin of
Adam. Adam chose a lower good (himself and his desires) over a higher
‘200d (Gou). Indeed, Augusiine went on (0 say, every human sin emulates
the sin of Adam. The sin of Adam s what we 4l do when we sin, puting
urselves in the place of God. In this way all sin amounts o sinful pride.
and subsequent rebellion against God and his will When humans sin,
they usurp the rightul place of God in their lives. God's answer to humar
sinlis in the death and the resurrection of Chrst that provides the basis
of the salvation deseribed i the New Testament.

N2 otdiew svods every problem ard ofer  fuly oy
answer o every question. Given al that Augusine leamed from the
Platonic traditon in philosophy (as mediated by Plotinus and his follow-
e, it s imporant 10 note how Augustine filld some of the major gaps
i the thinking of his predecessors and how he modificd their thinking
in lightofthe Chvsian Scripures and the developing sysem of Chisian
belif grounded on those Seriptures. In part 2 of this book, we wil
encountersome ways in which the Augusiian posion on several isues
continues o influcnce modern thinkers

Conclusion
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sin and
salvation

PART ONE. SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTENS

“The cyclical theory of hisory found among the Greeks and Romans
denigrated history.If histry goes round and round, there can be no goal
ther for individual humans or for the species. Whatever happens to
humans will happen again; whatever humans accomplish, they must
‘accomplish again and again—{orever. There may be no better way for a
professor o illustrate the despair created by a cyclical approach to his-
ory than 1o remind students that such 4 theory means they will have o
take this course and read this book and hear this lecture an infinite num.-
ber of times. Without a purpose or a goal, neither history nor individual
lives can have significance.

Augustine eagerly assumes the task of challenging this pagan view of
history. God forbid, Augustine says, that any true believeris foolish enough
10 believe that “the same periods and events of time are repeated; as i, for
‘example,the philosopher Plato, having taught n the school at Athens which
is called the Academy, 5o, numberless ages before, at long but certain inter-
vals, this same Plato and the same school, and the same discples exised,
and 50 also are to be repeated during the countess eycles that are yet 1o
be—far be i, 1 say, from us 10 believe this™ Augustine’s firs feason for
refcting pagan cyclicism i an argument he borrows from the New Testament
epistle 10 the Hebrews: “For once Chrst died for our sins; and, rising from
the dead, He dicth no more.™ Chirstians cannot accept the cyclical view of
hisory because it contradics the clear teaching of the New Testament,

‘Augusiine also attacks the moral implications of the cyclical view. If
life s 0 have meaning, there must be at least the possibility of hope and
progress. But there can be progress only when one is going somewhere,
is moving toward a goal. Therefore, in order for lfe o have any value,
history must have a goal, and the cyclical view of history must be false
History is linear i has  beginning (God's creation of the world) and a
definite end (God's judgment at the end of history). Only a linear view
of history allows individual human lives and the specific events in those.
lives 10 have value and significance. ™

ugustine’s worldview i the first covered in this book that discusses
e S e i ptsmod AR
place and role of sin in human lives

(1) Passe non peccare describes humans before the Fall as described
in the book of Genesis. Adam was able not 10 sin. One consequence of
Adam's sin was 10 end humankind's abiliy (o refain from sining.

55 Augustin e Gy of G, 1425 (Dds antaion).

56

57 For more nformation about the phiosophy of istor n general and the Chistan
view of isory n paricr s Ronakd H. s, The i of fsory Nl Broa
man and Holan, 1998
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Chapter Seven

Aquinas

IMPORTANT DATES IN AQUINAS'S LIFE

1225
1230-1239

1239-1244
1244

1244-1245
1245-1248
1248-1252

1250
1252-1256
1256
1256-1259
1259-1268
1266-1270
1268-1272
1272
1273
1274
1325

‘Thomas is born at Roccasecca, Ity
‘Thomas lives and studies at Monte.
Cassino.

‘Thomas studies at Universiy of Naples
“Thomas joins the Dominicans at Naples
“Thomas is detained by his family

Thomas studies at Paris

“Thomas studies with Albert the Great at
Paris and Cologne.

‘Thomas is ordained a priest

“Thomas is at University of Paris

‘Thomas becomes Master of Theology
Thomas is a professor at Paris

“Thomas is in Italy

Controversy over Averroism arises in Paris
‘Thomas again is a professor in Paris
Thomas returns to Naples

‘Thomas siops wriing

‘Thomas dies on March 7 at Fossanova
Thomas is canonized

e system of Christian belief and philosophy consinucted by Thomas

‘Aquinas in e more than twenty years is one of the major intellec-
wal achievements in human history. Even those who occasionally dis-
agree with Thomas cannot. help but siand in awe at what he
accomplished before his death at the age of fory-nine. While Aquinas is
ot easy 10 read, every serious student of the history of ideas should be.
familiar with his more important witings.
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OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT
As we have scen, Plato, Aristotle, and Plotinus attempied 10 explain
‘a human being’s knowledge of Forms or universals. In no more than one
paragraph, summarize their theories and then contrast Augustine’s
answer. dentify the theory that you believe is best and explain why.

FOR FURTHER READING
“The wriings of Augustine are available in many translations and edi-
tions, only a few of which are noted here. Check Books in Printfor other

Augusiine, 7he Gity of God (New York: Doubleday, 1959).

Augustine, The Confessions, trans. Henry Chadwick (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1992).

Richard Ackworth, “God and Human Knowledge,” The Downside Review
75 (1957): 20714,

Gerald Bonner, St. Augustine of Hippo: Lfe and Gontroversies (Norwich,
(Great Britain: Canterbury Press, 1986).

ernon ). Bourke, Augustine’s Quest of Wisdom (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1945).

Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo: A Biography (Berkeley: Universiy of
California Press, 1967,

Mary T. Clark, Augustine (Georgetown: Georgetown University Press,
1994),

Frederick C. Copleston, A History of Philosophy, vol. 2, Augustine fo Sco-
s (Westminster, Md: Newman Press, 1962).

Etienne Gilson, The Christian Philosophy of Saint Augastine (New York:
Random House, 1960).

Ronald H. Nash, The Light of the Mind: St. Augustine’s Theory of Knoul-
edge (Lexington, Ky.: University Press of Kentucky, 1969). This book
s presenty avaiable from Books on Demand, Ann Arbor, Michigan.
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a long and happy lfe. The threats issued against Averroés presented him
‘with an obvious problem. If he continued to deny creation and personal
immorality, he would be in serious trouble and his ife might be in jeop-
ardy. This led then to the third distnctive element of Averroés's posiion.
3) He taught a double theory of ruth, suggesiing that a belief i the eter-
ity of the world could be true in philosophy and fase in theology at the
same time. This clever escape from potential theological risk scems 10
have worked in Averroéss case.

‘The thirteenth century also saw the founding of such universities as
‘Oxford, Cambridge, and Paris. Especially at Paris, deviation from oficial
church teaching became more common. The Roman church sought o
counteract the influx of these new and dangerous ideas by baning the
teaching of certain elements of Arisotle’s thought. These warnings were.
especially directed to teachers at the universtes of Paris and Oxford. The.
ban was unsuccessful at the University of Paris, where a group of Latin
Averroists (that s, followers of Averroés who claimed o be Christans)
accepted Aristotle’s philosophy as rue, even when they recognized s
incompatbilty with Chrisian doctrine. The leader of the Averroists at the
University of Paris, Siger of Brabant (1235-1282), was widely believed to
question God's creation of the world and personal survival after death
Many thought he and the other Latin Averroists then attempted to hide.
under the canopy of the double theory of truth

Regarding the Latin Averroiss as enemies of the church, Aquinas set
out o challenge their influence and their interpretation of Aristotle. Only
a different interpretation of Arstolle, Thomas believed, one that offered
an alternative 10 the heretical views of the Averroists, could rescue Ars-
totle’s philosophy for use in buiding a Christian worldview structured
along the lines of his system.

starting point for a grasp of Aquinas's work is the sharp distinction
e drew between philosophy and theology. To his credit, Thomas
‘would have no part of a double theory of trth. Two contradictory propo-
sitions, even f they are found in different areas like science and theology,
‘cannot both be true at the same time and in the same sense. Aquinas con-
tends that if a proposition i true in theology, then it must also be true in
philosophy, science, and other branches of knowledge. I a proposition
is true in philosophy, history, and science, then it must also be true within
the sphere of faith. Faith and reason, properly understood, can never con-
flict, God's word is true, Thomas asserts, and what God teaches wi
always be consistent with whatever truth humans discover outside the
sphere of special revelation
Everything Aquinas said up to this point had been taught by Augus-
tne. Aquinas insists that there are two diffeent types of knowledge.

Averrts i o)
Tk

Philosophy
and Theology

169
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follow that religious clims that we find dificlt 0 comprehend are against
reason in the sense o violating the aw of nonconiradiction.

s helpful a this point t take note of several biblical accounis of
things that God canno do. For example, we are t0ld that God cannot
swear by a being greater than himself (Hebrews 6:13). Thi is true
because there i no being greater than God. The reasoning: clearly pre-
supposes the application of the law of noncontradiction to God. The
Bible also says that God cannot e (Tius 12 Hebrews 618). Behind this
claimisthe cleardistinction between a rue stement (5) and a le (non-
1.1 God does operate according 10 diffrent logic, a higher logc in
which 5 and non- are indisinguishable, nothing would prevent God at
the fnal judgment from announcing tha thre i no dierence between
elievers and nonbelivers and between God's keeping and breaking his
promises. But there is no ne (0 get upsel, because on such grounds
there can also be no difference between heaven and hell. People who
atiempt 0 separae God from the laws of logic should consider the pos-
sibility that they are encmies of the fath they profess

12 1955 article tiled “Mysticism and Human Reason,” former Princeton

University philosopher W. T. Stace wrote, “God is utterly and forever
beyond the reach of the logical intellect or of any intellectual compre-
hension, and that in consequence when we try 1o comprehend his nature
intellectually, contradictions appear in our thinking.™ As Sace saw things,
“any attempt 10 reach God through logic, through the conceptual, logical
intellect,is doomed ™ Then Stace moves to the more extreme postion that
religious believers should reject logic when dealing with God.

Stace, himself 2 mysic, ridicules other mystics for yielding 1o thel
rational impulses and sceking ways t© eliminate contradictions in the
inking about God. The proper course, for Stace, s o glory in the con-
tradictions. As Stace puts it

My own belief is that allattemps 0 ationalize the parados, to make it
logicaly acceptable, are fuile because the paradoxes of eligion and of
‘mysicism are inesoluble by the human intllec. My view s that they
never have been, they never can be, and they never will be resolved, or
made logical

One wonders where Stace’s confidence comes from on these diffcull
‘points. He seems certain that the human mind can never have logically
‘coherent knowledge about God. Does he arrive at this conclusion as a

0T Stce, My and Human Resson” Unkersty of Arizona Bl Seies 26

95519,
S i, 0.
e

An Example of
Religious
Irrationalism
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Seven
Theories
Opposed
by Plato

he came in contact with the school of thought known as Pythagoreanism.
Several features of Pythagoreanism appear prominently in Plato’s mature.
thinking, including mind-body dualism, the immortaliy of the soul, and
a keen interest in mathematics,

At the midpoint of his life traditon has Plato returning (o Athens in
387 5. in order (o found his great school, the Academy.? PIato seems to
have made several ips to the city-state of Syracuse in Sicly in an cffort
o influence ts leaders to enact some of his poliical ideas.*

Several different interpretations of Plto’s thought exist. The techni-
cal detals of such disputes lie beyond the scope of this book. For the.
most part this book presents the majority opinion of Plato's work. While
approximately thiny-six writings are atsibuted t© Plto, possibly six fo
ten of them are forgeries that may have been writien by some of Plio's
followers in the Academy. All of Plato's great writings,including the Apol-
ogy, Phacdo, the Eutbypbro, Meno, The Republic, Timaeus, and The Laus.
are authentic. Plato's ealier writings are generally shorter, concentrate on
ethical questions, and are inconclusive in the sense that they raise rather
than solve questions.t Plto’s use of Socrates as the leading interlocutor
in many of his dialogues was one way of honoring the great man who.
was responsible for his becoming a philosopher. In his eariest wriings,
such as the Apologyand the Crito, Pato seems (0 present a fathful rep-
resentation of Socrates' method and beliefs In wriings produced during,
his middle period, such as the Phaedo, Heno, and Republic, Plato often
places his own belifs into Socrates' mouth. Phto’s later writings either
drop any reference to Socrates or use him exclusively s a spokesman
for theories the historical Socrates nevr entertained.

Jato opposed seven prevalent belifs of his day. Several years ago &
stdent pointed out to me that these theories can be arranged as an
‘acronym that forms a misspelled version of my middle name: HERNAY.

—Hedonism

—Empiricism
R—Relatvism
M—Materialism

1 This comncidence ha ld some scholars (0 question thischronogy. Th Greeks
elcve that the age of fony began the pekyear of  philsopher’s Witk

2 The Academy continued 10 exist un . 339, when the school coucd 3 the order
of e cmpero uinian. One should ot think ofthe Acsdemy alon he bnce of 8 o
e colege

5 Much ofthe relsbily ofth rdionalpicure of o' oumeys depends on the
Sutheticky of  ong sutobiogaphical eer known 3 his v el

1 For one scholr chronoloky o Pltfe wrkings, e Federck C. Copleson, A His-
{oryof Philsopy Wesminstr, M Newnan Pres, 1962, vl chap. .
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

A p ey s SRl R
of Aquino, Between the ages of five and fourteen, Thomas lived and
Studied in the Abbey of Monte Cassino. From ages fourteen t0 nineteen,
Aquinas studied at the Universiy of Naples. Then, in 1244, against the
wishes of his family, he entered the Dominican order, Unlike many of his
eers who sometimes took religious orders 10 advance somewhat worldly
objectives, Aquinas was moved by sincere motives and genuine piety.
‘Thomas's father opposed his selection of the Dominican order, believing
that Aquinas would advance more quickly by remaining in the Abbey at
Monte Cassino. Thomas was kidnapped by his family and kept from his
Dominican vows for about a year,

In 1245, at the age of twenty, Thomas began studying at the Universiy
of Paris with Albert the Great, perhaps the most renowned Chiistian eacher
of the time. These studies sirengihened his interest in the philosophy of
Asistotle. Between 1252 and 1259, Thomas taught at the University of Paris,
swhere he became an opponent of the so-called Latin Averroiss, nominally
Catholic thinkers who were influenced by the hereticl deas of the Muslim
philosopher Averroés. Between 1259 and 1272, he taught in aly and Paris.

Aquinas wrote approximately ninety works, the most famous of
which are the De Veritate, Summa Conira Gentiles, and the massive
Summa Theologiae. Aquinas died on March 7, 1274, at the age of fory-
nine, while traveling from Naples t0 the Council of Lyons.

or centuries a comect understanding of Arisotle was lost 1o the
nedieval world. One reason for this was lack of access (o Aristole's
writings, which for the most part were located in teriories conquered by
Isfam. This situation began 1o change in the twelfth century, when Mus-
lim scholars transhated a number of ancient writings into Arabic from the
original Greek. When these writings in Greek and Arabic were translated
into Latin between 1150 and 1250, effors to undersiand Aristole’s phi-
losophy underwent a dramaic change. The new Latn translations allowed
‘access 10 such areas of Aristolle’s philosophy as his logic and physics.
Much that was thought (0 be Arstolle’s teaching at that time was
derived from writings by Plotinus or his followers. Averroés (1126-1198),
confident that he was only interpreting Aristotle, imported several cle-
ments of Plotinus's system into his exposiion of Aristotles thought. (1)
As we've seen, Plotinus taught that the world is an eternal emanation of
the One. Adopiing this view meant that Averroés was in conflict with the
Muslim doctine that God created the world. (2) Averrods nterpreted Plot-
inus 10 say that when human beings die,their ious or mind is reabsorbed
into the cosmic Nous. This denied personal immortality afer death; once
again Averrogs was in conflct with Islumic theology. Within medlieval
Islam, such disagreement with offcial thinking was not likely t0 produce
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS 1N PHILOSOPHY

ot stipulative or conventional; rather it is a necessary and indispensable.
law of being and of thought

Logic and Significant Human Action

T have already provided several examples of how  denil of the law of
noncontradiction makes significant human action impossibe. f there is
0 diference between Band non-, there is no difference between drink-
ing milk and drinking poison or between driving on the right side of the.
median of an interstate highway or driving on the let sde. People who.
behave as though thereis no difference between B and non- 5 may quickly
find themselves in embarrassing or dangerous situations. Consider a poli-
cian who denies the disinction between 5 and non-B. Such  person
ould, 1 suppose, use his refection of the necessary difference between B
and non-B as an excuse for an act of aduliery. IF there s no difference
between Band non-B, our politcian would then be unable (0 distinguish
between his wife and a car, a bulkding, a iver, or a stop sign. And since
this i 50, he would also have dificuly distinguishing between his wife
and a person who i not his wif. The regrettable implcations of this kind
of irationalism are fust s risky in relgion s in marriage and poliics. Sup-
posedly relgious people who think in this ilogical way would lack any
rational ground for ditinguishing between God and the Devil

Logic and Significant Human Thinking

1t should be obvious how the previous comments lead 1o another con-
clusion: If the denial of the law of noncontradiction precludes significant
speech and behavior,significunt human thinking also becomes impossi-
ble. When students find themselves taking a course, any course, taught
by a professor who thinks in this illogical way, a consistent professor
(note the implicitlogical presence here) would have 10 adsitthere s no
difference between a good exam and a bad one, between a good grade
and a bad one. Unless such a professor cheats, it seems difficult o see
how he could avoid giving all students the same grad.

Logic and God.

Surprisingly, many religious people believe that God is above this suff
about logic because he created the law of noncontradiction and thus oper-
ates according 10 diferent or higher logic than do created beings like us.
On such a view, humans are stuck with the law of noncontradiction, but
God is not. When such individuals are asked 10 explain how significant
thinking, communication, and action are possible for a God for whom no
distinction between Band non- obiains, these people take refuge in mys-
tery. While 160 not deny that some features of the Chirstian faith re above
reason inthe sense that we cannot presently understand them, it does ot
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Chapter Three

Plato

IMPORTANT DATES IN PLATO'S LIFE

Plato s born in Athens
Socrates is executed

Plato leaves Athens and begins travels
Plato visits taly and Sicily

Plato founds Academy in Athens

Plato journeys to Syracuse.

Plato makes his third journey 10 Syracuse
Plato returns (o Athens.

Plato dies in Athens

‘0 ane, with the possible exception of Asisttle, comes close (0 chal-

lenging Plato’s prominence in the history of philosophy. But since
‘Arstotle was Plato's studen, since much of Aristotl’s work evolved as a
feaction to Plato's theories, and since Aristole’ system as we know it
would not have existed save for Plato, Plato’s standing as valedictorian of
the class of western philosophers scems secure.

ur best information suggests that Plato was born around 427 n.c. and
died eighty years later, in 347 b.c. His parents were wealthy Athen-
ian aristocrats. His birth name was Arstocles, and *Plato” seems 10 have
been a nickname referrng to his rather robust physical appearance,
Plato showed litle interest in philosophy until the exccution of
Socrates in 399 .. Many believe that the courage and honor that Socrates
displayed at his death affected Plato grealy, resultng in a pursut of philo-
sophical knowledge similar 1o that modeled by Socrates. Dismay at
Socrates' execution also led 1o Plato's voluntary exile from Athens for
‘many years. While Plato may have spent time in Egypr, he scems (o have.
settled in Greek colonies in what s today southern ltaly. While i ltaly

Plato's Life
and Writings
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It is important (0 remember that Augustine defined fath and reason
differently than Aquinas did. For Augustine, reason is whatever humans
can come 1o know on their own, without any dependence on the testi-
‘mony of others. Faith includes whatever we come 1o know on the basis of
authorty, that s, th testimony of a person or  document. On Augustine's
analysis of faith, historical knowledge is impossible without trus in or
‘assent o the testimony of written accounts and other sources of informa-
tion about the past, Augustine’s point is that any item of knowledge
achieved via Thomas's lower ladder itself requires faith. According 10
Augusiine, people cannot know anything unless they first believe some-
thing. The scientistand histoian necessarily begin by believing things not
provable via their empirical methods. A scienist must assume, for exam-
ple, that scientists must tell the truth, that they should be honest, that the
universe i orderly, and so on. For Augustine, the division between reason
and faith s not nearly as neat and clean as Thomas's folowers would have.
us believe. Everything known by Thomas's reason (the lower ladder) is
dependent upon one or many acts of Augustinian faith,

At the same time, Augustine would agree with Aquinas's point that
there are differences between what humans can come to know only via
special revelation (such as the Bible) and what we can come (o know by
means of our mind and senses. Divine special revelation is needed
because the human mind is incapable of grasping certain truths without
the aid of special revelation.

quinas's bifurcation of fith and reason provides him with one way
e s i
the eternality of the world, a view clearly in conflct with the Christian
doctrine of creation. Aquinas argues that human reason (philosophy) is
incapable of discovering whether or not the world had a beginning in
time. The docirine of creation is @ truth of fath, not a truth of reason, It
an be known only by divine revelation. If Aristotle was wrong on this
point (and, Aquinas suggests, Atistolle may only have been reporting the
opinions of his predecessors), it was largely an ermor of overestimating
the bounds of human reason.

quinas does not stop with his atiempt to show that Aristotelianism

ld be made compatble with Christanity, nor is he content to
relte the Christan view of God and the world to the perspective of the.
classical world. He proceeds to build a remarkable system of thought in
‘which answers are proposed 10 a wide variety of important problems in
psychology, physics, metaphysics, ethics, and other arcas of human
knowledge. He is also concerned to reate his Christian worldviex to the.
problems of his own time and meet the challenges of competing theorics.

Aquinas and

the Averroist

Denial of
Creation

Aquinas'’s

Worldview

m
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or invalid, true or false, cither Bor non-. She preferred things that were
cuddly, sof, and fuzzy, such as feelings and intutions. She believed that
people interested in logical and analytical thinking are anal-retentive. This
professorial enemy of reason and logic was also quite citcal o the his-
toric Christian faih,

After class, the student asked the professor if she could pose three.
questions. “Since you reject all use of logic,” the student began, “don't
you realize this means you can never prove that any of your anti-Christian
beliefs are truer” After all, proving something does seem (© include an
appeal to laws of rational inference. The student reported her shock that
her professor had never realized this fact before hearing the question.

“What's your second question?” the professor asked. “Well” the stu-
dent continued, “don't you realize that when you repudiate logic, you
cannot prove that any of my Christian beliefs are false” This point had
also escaped the atention of the professor.

“And your third question?” “Since you've admited that you cannot
prove that your ant-Christian beliefs are true and that you cannot prove
that my Christian beliefs are false, why don't you become a Chistan?”
“This put the professor in a difficult position. She could not jusify her
rejection of the Chrstan faith with an argument; when she rejected logic,
that became impossible. Afir several painful moments, the only reason
she gave for her refection of Chiistanity was the factthat she did not like
the student's religion, effectively equating her atheism with someone’s
dislike of broccoli. At the end of the twentieth century, it aippears that the
real irrationalists in the world include many enemies of religion.

n important applicaion of the principle of noncontradiction is the TR
scovery of positions that sffe from sel referental sbsuriy. This 11 Notion of
condition exists whenever the application of 4 theory (0 iself involves  S€lf-Referential
one in a necessary falschood or logical nonsense. Absurdity

Skepticism as an Example
One of the beter examples of a logicaly self-defeating position is skep-
ticism. Skepicism can be defined in two ways. To make my point clearer,
will solate cach of these o theses of skepicism in the center of the
line. Here is the firs,

1) No one can know anything,

Look carefully a this claim. Then imagine yoursefasking the proponent
of (1) a simple question: “Do you know that no one can know anything’”

Consider the two and only two possible answers. If the skeptic
answers yes, thereby asserting that he knows that no one can know any-
thing, the self-defeating nature of his position becomes obvious. But our

201
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“There isthe natural knowledge we find in philosophy, and there is super-
natural knowledge, revealed by God and discussed by theology. While
faith and reason are no logically incompatible, they are psycholoiclly
different activtes of the soul, each operating within ts own domain. The
domain of reason includes all truths that humans can acquire unaided by
divine revelation. Reason (philosophy) includes all the scientific, ehical
psychological, and philosophical knowledge that humans can gain apart
from divine revelation

For Aquinas,the sphere of philosophy includes any item of knowledge
that humans can acquire apart from specil revelation. The word philoso-
Phy therefore encompassed the science of his day and includes any item
‘o human knowledge based upon human experience and reasoning. The-
ology, by contrat, is a function of faith grounded upon the content of
divine revelation. The firstprincipls or premises of special revelation come
through revelation, whereas the first principles of philosophy (such as
mathematics) are known by the unaided light of the intelect.

One item of knowledge, however, can be known by eithr reason (phi-
losophy) orfaith (theology), namely, the knowledge that God exists.If one
has the inerest 0 study them and the abily to understand them, there are:
sound philosophical arguments for God's existence. But those unable (o
rasp the philosophical proofs can know the existence of God by resting
in the truth of divine revelaion. Aquinas believes that with one exception—
the knowledge of God's existence—it s impossible forthe same person 0
know and believe the same thing a the same time. The reason for this is
‘simple: the content of philosophy and theology belong 1o diferent spheres.

‘One way to illustrae Aquinas' view of faith and reason is to picture
o ladders.

Faith
(heology)

Exstenceof God
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PART TWO. IMPORTANT PROBLENS IN PHILOSOPHY

resultof rational thinking, or does some kind of irational gut feeling pro-
duce this confidence? Given the depths of his own mationalism, the first
option harly seems possble. I his pious irationalism i tsel the result of
imationalism, why should anyone give t credence? But Stace continues,
“When you say that God is incomprehensible, one thing you mean s just
that these contradicions break outin our intellect and cannot be resolved,
0 mater how clever or how good 4 logician you may be.”

Stace is especially citcal of certain Buddhist monks who atiemp to
remove contradictions in their system by postulating two Brahmans, 1
higher and lower. “One may be quite sure,” Stace advises, “that this i the
wrong solution because the religious intuition is preempiory that God is
one and not two,” Notice the oddness of Stace's thesis. He is convinced
that God is unknowable. But then he dogmaticaly informs us that his
imational inuitions give him at least one piece of knowledge about this
unknowable God, namely, that God is one and not two. Is Sace contra-
dicting himselP? Of course he is.

o S ot cossms oy e el St i
that religion could be unreasonable in the sense that it discusses
R S W e o v g Rl R
we say that there is conradicton in the nature of God himself in the ult-
mate being? Well if we were 10 say that, I think that we should' be say-
ing anything very unusual o very shocking.™ Sace is much 100 cautious,
1find his claims not only unusual and shocking but also nonsense.

Aufrst Siace sounds like someone who thinks that God is above the
laws of reason. But let us observe the problems that his imationalism cre-
ates for him. If tace were correct and logic has no relevance 1 the kind
of mysicism he represented, it is diffcul 10 understand most of what he
wrote. For example, why, given his repudiation of logi, did he cricize
Buddhists who rejected the unity of God in favor of two Brahmans? Once.
logic i disavowed, God can be both one and two (or two thousand) at the
same time and in the same sense. I a disincton can be drasn between a
‘monisic God and a dualisic or a pluralistic detty, then logic must have:
some relevance. Once logic is denied, inconsistency becomes a virtue:

atonalism has also found & Home in nonreligious areas of contem-

poray universiy lf. Several years ago, 4 graduate student at 3 well
known universy in New England tokd me the fllowing stoy. One day
her professorisued a lengihy diatbe aganstlogi. This professor urged
all of her graduatestudents 1o jon her n a crusade againat logi. In her
world, logc was 00 confining: things were cither black or whit, valid

9o, 15-19,
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M—Mechanism
A—Atheism
N—Naturalism

Hedonism

Hedonism i the belief that pleasure i the highest good. Materialiss like
Democritus, Epicurus, and Lucretus refected the existence of objectve,
ranscendent standards of right and wrong and reduced the good life t0
the pursuit of pleasure. Plato believed hedoism i falsfid by the wide-
‘spread human recognition that some pleasures are evi. If that is s, then
itfollows tha pleasure and the good cannot be identical. And if this s s0,
then hedonism is false.

Empiricism
As we saw in chapter 2, empiricism is the belief that all human knowl-
‘edge hasits origin in human sense experience. Plato opposed empiricism
throughout his writings, maintaining that it is impossible for the human
senses 10 bring a human being (o knowledge. T will have much (o say
about Platos rejection of empiricism in his theory of knowledge

Relativism

Plato opposed two kinds of relatvism. The fist, etbical relatvism, is the
beliefthat the same moral judgment, such as murder is wrong, i tru for
some people and fase for others. The second kind of relatvism, epise-
mological elativism, includes the belif that tuth i relative  Both types
of relativism were propagated in ancient Athens by thinkers known as
Sophists. Plato opposed the Sophists and proclaimed the existence of
absolute and unchanging standards that preclude moral and epistemo-
logical relatvism. Neither truth nor goodness is elative, Plato believed.

Materiatism

As we saw in chapter 2, most Greek philosophers before Socrates and
Plato were materialiss The materalistsrin of Greek philosophy is seen
most clearly in the work of the atomists. In opposition to materil

Plato argued for the existence of an immaterial or ideal world exi
independently of the physical world we inhabit through our bodies

5 o peopiessensble percepions o things coud difr. The.
emperatur of the ame bods of Nater coukd seem war 10 one peson and cold 1o
ancther. Seethe opening poges of ' Thaaers Sice sense expeince ' nc ke
‘e i P thiing. hiscomment i this conmection 6 it el ny ki of pis-
emologial elavisn.

6 The Pthagoran choo that cxite i susher il s e b ancxception,

o
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However much Chrstians may disagree about the supposed success of
Aquinas's endeavor, most can endorse his objective of developing a
coherent system of Christian thought.

A ms o the G ofis st be the dety of o Gl
i theism—a personal, eternal, omipotent, ompiscient, omnipresent
riune God. As we wil e, however, there is 1 of Aristotelanism in his
system. One question we will have 1 examine concerns the extent (o
‘which the Chrisian view of deity 0 which Aquinas aspires is compromised
by the clements of Aristotl’sphilosophy he incorporatesinto his own sys-
tem. One such element s Thomas's belief that God is pure acualiy.

“The medieval doctrine of pure actuality was the scholastc! equivalent
of Arstotle’s teaching that God is Pure Form. Aquinas teaches that every-
thing that exists (with the exception of God, the human soul, and angels)
is a combination of form and matter. Everything possesses both actuality
‘and potentiality. This s the whole point (o his claim that God is pure
form or actualiy. The form or essence of  thing determines its actualiy;
its matter is the ground for the thing’s several potentialies, While every
exising thing can possess only one actuality at any given time, every.
existing thing possesses a number of different potentiaiies.

Like Aristotl, Thomas regards potentality as a kind of imperfection.
“This conviction led both thinkers to believe that any potenialty in God
‘would detract from his perfection.? This led o the conviction that God
must possess no poteniality; God must be pure acwality. While God can
act, he cannot be acted upon. Because potentiality cannot belong to God,
God can possess no matter; he must be pure form.

In my chapter on Aristole, | noted how Aristotle’s doctrine of Pure.
Form seems difficult o reconcile with the Christan doctine of God., For
one thing, Aristotle taught that God cannot think about anything in the
changing and imperfect world. The only perfect thing worthy of God's
attention is God himself. For Aristole’s God to think about anything else
would detract from his perfection. Can Aquinas evade problems like
this?

Proofs for God's Existence

‘Aquinas is famous for advancing five arguments,the Five Ways, for God's
existence. Many Christians have relied on Thomas's sttemen of these
arguments or on later modifications of them. Citcs of theism have often

1. The adecive scholasic nd the noun scolasticom are often wsed s terms (0
escribe phosopher nthe thienth cemury. These txs,along Wil he word ool
man ar used ith refrence 10 the uiversty professor and thel metbod of tachig; a
{echricl vocubulry an impersonl sy logal figr and e hnking.

2'See Aquinas S Contra Gorles 1161
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Non-B (the bigger box) is what we call the complementary class of
B, This means that i, for example, the box we have called B represents
the class of all dogs, then non-B Stands for everything else in the uni-
verse thatis not a dog. The complementary class of non-# includes cats,
fish, Socrates, Pontius Piate, the Ohio River, Mount Everest, the moon—
in short, anything in the universe that is something other than a dog. If
B represented the class of all human beings, then non- would include.
everything in the universe that is not & human,

Al that the law of noncontradiction says i this: I anything (cal it 4)
is 2 member of the class we have called 5, then A cannot under any con-
ion also (at the same time and in the same sense) be a member of the
‘complementary class of non-B.

Consider an example: I is imposible for Socrates (0 be both man
and nonman. Since the class of nonman is the complement of the class
of man, the claim that Socrates is also a member of the class of non-8
(nonman) i tantamount o saying that Socrates is not only a human but
also everything else in the universe. Thus, anyone who claims that
Socrates can be both man and nonman is saying that Socrates can be a
dog, @ ta, and indeed everything else n the universe a the same time.
Philosopher Gordon H. Clark outlines the implications of this

I contradictory statements are true of the same subject at the same.
xidentyal things wil be the same thing. Socrates will bea ship,  house,
a5 well as 2 man_ But if precisely the same asbutes atach o Cro that
‘atach to Socrates it follows that Socrates is Crito. Not only so, but the
Ship i the harbor,since it hasthe same s of atrbutes 0, will be iden-
ified with this Socrate-Ceito person.In fact, everything will be the sme
thing. Al diffrences among things will vanish and all will be one.

“There is no quicker way 10 become swallowed up in nonsense than
10 deny the distinction between B and non-B. | once heard of a young
‘man who was called nto his local offce of the Inernal Revene Service
for an audit. The reason for his trouble was his filure over several years.
1o fle & tax retum. When asked by the IRS agent why he had faied to fle,
the youth replied that in college e had learned that the law of noncon-
tradiction is an optional, nonnecessary principle. Once he had learned
that there is no difference between 5 and non-B, i was only a matter of
time before he realized that no difference exisis between filing a tax
eturn and ot fling a tax return. “Tha's very interesting,” said the tax
agent. “Tve never heard that one before. Since you believe that no dif-
ference exists between Band non-B, I'm sure you also believe that there
15 10 difference between being in fal and not being in jail

2 Gondon . Clrk, Thales 1o Doy, 24 . (Ui, Tenn: The Trny Foundaton,
199,105
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In the case of the stones, the fact that they exhibited 4 particular
shape or pattern did not constitute proof that there was purpose orinten-
tion behind the amangement.Likewise, Taylor observes, ‘the mere com-
plexity, refinement, and seemingly purposeful amangement of our sense
organs do no, accordingly, consttute any conclusive reason for suppos-
ing that they are the outcome of any purposeful activiy. A natural, non-
purposeful explanation of them is possible, and has been attempted—
successfully, in the opinion of many." It appears as though any meta-
physical naturalist would have to pursue this kind of nonpurposeful
account of human cognitve faculies.

Taylor then points o the problem in the natralists positon. Even
those persons who view their sense organs as the product of chance, nat-
ural, and nonpurposeful forces depend on them (0 deliver information
about the world that they regard as true. “We suppose, without even
thinking about it, that four sense organs] reveal to us things that have
nothing (0 do with themselves, their structures, or ther origins.™ Such
‘people; Taylor thinks, are just as inconsistent as the person who derives
4 tnie message from 3 nonpurposeful armangement of stones.

It would be irmtional for one to say botb that his sensory and cognitive
faculties had a natural, nonpurposeful origin and also that they reveal
some trth with respect 10 something other than themselves, something
that s not merely inferred from them. J/their origin can be enirely
accounted for i terms of chance variations, naturl selection, and 50 on,
‘without supposing that they somehor cmbody and express the purposes.
of some creative being, then the most we can say of them s that they.
xis, tha they are complex and wondrous in ther constructon, and are.
perhaps in other respects ineresting and remarkable. We cannot sy that
they are, entiely by themselves, reliable guides t© any truth whatever,
save only what can be inferred from their own structure and arrange.
ment.If,on the other hand, we do assume that they are guides 0 some.
truths having nothing to do with themselves, then it i difficult o see
how we can, consistently with that supposition, believe them (© have.
arisen by accident, or by the ordinary workings of purposeless forces,
even over ages of time.”

Naturaliss seem caughtin a trap. If they are consistent with ther nat-
uralistic presuppostions, they must assume that our human cogniive fac-
ulties are a product of chance, purposeless forces. But if this is 50,
naturalists appear inconsistent when they place so much trust in those
facultes. But like the passengers on the train, if they assume that their

B
36 mid, 11718
57 10 110
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Every worldview includes a number of beliefs about the nature of human
beings. Examples of relevant questions include the following: Are
human beings free, or are they merely pawns of deterministc forces’
‘Are human beings only bodies or material beings? Or were all the reli-
ious and philosophical thinkers correct who talked about the human
soul or who distinguished the mind from the body? If they were right in
some sense, what i the human soul or mind, and how i i elaed 1 the
body? Does physical death end the existence of the human person? Or is
there conscious, personal survivalafir death? Are there rewards and pun-
ishment after death? Are humans good or evil

An Important Qualification

1do not want to suggest that adherents of the same general worldview
will agree on every issue. Even Chistans who share beliefs o all essen-
tial issues may disagree on other major points. They may understand the.
ekationship between human freedom and the sovereignty of God in dif-
ferent ways. They may disagree over how some revealed law of God
‘applies 10.a curent siuation. They may squabble publicly over complex
issues like national defense, capital punishment, and the welfare site, ©©
say nothing about the issues that divide Christendom into different
denominations.

Do these many dissgreements undercut the case I've been making
about the nature of a worldview? Not at all. A careful study of these dis-
agreements wil reveal that they are differences within a broader family
of beliefs. When two or more Chrisians, et us say, argue over some isue,
one o the steps they take (or should take) © jusify thei position and t©
pensuade the other is o show thattheir view is more consistent with basic
tenets of their worldview.

However, it s also necessary o recognize that isagreement on some:
fssues should result i the disputants'being regarded as people who have
left that family of beliefs, however much they desire (o continue (0 use
the Christian name. For example, many theological iberals within Chris-
tendom continue (0 use the label of Christian for views that are clarly
inconsistent with the belefs of historic Christanit. Whether they deny the
Trinky,the personality of God, the doctrine of creation, the fact of human
depraviy, or the doctrine of salvation by grace, they make clear that the
religious system they espouse is a different worldview from what has tra-
ditionally been called Christianity. Much confusion could be eliminated
if some way could be found o get people 10 use labels like Christianity
in 2 way that i fathful (0 their historic meaning.

7





index-191_1.jpg
Aristotle
and the

Law of Non-
contradiction

The
Inescapable
Distinction
Between B
and Non-B

Faues1

194

e e Dt o
wuman thinking. Because they are also laws of being, we may use
them t© grasp the logical structure of the world. The law of noncontra-
dicton i 4 necessary principle of thought because it is irs a necessary
principle of being,

Perhaps the simplest definiton of the law of nonconiradiction isthis:
“Acannot be both A and non-Bat the same time and in the same sense.”
In this formultion, the letters A and 5 are variables in the same way that
xand y are variables in algebra. All we have 10 o t0 use the variables
properly is o substiute for them consistently. When we do this properly,
we end up with propositions like *An object () cannot be both round
(3 and square (non-5) at the same time in the same sense” or °A propo-
sition (4) cannot be both true () and flse (non-B) at the same time in
the same sense.”

() Pomnastmenae L
of noncontradiction is their falure 10 grasp the inescapable distn-
tion betwween 5 and non-. One helpful way to see this disinction s the
following box in which I have located the terms B and non-B.

Nonts

Let us suppose that the larger box (non- ) represents the entire uni-
verse in the sense that if anything (cal it A) exit, it exits inside the box.
Our larger box contains a smaller box that I have called 5. This smaller
box represents some class o group or set of things that have something
essential in common. Hence, 5 could representthe class of al dogs or all
horses or all humans.

1 vtore's way of sying i s wort g, He wiesthat e s bt cae
ot he sam L bl a0 o bl 0 th s subet i he e respect” n
anothe pssage, e put 1 tis way: s mpossibe tht contrryarutes shold belomi
S the same e 10t same ubject” At At 1008 18 and 100 26,
.. o (Oford Onford Universey Prss, 908,15, 2.1 use he sandard pagiaton
o Ao’ wrling
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“Taylor's next step in the development of his argument i critical. Sup-
pose, he suggests, that the passengers decide, solely on the basis of
stones they se on the hillid, that they are in fact entering Wales. Tay-
lor does not insist that the purposive account of the stones is the true
one. His argument i purely hypothetical If the passengers infer that the
Stones communicate 3 true message and that they are entering Wales, it
would be inconsistentfor them also to assume that the positioning of the
Stones was an accident, Once you conclude that the stones convey an
intelligible message, Taylor continues,

‘you would, in act be presupposing tha they were arranged that way by
an inteligent and purposeful being or beings for the purpose of con-
veying a certain messige having nothing (o do with the stones them.-
selves. Another way of expressing the same point s that it would be
rmational for you o regard the amangement of the stones as evidence
that you were entering Wales, and at the same time to suppose that they
might have come 1o have that amangement accidentall, that is, 2 the
result of the ordinary interactions of natural or physica forces. If, for

nstance, they came (0 be s0 arranged over the course of time, simply by
olling down the hill, one by one, and fnally just happening t© end up
that way, or i they were srewn upon the ground that way by the forces
of any canthquake or storm or what-nol, then their arrangeent would
0 sense consttute evidence that you were entering Wales, o for any-
thing whatever unconnected with themseles

Talor's analysis thus far seems correct. I 1 were a passenger and if
1 though the arrangement of the stones were a result of chance, natural
forces, there would be something bizarre about my also believing, solely
on the evidence provided by the stones, that I was entering Wales. But if
I concluded, solely on the evidence provided by the stones, that | was
entering Wales, consistency would seem 10 require that 1 also believe the.
amangement o the stones was not an acciden.

What does this have 10 do with a human being's making an intelli-
gent choice betwween theism and metaphysical naturalismy? Taylor nvites
s 1o consider similar reasoning about our cognitive faculties:

Justas i possible for a colection of stones o present a novel and i
esting arrangement on the side of  hill . s0.also it s possibe for such
hings 25 our own ongans of sense 1o b the accidental and unintended
resuls, over ages of time, of pefectly impersonal, nonpurposefulforces.
In fact, ever so many biologists believe that this i preciscly what has
happened. that our organs of sense are in 1o real sense purposel
things, but only apper so because of our fuiure to consider how they
might have arisen through the normal workings of nture *

35 Richard Taylo, Mtaphyics, 24 . (glewooe Cfls, N Pence 1ll, 1979 115
54 thd, 11617
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proposition, which in turn provides the indirect proof for the law of non-
contradiction that we are seeking,

Logic and Significant Human Communication

People who attack the law of noncontradiction are engaged in a sel-
defeating task since they must use the principl in cvery attempt 0 deny
it Underlying this argument s the inescapable distnction between Band
non-B, both in language, thought, and being. Contrary meanings may not
(if one s o speak or wite intellgibly) be atributed 1o the same word at
the same time and in the same sense. Since any refutation of the law of
noncontradicton would have to be expresed in ntllghble anguage and
since sgnificant specch presupposes the law, it is in principle impossible
0 use language 1o deny the law of noncontradiction. In order for a word
o mean something (3, it must not mean something else (non-5). Obvi-
ously, any given word can have more than one meaning. As long as the
possible meanings of a word are limited in number, we can always avoid
the ambigity by assigning a different set of symbols (0 cach meaning.

Consider, o example, the proposiion “Julius Caesar is a man.” If
“man* is ambiguous and has (it us say) five possible meanings, we may
funher specify by adding a number o cach diffrent sense of “man such
s “man~1," “man-2," and so on. But suppose the law of noncontradic-
tion is denied. There would then be no difference in meaning between
“man and any substtutes for “nonman.” Therefore, “man” and every
other word in the dictionary would have thousands of meanings. And, if
‘words have so many senses, ntelligibl specch becomes impossibe. This
is why the person who atcmpts (o argue against the law of nonconira-
dicton must use the very Law he i trying o deny. If the aw of noncon-
radiction is denicd, nothing has meaning, including the sentences of
people who think they are denying the law. If the laws of logic do not
first mean what they say, nothing else can have meaning, including sen-
tences that purport to deny the law:

“This last point has considerable importance. I logic is indispensable
o all human though, speech, and acton, it ollows that the aw of non-
contradicion is not merely an arbitrary convention useful for consruct-
ing symbolic systems. “Three times three equals nine” is not rue because
humans say it is or sipulate it That nine i the product of three times
three is necesarily and objectively tue.3 The law of noncontradiction is

3 One st o g confused i poi by spcious ressonig sbowt mahermatical
proposiions nt developed 0n 3 bae 1 sySem. 1 & base. Sven sy, for xample
there i 50 mumerl o ine. S0 wha happens 0 s o products n b seven Sy
e s hat e s illrnt ol bt th mcanin s he same Some reponaly el
Tt people ave sd some folish g ot the ~upposed ey of el
[ —
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1f you wish, examine the update on this chapters cricism of natural-

ism in chapter 9. Then, without looking at your nofes or the text, explain
in your own words why naturalism i a logially self-defeatng theory.
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Can the Law Gty soeking. the av ofnonconidicion cunno b prove, Tis
should not surprise us. Every argument must start by taking some
Of NOnContra- iuuy'for grunted: There are always some things that must be accepied
diction Be  yithout proof. In order for an ultimate principle like the law of noncon-
Proven? radiction 1o be proved, it would have to be deduced either from other
principles (in which case the logical principle would no longer be ulti
‘mate) or from itself (in which case the supposed argument for the logi-
cal principle would be circula and not really a proof. Any so-called
proof for the law of nonconiradiction would have (o presuppose the truth

of the law and would thus be the question and fal as a proof.

While no direct demonsiration of the principle of noncontradiction
xists, there i a persuasive negative or indirect argument that assumes
three forms, all pointing to logical consequences that follow a denal of
the principle. The three forms of the argument look like this.

@) Ifthe law of noncontradiction is denied, then significant thinking
s impossibl.

@) If the law of noncontradiction is denied, then significant human
conduct s impossible.

(3) If the law of noncontradiction is denied, then significant com-
munication is impossible.

Each of the above carries with it several absurd consecquences. Sup-
pose we concentrate on one of them:

@)1F significant human communication is impossible, then it is
impossible to use language t refute the law of noncontradic-
tion.

“The type of reasoning being used here ilustrates a simple and indis-
putable form of reasoning, known as modus ollens. According © modus

tollens, if one proposition () implies another proposition (q) and q is
false, then pmust be fase. As an example, consider the following:

@) 1 (p) Ron Nash is a former winner of the Master's Golf Tourna-
ment, then () Ron Nash has played golf on the Augusta National
Golf Course.

(5) But it i false that Ron Nash has played golf on the Augusia
National Golf Course (not-g).

(©) Therefore, it s fals that Ron Nash i a former winner of the Mas-
ter's Golf Tournament (not-p).

As sated, if pimplies ¢ and qis false, then pis false. The denial of
the law of noncontradiction necessarly implics all kinds of absurd or flse:
consequences, one of which is indicated in proposition (3. The falsity
of the second propasiton in the implication eniails the falsity of the first
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NATURALISH

cogaitive faculiies are trustworthy and do provide accurate information
about the world, they scem compelled to abandon one of the cardinal
presuppositions of metaphysical naturalism and conclude that their cog-
nitve facultes were formed as a resul of the actiity of some purpose-
ful, intelligent agent*

Lis difficult 10 see how metaphysical naturalism can provide an ade-

quate reason why human reasoning can ever be valid or that our sense
organs can be trustd. Why should we ot conclude that narlism is
incompatble with auitudes of rus n ither our rional or empirical fac-
ulfes? We could think, following Richard Puril, that naturalism destroys
“our confidence in the valdiy of any reasoning—including the reason-
g that may have led us t adop [nauralisil theories Thus they [the
naturalisic theores are self-desiucive, rathr ke the man who suvs off
the branch e s siting on. The only cold comfort they [metaphysical -
uralis] old out i that some of our thought migh happen t0 agre with
eality.” But on naturalisic grounds, we can never know that it docs.
‘And when we are honest about the probablie, it appears  be enor-
‘mously improbabie that such agreement would cver oceur

‘One of naturlism's majorproblems then s explaining how mindless

forces ive rise to minds, knowledse, sound reasoning, and morl prin-
ciples that report how human beings ought (o behave: Not surprsingly,
aturalsts want the rest o us o think that thir wordview, naturlism, s
 product o thei sound reasoning. All things considered, it is hard 0 s
why naturaismis no self-rferentially absurd. Before any person can fus-
iy his or her acceptance of naturlism on rational grounds, i i first nec-
essary for that person o reject @ cardinal tenct of the naturalist posion
“The only way & person can provide rational grounds fo beleving in
uralsm i first 0 cease being & naturlis.

55 Fora sill more recen xplortion of 3 s lne of atack on mcaphyica
lian,sce Ain Planings, Warmant and Proper Fnction (\ew Yok Oxord Universy
Press 1999, chups 1112

35, Richant L. uril, s f Bl (Grand Rapids: B, 197, 4,

0, Whie my cae emar i o dscuss chics, mors prnciplesseem o be 35
much dificuly inthe workliew o metaphyscal s 2 e ogcal priniples. Tet
ing e el seems  oce s 10 recogpize the existence o g that ranscend
e purely sl onder, hat ext e o the bos.
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PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

our experience does have such qualitis. The atomists explained such
propertis as the way things appear 10 us as a result of the chance link-
age of the atoms that possess 1o such propertis.

Atoms diffr, the ancients taught, only in quanttative terms like size.
and shape, never in qualty. Atoms are also uncreated and indestructible,
‘which translates into their being eternal. They had no beginning and will
have no end. According to the atomists,then, everything in the world can
be explained as a chance combination of qualitatively identical atoms.

The Question That Has No Answer

Contemporary naturaliss excel at posing problems for which they sup-
pose there is no answer. But atomists and naturalists have thelr own ques-
tions for which they have no answer. Why is there something (atoms)
rather than nothing? Why do the atoms move rather than sit there? If
you're an atomist,this is what you have to believe,

Itis interesting to observe those important times when even antireli-
gious thinkers like nawraliss find it necessary to make leaps of faith
‘These leaps oceur when their thinking leads them o questions for which
their system has no answer. Usually they find it convenient to pretend
the question docsn' exist One such question is why atoms exist Another
is why atoms move.

‘One must never ask why atoms move. Their random movement is a
given. Atoms move in all directions. Much like billiard balls on a pool
table, the atoms collide with other atoms. These collisions may result in
some atoms hooking up in new combinations, ora collision might cause
an atom 10 ricochet in @ new direction. The chance conjoining of atoms,
produces the many different things that exist in the world. The combi-
nations of atoms finally break up, and when this happens, the individual
thing that they composed ceases 10 exist. But the individual atoms exist
forever.

So, according to Democitus, the ruth about the physical universe can
be summed up in two words, “atoms” and the “void.” Everything in the
universe is a result o qualitatively indisinguishable atoms moving around.
the universe, bouncing into other atoms, briefly linking up with other
atoms. The taste of an orange, the color of 4 tlip, and the fragrance of a
rose are reducible 1 the quantatively different factors 1o which every-
thing that exiss can be recuced. All qualiy is an ilusion. It s the way cer-
tain configurations of quantitatively diferent atoms appear (o people.

“The ancient atomists had another problem. Their universe was a
‘machine, devoid of purpose and design. But the universe we live in s full
of order. Consider two ples of apples and oranges. Ifwe took the mech-
anistic, purposeless metaphysics of the ancient atomiss Ieraly, they had
0 explanation for why apple seeds don't produce orange trees. But that
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Most of the philosophers who came before Socrates, Plato, and Aris-
totle are described as naturalists. One reason for this was their focus on
nature, the physical universe. They were interested in the heavenly bod-
s they observed at night, and they wondered what the things they
encountered in their experience were composed of. They tended (o say
‘comparatively il about such human ssues as knowledge and ethics.
‘One reason such thinkers were called naturalists is because they centered
their atiention on nature rather than on human problems. Naturalism in
this pre-Socrati sense is ather benign, even though we migh regret the
narrow focus of these philosophers’ work

But another sense of naturalism characterized early Greek thinkers,
 sense that will occupy us in this chapter and several others. The carly
Greek thinkers often thought that the natural world or physical universe
is the only reality that exists. One consequence of this was their denial
that anything xists outside the bounds of the physical universe. | have
already noted similar thinking in representatives of twentieth-century nat-
uralism.

‘The two names associated with ancient Greek atomism were Leu-
cippus (490-430 1.¢.) and Democritus (460-360 1.C). Since it may be
impossible to separate their views and since Democritus is usally
regarded 25 the more important of the two, I concentrate upon his work.

Democritus

Domocrni

Democritus was the most accomplished of the early naturaliss. To quote.
one histortan of philosophy, “No one, even in modern times, has given
a more classic expression t© atomism or mechanism [than has Dx

sl The motivation of materalstic or mechanisic systems is (0 explain
all phenomena in terms of mechanism; that is, the only original differ
ences allowed o the elements are sricly geometrica, plus the motion in
space necessary to alter their positions. For Democritus therefore two
principles explain everything: atoms and empty space.™!

‘Democritus proposed that the basic building blocks of the universe.
are tiny, indivisible material enites called atoms. (The word atom means
that which cannot be divided.) Atomists explained every feature of the
‘material world s varying combinations of an infinite number of atoms
‘moving haphazardly through empty space. The atoms, we must under-
stand, had no properties such as color, tast, or smell; they were neither
hot nor cold, sweet nor sour. But every physicalthing we encounter in

10, the i of St and P, the word phss (raure) b begun ke cn 4
wider mesning, s tha X became move Hicull 4 itingush hetween s peinent 10
‘onbuman o and e perinent © human

1. Gordon H. Clark, Tale o Doy, 24 e (Ui, Tenn.: The Triney Foundatio,
1999, 55
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reason orlogos of the universe Al the truths of reason have their ground
in his being; they subsist in his mind. Because humankind was created in
the image of God, the human mind is a secondary and derivative source.
of light that reflctsin a creaturely way the rationaliy ofthe Creator A har-
mony or cormeltion exists therefore among the mind of God, the human
mind, and the raional sructure of the workd. In part 2 of this book, the the-
ory just described will reappear under a different name (the preformation
theory) in a discussion of the epistemology of the German philosopher
Immanuel Kant (chap. 11); Kant opposed this theory for weak reasons.

s we have noted, Augustines theory of divine ilumination was his
answer 0 the question of how the human mind comes © know the
“temnal Forms that subsist n the mind of God. Asa it sep toward under.
Standing Augustines theory, i s imporant o recognize three possible
answersthat he refected: 2 human being does not acquie knowledge of
the Forms by sense experience, by Platonic recllection, o by taching.

We Do Not Know the Forms via Sense Experience

‘Augustine’s rejection of sense experience as the source of human know
‘edge of universal truth is simill to Plato’s positon in the Phacdo, mate-
rial covered in chapter 3 of this book. Just as Plato taught that every
judgment about equal things presupposes a prior knowledge of equaliy,
Augustine argues that all udgments about number presuppose a prior
Knowledge of unity, the concept of oneness. But the notion of unity can-
not be derived from sense experience. As Augustine states, “Whoever
inks with exactitude of ity will discover that it cannot be perceived
by the senses. Whatever comes into contact with a bolly sense is proved
10 be not one but many, for it s corporeal and therefore has innumerable
parts"® Our bodily senses can only bring us into contact with physica
things, and such things, no mater how small, tll have multiple parts.
No physical object can be 4 true unity. I nothing else, one can distin-
guish one side from another or the top from the bottom. Knowledge of
unity or oneness is logically prior to sense experience. For Augusiine,
knowledge of the Forms is independent of sense experience.

We Do Not Know the Forms via Preexistence of the Soul
While Augustine followed Plato in efecting sense experience 45 a ground
for human knowledge of the Forms, his mature position rejected Plato’s
appeal 1o the preexistence of the soul and recollection. During the firs

28, For an extended analysis of this claim, see Ronakd H. Nash, The Word of God and.
the Mind of Ma (Pillipsburg, . Presyeran snd Reformed, 1992,
29 Augusine On the Frodom o the Wil 2822

Augustine’s
Rejection of
Three Theories

155





index-155_1.jpg
Augustine calls the memory. To know a prioritrth i to remember now
‘s a result of the continuous presence of God'slight within us. In O the
Teacher; Augusiine concludes that a prior knowledge cannot be taught—
it cannot be passed from one person 0 another. A priort ruth alvvays
arises from within the soul. The student learns by consulting the Truth
present within his own mind.*

While Augustine’s nguage sounds mysiica, his point is philosoph-
ical. Every human knows the Forms because God endows him or her
with this knowledge and continually sustains the intelect in the knowing
process. The true teacher i Chris, who himself is the trth and who, in
the words of the fourth gospel, “gives light o every man” (john 1.9).

Consider your knowledge that four plus four equals eight * Words
you may have heard from a parent or 4 teacher played a role in your
Torming the belief. But the judgment s not rue simply because a teacher
taught it 0 you. The teacher introduced you (o the concepts; but it was
always necessary that the content of the teaching faithfully represen the
etemally and necessarly true content of the judgment. Had a teacher told
a youngster that the sum of four plus four was some number other than
eigh, the child might have at that time lacked the abiliy to refute the
teacher'sclaim. But as we mature and our grasp of a prior tuth increases,
we would one day atain the ability o refect the teacher's caim as fase.

Summation

“To know truth, the human mind s necessary but ot suficient  Accord-
ing 10 Augustine, the created light of the human intellect needs a light
from without# Even the created inteligibie light would be unable o

ceount for human knowledge without the constant,immanent, and aciive
presence of God # We must not think of the Forms 2s having been given
10 humans once and for all. Though the Forms are part of the rational

an cpecallyciesion o, do ot e decived by 2 sppcsl
10 bl symcin hat vt s s than e In & s e sy, o cxa
e, her s o mumber bigher than fve. Bt dat docs ok aly Tour phus four s
i Moversent 101 ifres s system oy s 5 0 s fren ymbols
S the e thng

57" Thetem cssary condton ' 3 tchoicl trm i philosopby tatcvery st
Shokd b bl o define. To ay tht A s neceasy condaon for B means st 4
o ext, hen 5 would ok et A cxampl: oayaen 3 ecessay condion for human
e, Take avay onygen,anh manswillhe, The e cesarscondion conrus wah
Suffclen condiion. T sa that A s sflcen: condon o eans hat f 4 docsexst,
then B will s cxit. Oxygen i ok st conion forbuman e bechuse you can
Tave ks of e but ot have i humans i he temperture it hgh, e .0
e, o ny thr condions are sskew:
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flew yearsafter his conversion (367-389), Augustne believed in the pre-
existence of the soul and accepted Plato’s explanation of human knowl-
edge in terms of recollction Even Augustine could clutter his Chrisian
worldview with beliefs tha conradicted important Christan tencts. But
e knew that a worldview must be logically coherent. As Augustine’s
thought matured and he came 10 sce the unbibical implications of the
doctine of preexistence, he sought a diferent answer for the problem of
how one comes to know the Forms.* He continued to believe that all
uman knowledge presupposes a prior knowledge of the forms and that
these Forms cannot be known through the senses. But he came (o hold
that God has implanted a knowledge of the Forms in the human mind
contemporancous with birth. In other words, Augustine's account of
human knowledge replaced Platos appeal o reincarnation and recollec-
tion with a theory of inate ideas tht belong to humankind by viue of
our ereation n the image of God

We Do Not Know the Forms via Teaching

lly, Augustine rejects the view that human knowledge of the eternal
Forms might be acquired through teaching. The writing in which Augustine
sates this asgument, Or he Teacher, s complex and easy 0 misunderstand.
But his conclusion is clear: Knowledge of @ pior ruth cannot be passed
from one person to ancther as through teaching, It must always arise within
the soul. “Concerning universals of which we can have knowledge, we do
ot listen to anyone speking and making sounds outside ourselves. We
lisen (0 Truth which presides over our minds within us, though of course
we may be bidden (o isten by someone using words. Our real Teacher is
he who s so lisened 1o, who is sid to dwel i the inner man, namely,
Christ, that i, the unchangeable power and eternal wisdom of God "
For Augustine, the mind can have ideas even though it is not con-
sciously aware of those ideas. Human knowlede of the Forms is not the
resull of our remembering truths leared in a previous existence. We
remember or actualize latent knowledge of necessary trth stored in what

30 o  dscusson of Augstine caly commimen 0 precxistence and the theory of
ecollection. e Glson. The i Py o o Agsine 172 Compre o
e fllowing et n ugusine: Agait b Slpec 222 il Retactions 1%, Sl
22035 Wil Rmactions 144 3rd On b Mecsure ot ol 20 34 wih Rimctions 15

51 Augusine aves o dowl concring his il rection o Pltone reclcion: s
O the Tniy 121521

52T s i this setencerelate 1 the w0 preiss of Pt argunet o the
oty of he sul, prescoted i chapter 3 of i bk

35 The e sk ot gors he Sdtv, Ao ks i point exchshvely il
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Conclusion

Augusiine’s llumination theory answers certain questions raised previ
ously by Plto in the Phaedo. At first Augustine accepted the full range
of Plato’s argument from recollection, but gradually he was led away from
a belief in the preexistence of the soul to an altemative explanation of
how humans come t© know the Forms. Even though Augustine aban-
doned Plato’s use of remembering, it was natural for Augustine 10 con-
tinue to use the notion of memory in his mature account of how humans
Know universals or the Forms.

In concluding this discussion of Plto's influence on Augustine’s -
mination theory, 1 wish 1o stress what Augustine learned from Plato
through Plotinus. (1) Knowledge about sensible, physical partculars
depends upon a prior knowledge of Forms or universals such as the
Equal itsel. (2) The ulimate object of knowledge must be immutable
and eternal and grasped by reason; these are the eternal essences Plto
called Forms and Augustine calls rafiones acternae. (3) Without an exter-
nal source of asistance, illustrated under the figure of light, the human
mind could never attain this knowledge. But as 1 have hinted several
times, Augustine did not believe that human knowledge could be
explained solely in terms of an external light. He went on (o argue that
there is also an intemal light, the human mind, which reflects the light
from God and is als0 a necessary condition of Knowledge.

A synthesis of all the passages in Augustine’s writings that have a
bearing on the souls relation t the forms leads 10 the view that these
ideas in the mind are a prior, virtual, preconditions of scientia. They are
a priort because they cannot be derived from experience. They are vir-
twal because they are in the mind even when they are not objects of
thought # And finall, the forms are preconditions of knowledge (scien-
tia) because knowledge becomes possible only when these universals
are applied o the images from sensation.

s we leamed in chapter 3, Plato worked with three kinds of dualism.

What did Augustine do with them? While Augustine accepted Plto's
metaphysical dualism, he also modified it 50 as (o make it more consis-
tent with Chrstian truth. While Plato knew the ideal world existed, he
never could figure out how, why, or where it xisted. Augustine repu
ated any possiblity that the forms might exist above God or independent
of God. The Forms subsist ather as eteral thoughts (rationes acternae)

bt docs ok advance your undentanding of anything i devod o sgrfcnt inforr
o Another tautogy woukd b the saccnt Al bachelos 3 urmared e

"4 Sce Augustine O b Immoralyof he Sl

5.5 Nash, The Light o the i, chap 5.
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in motion. Does i really make any sense (o say that one set of atoms
experiences another set a5 red, sold and extended?”

Do atomists have a right to use words like “perceiv
“self? Does ther llgitimate use of such words make their system appear
more plausible than it i

Humanity

Like everything else, a human being s a collection of indistinguishable,
‘material, properyless atoms. The human mind is 2s material a5 any phys-
ical ongan. The major difference between a human being and a rock i the:
‘complexiy of the collection of atoms making up the human. The reason
why a rock docs not perceive a tree or think about  tree s because the
atoms making up the rock lack the special accumulation of atoms that
make up a mind.

A human thought i a movement of atoms, differnt from other move-
‘ments such as perception. It would appear that people whose worldview
ntailsthat only atoms and empty space exist must ither deny the exis-
tence of thought or reduce it o atomisic motion in empiy space; they
cannot have it both ways.

Cyril Bailey views the question of human consciousness as the
Achilles heel of materialism, “Can the movemen of insensible partcies,”
he asks, “produce or account for consciousness?*> For the atomists, Bai-
ey continues, “consciousness, sensation, thought, and will arethe move-
menis of the soul-atoms The problems atomisis had with human
consciousness will inevitably be diffculies for any purely materialistic
system.

While the atomists used the law of noncontradiction # laws of logic
cannot be reduced to or equated with mechanical laws of motion. As Jones
observes, “the logica relation between the premises and the conclusion of
a valid argument is very differen from the cause-and-effect reation that,
‘according 1 the Atomiss' theory, exists between succesive siates of mind-
atoms. When the mind is reasoning well—when it is ‘moving’ from
premises (0 4 valid conclusion in accordance with the rules of logic—the
order of the propositions that are successively before it is determined by
‘considerations of logic, ot by the mechanical motion of toms."

Reflect on any example of a sound deductive argument such as “Al
men are mortal; Socratesis 2 man; therefore, Socrates is mortal.* Because

19 i o1
20 Gyl By, The ook Aot s Ofor: Clrendon, 1929, 436
by

22 Sce Joncs, A Hitory of Wistern Pksopby, o1, The Classical i, 9.
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structure of the human mind and belong there by virue of our having
een created in God!' image,the soul never ceases o be dependent upon
God for it knowledse. B. B. Warfield, commenting on Augusine, says
“God, having 5o made man, has not e him deisticaly t himself, but
continually reflecs into his soul the contents of His tuths which consi-
tute the inteligble workd. The soul s therefore in unbroken communion
with God, and in the body o intlligbi ruths reflected o it rom God,
sees God." Ths, knowledge is possible because Gox has crated cach
person ater his own image 25 a rtonal soul and because God continu-
ally susains and aids the soul i its quet for knowledge:

“The Forms or ctemal ideas exis in the mind of Go independently
of paricular things, but i @ secondary sense they also exist i the cre-
ated mind of human beings. God created s with a seuctre of aional-
ity patemned ater the divine Forms n his mind. This innate knowledge
s part of what it means to be created inthe image. of Goxl. In addiion 0
Knowledge of Forms, knowledge of the world i possible because God
s also paterned the world afcr the divine ideas. e can know the cor-
poreal workd because God has given us a knowledge of these ideas by
Which we can judge sensations and gain knowledge.

“The Forms and laws of mathematc e present n the memary asent
or vinual ruth. They are present ot necessariy as objcts of hought but s
predisposions of the mind to think in cerain ways" Humans do ot
remember s keamed in @ previous xisence, as Plato aught, but actu-
alize latent o viual knowledge of ecessay s sored in the memory.
‘Augustine’ view of mermory s an imporant link beaween hiscaler com:
miment o Patonic reminiscence (where e took the word rememberlcr-
ally)anc i terview of iluminaion where the word is used meaphorically

Augustine believed tht the aws that govern human thought reflec
ecessites that exist in the created universe: “The rue nature of logical
conclusions,” he wroe,“has ot been aranged by men rather they sud-
e and took notice of i 30 tht they might be able to lean or o teach
i1 is perpetual i the order of things and divinely ordained." For
Augusine, the it of proposiions like “wo plus two equals four” docs
o consist simply in the mental actof making this judgmen. Rather, its
ruth s in the ctemnal realiy that makes the judgment tue. The tuths
of logic are not tautologies devoid of any relrence to being

0.5, Wikl Caletn and Augstive (Phadlphi: Prsbyterian and eformed,
1956) 7.

"4 Suggesion: underine this st sepience and remember i when, i par 2.of the.
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and clear 1o be the product of any possible distortion of the stream of
atoms. Epicurus believed the gods, who are also composed of atoms,
dwellin perfect happiness in the empty spaces existing between worlds.

One difference between Lucretius and Epicurus lies in their different
atiudes toward the gods. While Epicurus made the gods prominent in
his system, Lucretius wanted (o eliminate them from the world. Thrce of
the more unfortunate developments in human lfe, he thought,are belief
inthe gods, immortaliy, and punishment. Religion is humankind’s worst
affction, Lucrtius thought. One reason for Lucretius's negative atiuude
toward the gods was his belief that the possibiliy of divine punishment
for human acts could cause humans pain in the form of fear and distress
I Lucretius could show that the gods have no role in human lives, he
could relieve humans from ths distress,

Metaphysics

There is no need to repeat anything about the basics of Greek atomism.

Epistemology: Empiricism

“The ancient atomisis were empiricists, and nothing about this fact should
surprise anyone. All knowledge depends on sensation. There is no room
for innate ideas o intellectual intuiions in the atomistic worldvier. All
human knowledge has ts stat in sense experience. What is worth some
comment s the way in which the atomists explined sensible information.
In the obvious case of smell aind sight, no direct physical contactis appar-
ent. Epicurus assumes paricles passing between the sensed object and
the perceiver. Since everything that exist is made up of atoms, these
things (combinations of atoms) are constantly sending out streams of
atoms that eventually strike the sense organs (also combinations of atoms)
of human beings (combinations of atoms), which, in ways (00 complex
for us 0 explore here, produce an awareness of what we regard as sen-
‘sible objects. The objects of sensible awareness are collections of atoms.

Epistemology: The Problem of the Human Perceiver

Democritus distinguished between the world as humans perceive it ind
the way it is. For Democritus, anything we perceive is an illusion. For
every viewer, there is a diferent appearance, But who or what i this per-
ceiver (o whom the world appears As Jones explins:

A viewer tums out to be some particula sense organ, and a sense organ
s collection of atoms. So Democritu’ position is that e st of toms
i motion out there appears a a rose 0 another st of toms in motion
over here.... But it is quite legitimate 10 introduce a “we” that is sup-
posedly doing the experiencing. There i no “we'. there are only atoms
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e sometinmes go wrong with regard to our emotions, conduct, and think-
ing. Because of the image of God, we should expect to find that the eth-
ical principles of the Christan worldview reflect what all of us at the
decpestlevel of our moral being know 1o be truc.

‘Augustine believed that God i the ground of the laws that gover
the physical universe and that make possible the order of the cosmos.
God i also the ground of the moral laws that ought 10 govern human
behavior and that make possible order between humans. Christian the-
ism insists on the existence of universal moral lws; the laws of moralty
must apply 10 all humans, regardless of when or where they have lived.
Such laws must also be objective in the sense that their ruth s indepen-
dent of human preference and desire.

People attracted by the cthical relatvism of our day will have great
difficulty understanding and appreciating Augustine’s view of the moral
life. Augustine argues for the importance of seeing that ethics has its
ground in the perfect, unchanging character of God. The moral princi-
ples revealed in the Bible reflectthe eternal characte of God. Because he
is holy and without moral blemish, God commands us (o obey com-
‘mandments tha reflect his character.In such a context, there is no room
for ethical relaivism.

e conceps provde the foundaion of Augusin's etical teory
law, love, character (virtue), and well-being.

Law and Love

Augusiine rejects any suggestion that aw and love can be antithetic. No
Christian should ignore the place of aw in the moral order. The Ten Com-
‘mandments found in Exodus 20 are divine commands that provide indis-
‘pensable guidance for human life. Another essential cthical passage in
the Bible includes Jesus' words in Matthew 22, words that summarize the
first four commandments, our duties 1o God, under the single com-
mandment “Love the Lord your God with al your heart and with al your
soul and with all your mind.” The last six commandments, our dutics to
other humans, are summarized under the commandment “Love your
neighbor as yourself

“The apostle Paul then throws additional light on the relationship
between law and love when he teaches in Romans 13 that love is the ful-
Allment of the law. God's law identifes sinful actions and tells humans
how love ought 10 be manifested

“Thomas Bigham and Albert Mollegen summarize a central dimension
of Augustine’s understanding of the relationship between love and the
good Iife: “A man s not happy if he does not have what he loves; or if
e has what he loves and it s hurful; o if he does not love what he has,

Four Concepts
in Augustine’s
Ethical Theory
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Ethics

PART ONE: SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

in the mind of God. Hence, in Augustine’s worldview, the physical world
of bodies exists because it was created by the unchanging, eternal, triune
God of the Chistan faith who is the ontological ground for the eternal
forms. So Plato's distinction between the cternal, nonmaterial world of
the forms versus the temporal, material world of bodies is transformed by
Augustine into the distinction between God and his creation.

‘Augustine accepted Plato's anthropological dualism and is distinction
between the human soul and body. Indeed, for 4 year or so following his
‘conversion, Augustine even toyed with Plto’ theory of reincarmation untl
he came 10 recognize is logical incompatbily with Chiisian truth,

‘Augustine defines a human being s 4 “rational subsiance consisting
of mind and body." Augusiine’s understanding of this point isin the Pla-
tonic traditon, but, s usual, what he leams from others is modified in the
light of the Scriptures. He refuses o follow Plato and the Manicheans in
holding the body 1 be evil If the body were intrinsicall evil, he asks,
why would God resurreet the body?” Another modification of Platonism
s Augustine’s greater emphasis upon the unity o the human being. While
 human's body and soul are both substances, human beings themselves
are substances. While Augstine may never have succeeded in harmo-
nizing Platonic dualism with the scriptural emphasis on the unity of a
human being, he ried. In the Phaedo, immorality is pictured as a prop-
erty of the soul alone. Survival after death is portrayed as a disembodied
existence, as separation from the body. No informed Chrisian such as
Augustine could possibly accept this line of thinking for long; and he
didn't

s for Plato's epistemological dualism (reason versus sense experi-
ence), Augustine again modified Plto’s positon. While Plto's rational-
ism amounted (0 the belief that no knowledge arises from sense
experience (the E position introduced in the appendix 1o chapter 3),
Augustine recognized that the bodily senses are an important source of
information. This seems to mark, in Augustine’s case, 2 shift 10 the view
that “some knowledge does not aise from sense perception.’

e fact that all human beings carry the image of God (another of

(Chistianity's basic beliefs about human nature) explains why we are
capable of reasoning, love, and God-consciousness; it also explains why
‘we are moral creatures. OF course,si (yet another of Chiisianiy's impor-
tant presuppositions about human beings) has distorted the image of God
and explains why humans twrn away from God and the moral laws why

46, Augustine On the Trinity 15711
7S ugusine The Gty of God 1116
8. Augusine On he Ty 157,11
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the two premises are true, the conclusion must be true. We accept the
conclusion that Socrates is mortal because the premises ental the con-
clusion. We recognize the logically necessary relationship between the
premises and the conelusion

Imagine yourself driving somewhere through Nevada and stopping
for gas and a sot drink. While resting, you observe someone playing a
slot machine. As different symbols show up on the screen, the person
begins talking to the machine, using words like “true,” “faise,” valid,”
and “invalid.” Purely mechanical processes do not and cannot produce
valid inferences. Mental processes cannot be reduced to mechanical
cause-effect relationships. Logical connections are nonmechanistic

As we know, the Epicureans were inerested in avoiding the mecha-
nisic determinism of Democrtus. They did this by introducing the swerve
o declination of the atom into the system. But did this provide room for
free will and choices? For Democritus, the feeling of freedom is an illu-
sion. Human choices occur because when 1 decide to have wheat flakes
for breakfastrather than corn flakes, the determining cause is the fact that
at the moment of choice, the atoms making up my body and soul are
armanged in one way and not another. My thoughts about the boxes of
cerealin my kitchen at 6:00 A are nothing buta particular set of atomic
‘motions. If the motion and arrangement of the atoms were otherwise, 50
100 would be my thoughts. Everything involved in what many of us
regard as a free choice is nothing but movements of atoms, movements
that in tum were caused by earler jostings of other sets of atoms, and
0.0n to infiniy. If one had the power 1 trace the movements of the rel-
‘evant atoms back in infinite space and time, one would lear that the
movement and placement of atoms a the time of your choice were made
necessary by all of the atomic motions that preceded them. Free choice
is a5 much an ilusion as s the existence of the perceiver and what the
perceiver perceives,

Followers of a worldview in which the universe is only a machine
must admit that this universe proceeds in @ blind and irresponsible mas
ner. The universe cares not a whit ether for us or our destiny. While Epi
curus and Lucretius denigrated our cosmic fears a ilusions, they should
have gone on to say that our choices and hopes are also ilusions. Life in
such a worldview can have no significance

Ethics

One plank of the Epicurean ethic was hedonism, the belief that pleasure
is the highest good. Epicurus’s view of pleasure was more sophisicated

24 The difercnce betwecn someting being logicaly necesary an being physicaly
ccessary will e dicurecd i ot detl n chaper 5

51
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even though it is perfecty good. The happy life is ‘when that which is
man’s chief good is both loved and possessed.”™®

Character and Virtue

A major function of the Christian ethic is the development of character
‘and virtue. An vl person could on occasion appear to obey God's moral
law while inwardly surrendering to evil motives. It is important that
believers attain the appropriate vitues, that s, a dispostion to behave in
a moral way, a loving way. The New Testament emphasis upon charac-
ter and vintue shows up in Paul's words in Galatians 5:22-23,

Why does God issue the commands that he docs? Those commands
reflect his eternal and holy nature. They also point o the kind of conduct
that people with the proper Christian vinues or dispositons wil exhibit in
ther lives. And finally, as we develop in a fixed way the appropriate Chiis-
tian virues, we place ourselves n a position (0 experience the greatest joys
of lie. According 1o Augustine,the best and quickest way t© miss out on
the best that God and his world have 10 offer is o abuse God's law.

Augustine on Four Cardinal Virtues

While Augustine s well aware of the prominence of the four cardinal
virtues in Greek ethical thinking, he offers a corrective from his per-
spective as a Chrisian thinker. Unless the cardinal vitues of unbelievers
result from their desire t0 love and honor God, the best of pagan virtues
will be reduced to “splendid vices.™ Augustine’ reason for saying this
s his belief that unbelievers' search for such virues will be motivated by
their selfsh prde.

Augusiine offers an insight on the relationship between the four car-
dinal virtues and Christian love: “temperance i love keeping itsef entire
and uncorrupt for God; fortiude is love bearing everything readily for
the sake of God; justice s love serving God only, and therefore ruling
wel all else, as subject to man; prudence is love making a right distinc-
tion between what helps it toward God and what might hinder it ™/As
‘Bigham and Mollegen explain, “The four pagan virtues are transformed
into Christian vitues only when faith (that by which we love God not yet
scen) and hope (that by which we love what we have not yet reached)

9. Thomas G, Wigham and Albe. . Mllgen, “The Chsian i in A Conpuion
e St St Augusine, . oy . B (New ork:Oxford Universy res,
1955, 373 The quesations come from Augtine’s On the Moras o the Cabalc Curch
3, n e Wrtingof S gttt . . O (N Yok, Handom Howe, 194,

50 Augunine The iy of God 1925, in T N and Post-Nicon Fahes encclonh
PP This mukivoume incicen-entury wok i fepned i 195 by e Was. B.
Ferdnans Pobling Co. Grand Rapids.

51 Augusine On the Monisofthe Catbolc Curch 15,1925
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have broken apart. Nor should we grieve over the events that will follos
o death. Rational persons do not grieve over the centuries that passed
before their lives began; why then should we grieve over the centuries
that wil pass after we have ceased 1o exist

‘The Epicureans tended to accept the existence of the taditionl
Greek gods. Does this not then disqualiy them a5 naturalists, some might
ask? Such finite deites are confined within the box and are therefore rli-
giously, mewphysically, and exhicall irrelevant, especilly the latter

Even though the materialistic, atomistic, mechanical system adopted
by Epicurus denied purpose (teleology) in the world, it was not com-
pletely mechanical. Epicurus thought it important to free humans from
‘mechanistic determinism, which he viewed as a threat to human happi-
ness. In order 10 provide an argument reeing humans from the machine
of the atomistc universe, he had to find a way to introduce indetermin-
isminto the movement of the atoms. Aftr all, humans are made of atoms.
Therefore, in order for humans o be free, the movement of atoms must
be undetermined—at least in some cases.

In order (o make room for interdeterminism and human freedom,
Epicurus introduced  significant change in atomistic metaphysics. As
we've seen, Democritus's atoms moved helier-skelte, i all directions,
through empty space. Epicurus added weight as a property of atoms,
‘which he thought led to each atom falling downward in a stright line at
the same spee. It s elatively easy 10 understand how the atoms of Dem-
ocritus can bump into other atoms and foin together, But picture an infi-
nite number of atoms falling in @ sright line in infnite space. We have
a new question for which there is no answer: How do Epicurus's atoms,
collide and enter nto combinations? Epicurus's convenient answer is what
has been called the declination of the atom. Occasionall, in an unpre-
dictable and inexplicable fashion, atoms swerve out of their siraight
downward path. Such deviations or swerves bring about collsions and
vortces; eventually some of these vortices become a world. The decli-
nation of the atoms became the device by which Epicurus attempred to.
‘guarantee some measure of human freedom.

“The indeterministc twist Epicurus added (© atomism allows humans
10 pursue pleasure, which for Epicurus was the highest good. The belief
that pleasure is the highest good is known as hedonism. As Gordon H.
Clark explains:

Epicurus atempted o remove the three greatest, perhaps the three only,
impediments 0 4 happy lfe. The firs obstacle is pessimism, which can
result only i an unhappy consciousness. But freedom from mechanical

14, The vorex in view her i 4 kind of spinning motion i a group of ioms that pulls:
e togeher
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o this question, thei reply will identify one element of their epistemol-
oy. Other epistemological questions include the following: Can we trust
our senses? What are the proper roles of reason and sense experience in
knowledge? Do we appreliend our own sttes of consciousness in some
way other than reason and sense experience? Are our intuitions of our
own states of consciousness more dependable than our perceptions of
the world outside of us Is truth relative, or musttruth be the same for all
rational beings? What s the relationship between religious faith and rea-
son? Is the scientific method the only or perhaps the best method of
knowledge? Is knowledge about God possible? If 50, how can we know
God? Can God reveal himself to human beings? Can God reveal infor-
mation to human beings? What is the relationship between the mind of
God and the human mind? Even though few human beings think about
such questions while watching a baseball game on television (or during
any normal daily aciviies), all that is usually required to elicit an opin-
fon s 0 ask the question. All of us hold beliefs on epistemological issu
we need only to have our atention directed to the questions.

Ethics

Most people are more aware of the cthical component of their worldviex
than of their metaphysical and epistemological belifs. We make moral
judgments about the conduct of individuals (ourselves and others) and
nations. The kinds of ethical beliefs that are important in this context,
however, are more basic than moral judgments about single actions. It
one thing 10 say that some action of 2 human being like Adolf Hiller or
of a nation like Iran is morally wrong, Ethics is more concerned with the
question of why that action is wrong. Are there moral laws that govern
human conduct? What are they? Are these moral laws the same for all
human beings?Is moraliy subjective, like some people’s tase for squid,
or s there an objective dimension to moral laws that means thelr ruth s
independent of our preferences and desires? Are the moral laws discov-
ered in a way more or less similar to the way we discover that seven
times seven equals fory-nine, o are they consiructed by human beings
ina way more or less similar to what we call human customs? 1s moral-
ity relative to individuals, cultures, o historcal periods? Does it make
sense 10 say that the same action may be right for people in one culture:
or historical epoch and wrong for athers? Or does morality transcend cul-
e, historica, and individual boundaries?

3 iy anewers 1 many of thes questions an b found i onald 1. Nash, 7 Word
f God and the i ofMn (Phllsburs, N Presbyeran and Reormee, 1992

4 Exampies woud nclud he waysmen o sy s 10 open dosfr women
or wll onthe seet sde ofthei feale companion,
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never happens in the real world. Not only did the atomists have diffculty
‘explaining why there were atoms or why the atoms moved so conve-
niently, but also they seemed 1o have no way 10 explain the lawike and
orderly nature of the universe.

‘The world we perceive is ich with color, tastes, sounds, and other
propertes. But the world of the atomistsis colorles, tasteless, and devoid
of sound. As W. T- Jones explains, “When the atoms flung off by the pat-
tern that we call a rose srike those other atoms that we call an eye, the
former set up a motion in the ltte (as 2 billard ball flung o a group
of stationary balls sets them in motion), and this motion, communicated
0 other atoms by way of the opic nerve itself, of course, really another
collection of atoms with another configuration), eventually produces the
sensation that we know and experience as ‘rose.”

“The atomism of Democrius was a mechanistc view of the universe.
It portrayed the universe as a machine, purring along in ways that seemed
0 produce order and design, but this view is without any abily to
explain that order and design. Taken litrall, the system encouraged
people 10 expect not order but chaos. As well see, Plato opposed the
‘mechanism of the atomistc worldview in favor of 4 teleological world-
View, one requiring 4 source for order and design that transcends the
physical world

1t s worth considering whether our contemporary understanding of
DNA s good news or bad news for naturalists. Some have argue that a
roper understanding of DNA requires as part of is explaration the posi-
ing of a power beyond the physical universe. And since this force would
‘appear to explain what appear 10 be order, design, and itellgence (n the
case of humans) in the universe, this transcendent cause might be a mind.

tomism reappeared n the philosophy of Epicurus (H1-271 ... Epi-
oot e g s ace s o o s
of cresting ne diffcules for the defenders of tomism.

In one important sense, Epicurcanism was the search for  worklvie
hat would dielver humans from their far of death and the gods. This
wcament of death sl has appeal for seclaists. According o Epicurus,
e need no ear death because, n his words, “When death i, we are ot
and when we are,death s ot The point  that s long s we are con-
scious, we are notdead, but when we are dead, we are no longer con-
scous of anyhing. There i no need threfore to fear what might happen
alfer we ar dead, because the atoms that made up our soul and body

12 W0 Jonen, A Husory of Wsern Pisphy o, The Clasical M, 24 o, (New.
ork: e Brace & Vo, 1999 91
15 Epicurss Lo o Moo

Epicureanism

-
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A summary of
the Naturalist
Worldview

Al of the ancien atomists rejected the possibiliy of a creation out of
nothing. The atomists boasted of their abilty to explain everything in
‘completely mechanistic terms. Unfortuntely, any spontancous and arbi-
trary (uncaused) event such as even a single swerve is an event for which
0 explanation s possible. Atomism could not explain the most funda-
‘mental features of ealiy.

Lucretius
Lucretius (9655 1.¢.) presented Epicurean ideas in his poem On the.
Nature of Things. If Lucretius's work were evaluated solely in terms of
new ideas, he would be an insignificant footnote in the history of ideas.
But his poem presented Epicureanism in almost epic form; moreover, it
was written in Latin, thus making the ideas of Greek atomism accessible
10 Romans. It remains the most complete extant work on atomism and
Epicureanism. Lucretius assumed but never proved the uniformity of
nature. He said lite or nothing about such apparent iregularities in
nature s unpredictable changes in the weather or volcanic eruptions of
canthquakes.

The Gods

cording 0 Bpicurus,the gods of the Olympian religion exist because:

umans have mentl pictures of them, especially while sleeping,
Basic to Epicurus’s belef is the assumption that al forms of conscious-
ness are caused by atoms passing from an object t0 a sense organ. The
pictures of the gods were explained in terms of images streaming from
the bodies of the gods. The mental picures of such beings are t00 strong
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and love (which remains when faith has become sight, and hope has
been realized) undergind them "

‘Augusiine’s commitment to the transcendent and objective moral aw
revealed i Scripture appears in his conviction that acts such as lying are.
always wrong.# Clearly, then, other acts prohibited in the Ten Com-
‘mandments, such as murder, stealing, and sexual immorality, are also
wrong always and everywhere.

My brief discussion of Augustine’s ethical theory must close with an
observation about another of his famous statements: “Love (God and do
as what thou wilt .. lt the root of love be within, of this root can noth-
ing spring but what is good." Some might say, think how rapidly
hurches might grow fthey would announce that if Chritans act in love,
they can do anything they please. Augustine meant that if we truly love.
God, what we will then desire (0 do and choose t© do will be what will
please the just and holy God.

ugustine is one ofthe earlies thinkers 10 give history the kind of reflec-
ion necessary to make it an accepiable part of a worldview. Augus-
tine's philosophy of history is spelled out in his monumental work 7he City
o God (witten between 413 and 426). The immediate occasion for Augus-
tine's writing the book was the sack of Rome in 410, Non-Chrsians through-
out the Roman Empire charged that Rome's catastrophe was  result of the.
iy’ tming from is pagan deities to Chrisaniy. Augusiine began his book
for the express purpose of answering these charges. Before he finished,
however, he found himself involved in discussions of numerous other top-
fcs,including what turned into a Chistian philosophy of hisory. The first
ten books of 7he Cityof God contain Augustine’s answers o the pagan accu-
‘sations as well as much important information about the e Roman Empire.
‘The most ineresting passages occur in the s half of the work (books 11—
22), where he turns © the major theme of his sudy, the exisence within the.
world of two cites or societies—the ity of God and the City of Man. The
o cities wil coexist throughout human history. Only a the final judgmen
‘and the end of human history wilthe two cities fnally be separated o that
they may share their appropriate destinies—heaven and hell
‘Almost all of the great civilzations existing before the beginning of
the Christian era ascribed a cyclcal pattern 1 hisory. This was certinly
true of Greece and Rome. History was viewed cither as one big circle or
an endless succession of many cycles, each one identical o those that
went before and that are yet (0 come.

52 Bigham and Nllgen, “The Ciistan Biic” 37

53 Sce Augustine On Ly,

54 Eptatof 5. Job. Homiy 75, O Natureand Grace 0 (50,3 On Chrstian Doc-
e 3862

History
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law, obtained by rejectng uniform causaly, gives the fecling that our
choices and endeavors count, and tha e is worthliving. ... Second, by
showing as Lucrtius does at lengih, that all phenomena can be
explained without recourse (o divine providence, the fear of the gods
with its supersttion and attendant inquictude is removed.” 1t is unde
this heading that all the specifcaly scientific investigations must be
placed.... The third great obstacle 1o happiness, sricly related 10 the
other 1o, namely the fear of death s overcome by the same methods.
Death can cause us the pain of fear now while we arefving only i it will
cause us pain in an aferife Obviously i is nreasonable o fear a future
vent which will not pain us when it happens. And a thorough sty of
‘psychology shows this to be the case. Man is nothing but  cllection of
atoms; their mosions are sufficient © explain animation, sensaton, and
thought. To be sure man has a soul and a spit but they are neither
immateral nor immortal. Consequently, when death comes the atoms
disperse, and man as a sensiive being o longer exists 0 suffr cither
the wrath of the gods or any other unknown evil

Another Question That Has No Answer

Earlier § iniroduced the notion of the question that has no answer, The
first natualistc question t© which there is no answer is why the atoms
exist. Why is there something rather than nothing? The second is why the.
atoms move. In one sense they have (o move, because if they didn'
move, nothing else, including naturalistic philosophers, would exist But
this is 00 answer 10 the question; it points {0 the atomist’s situation from
‘which the inexplicable motion of the atoms i his only escape. Epicurus
now introduces us to another question that has no answer: Why do the
atoms swerve? There is no reason, except that otherwise nothing else
would exist.

In infinie space, we should notice, the words up and down ave no
meaning.” But Epicurus did use the word faling, and he implied tha the
atoms were falling down. Down toward what? The polite thing is nos to
ask. As Jones observes, “Why should an atom swerve—except 0 get the
atomic theory out of an insoluble diffculy? Unfortunately, the doctrine
of the swerve extrcated the theory from one difficuly only by plunging
it into another, equally grave.”™

10 confuse thethining o Lucretus on this s wih
hat o Epiuros

16 Gordon H.Clak,Selections rom Hellenisic Phisopiy (e ork: Appleton Cen
o, 1940) nroducion, 6

17, P had resied an discusion ofup and down i space s monsense: See
Pl Timaeus 620

18 Jones, A Hitoryof Wisern Pilocphy, vol.1, The Clasical Mind, 7.
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Ancient
Atomism

‘continues, “Humanism, drawing especially upon the faws and facts of sci-
ence, believes that man is an evolutionary product o the Nature of which
he is par; that his mind is indivisibly conjoined with the functioning of
his brain; and that as an inseparable uniy of body and personality he can
have no conscious survival afer death

‘Two quotations from Bertrand Russel also provide important confir-
‘mation of my account of contemporary naturalism, In the first quote, Rus-
sellsays:

“That man is the product of causes which had no prevision of the end
they were achieving; tha his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his
loves and his belefs are but the outcome of accidental collocations of
atoms; that o fire, no herolsm, no intensity of thought and feeling, can
preserve an individual life beyond the grave: thatall the labours of the
ages,al the devorion, al the inspiraton, all the noonday brightness of
human genius, are destined 10 extinetion in the vast death of the solar
system, and the whole temple of Man's achievement must inevitably be
buried beneath the debris of 3 universe n ruins—all these things, if ot
quit beyond dispute, are yet s0 nearly cerain, that no philosophy which
rejects them can hope to stand. Only within the scaffolding of these
ruths, only on the firm foundation of the unyielding despalr, can the
soul's habitation henceforth be sfely built*

In the second passage Rusell is even gloomier:

Brief and powerles is Man's e, on him and all his ace the slow, sure
‘doom falls piless and dask. Blind 10 good and evil, reckless of desruc-
tion, omnipotent mattr rolls on is elenrlss way; for Man, condemned
today 1o lose his deares tomorrow, himself 0 pass through the gate of
darkness, it remains only to cherish, ere yet the blow fal, the lofty
thoughts that ennoble his lile day?

To Russell's credit he was not reticent o reveal the practcal outcome
for lfe of the naturlisic worldyier.

st of us know that prior 10 Albert Finstin and other scientis's who

ected the revolution i physics Jeading o the nuclear age, nineteenth-
century sience explained the physical universe as a collecton of indivisible
atoms that i various combinatons made up everything that exits, Many stu-
dents do not realize that a similar kind of atomism, simpler in specifics,
existed in ancient Greece during the lfeimes of Socrates and Plato and was
revived and modified by the school o philosophy known as Epicureanism.

7, 13
 Berand Rusell, Myricon and Logi (Londoas Loagmass, Green 4nd Co. 1929),
9 . 56-57.
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outa parachute, his wellbeing will be in jeopardy. Whenever we ignore
the physical order of the universe, we place ourselves at risk.

But our universe also exhibits a moral order. Though human disre-
gard for the moral laws of the universe may appear at times inconse-
quentil, the dire consequences will become apparent eventually. Human
behavior that violates the moral order of the world will negatively affect
our well-being. The consequences of sin include afflctions of the human
spirt, heart, and soul

Thomas's Eudaemonism

One common approach o the ethics of Aquinas is o see t as 4 form of
udaemonism.* Thomas agrees with Aristode that all humans act with the
aim of achieving happiness (cuudacmonia). Nonetheless, Aquinas makes
some sgnificant modifications in Arstolle's eudaemonisn, one of which is
the claim that true happiness i not aainable in this lfe but only in heaven.
“The best that i available o us in this ife is an impefect version of happi-
ness. What makes a human action good or bad i the extent to which it
advances that person toward the good. Al intentional acts may be judged
00d or bad 10 the degee to which they perfect us as rational beings.

Cardinal Virtue

‘Thomas teaches that God has given humans two guides to moraly good
acts. Vitues guide us from within, and laws guide us externally. Thomas
follows Aristole in defining virte as a disposition that results from our
‘performing good acts. When we practice the proper moral virtues, both
our works and our character are perfected. Virtue has a positive effect on
our mind and will. Thomas also agrees that moral virtue is a mean
betwveen vices. Furthermore, Thomas draws  distinction between the
four cardinal virwes, borrowed this time from Plato, and the three theo-
logical virtues, drawn from the New Testament.

As we learned in chapter 3, the cardinal virtues are prudence,
courage, temperance, and justice.® Thomas says cardinal virtues are nat-
ural i the sense that they are known not by special revelation, such as
Scripture, but from general revelation in the created nature of things. The
‘cardinal virtues are relevant 0 all humans, not just Chrisians.

‘Temperance means moderation. Temperate people keep their sen-
sual desires under control by means of reason. Intemperate people are
childish. Courage is steadfastness in the presence of danger, Prudence is
wisdom applied to behavior. Prudence seeks the best means 0.3 chosen

15, Sex Aqioss St Theglae 142216
19 Thomass comments about the v are scaterd throughout eversl sction of
i Summa,incling 242257, 55, 141, and 142
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Make a st providing as much detail s you can about your worldview
at this time in your lfe. Use the five major parts of a worldvier as head-
ings for information about your major worldview beliefs. Can you iden-
tity any potential logical inconsistencies among these beliefs Is your
commitment 10 any clements in this lst shaky? Save this list until your
reading of the book s completed and the course for which this book is
a text s finished. Then do this exercise again, and compare your two lists
and note the changes.

FOR FURTHER READING

Norman L Geisler and Willam D. Watkins, Worlds Apart (Grand Rapids:
Baker, 1989)

C.5. Lewis, Miracles (New York: Macmillan, 1960).

Ronald H. Nash, Faith and Reason (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1955).

Ronald H. Nash, Worideieus in Conflict Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992).

Gary Phillips and William E. Brown, Making Sense of Your Worldoview
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1991).

Richard L. Purtil, Reason 10 Believe (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974).
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from the body. Since a human cannot sense anything without bodily
senses and hence without a body, both the body and the soul must be.
pars of the human person. One reason, therefore, why a soul and body.
are united is because the soul needs the body. The union is good forthe.
soul; it makes it possible for the soul t0 act in accord with its nature.

Since a human being is one substance, it should be obvious that the
individual person has only one substantial form; for Aquinas, this is the
human's rational soul. A human being's nature is composit, soul and
body. Butthe human soul s itself a spiital substance, As such it s inca-
pable of corruption; it s immortal. The immortality of the soul Aquinas
refers 10 is personal immortality. It is not possible to explain adequately
the enormous diversity of human ideas and cognitive unctions in the.
mass of human beings while believing that all humans share in one cos-
mic intellect. Aquinas acknowledged that human souls continue (0 exist
following death at the good pleasure of God.

n spite of Thomas's asertion of personal survival afir death, he sill has

10 deal with Aristole’s comments abou the active ntellect in book 3 of
his De Anima. As we learmed in chapter 4, Aristole taught there is an
active intellect that lone makes knowledge possble and that is immor-
tal, everlasting, and separable. The Averroists followed Plotinus and
denied the particulait of the actve intellect in favor of a cosmic inteli
gence (Nous). But Aquinas insisted that Aristotle believed that each
human being has 4 separate, immortal, active intellect. Aquinas hoped
his restructuring of Aristrle’s doctrine would prove a philosopher like
Aquinas can be an Aristotelian and sl believe in the Christan doctrine.
of personal survival afer death. '

Some Roman Catholic philosophers, such as Copleston, have raised
doubis about the accuracy of Thomas' interpretation of Aristoe’s active.
intellect ” But Aquinas was not just trying (0 demonstrate the compati-
bilty of Aristotle’s system with Christian thought; he was also attempting
0 show non-Aristotelian Chrstans that they had nothing o fear from the
new philosophy. And in a stuation like the one faced by Thomas, good
public relations can easily outweigh bad exegesis.

R Augsine anc Aquinas beleed humac e i v gor-
erned both by phy

human well-being is the adjustment of our conduct © the phy
‘moral order of the universe. If someone exits  tenth-story window with-

15.Scc A Summa Thookgiar 1365, 1391

16 This woukd b oo fime 4 e o hapte 4 and 0 my snalyssof the three
merpretaions of Arsoe’s acive vl

17.Sec Copleston, 4 Historyof Phisoiy, vo. 2. Mediwal Py, chap. 7
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“The central message of natural law is that humans should do good
and avoid evil. While evil acs are incompatible with human reason, good
acts accord with our rational nature. Obviously, human reason can be
wrong. Our human reason functions only as the basis for natural aw as
it participates in God's eternal reason. Obeying the natwral law consists
of following freely our natural human suving for Good. The natura law
expresses what human beings would naturally sirive for, provided they
are not impeded by sin

Human (Positive) Law

Human or posiive law is the result of human effort o govern them-
selves; it s the attempt of human reason to formulate practical laws based
on nawral law.

Divine Law

‘Aquinas taught that God's moral lnw has o sides. On the one side, we ind
the supernatural law revealed in Scripture. On the other side, we find the
natural law as it s sometimes discovered by human reason. Since both laws
have their source in God, they can never confict. Divine law is Gocl's et
nal law communicated to humans through special reveltion. It s the revs
lation of God's moral law through the Bble 10 believers # While Aquinas
suggests that natural law i for unbelevers and God's divine law i for believ-
ers, this s 100 simple. Life i full of circumstances when believers for one
reason or another can be aided by their knowledge of the natural law and
when unbelievers can be insiructed in the content o revealed moraly.
“The following diagram ilustrates the relationships among eternal,nat-

Vo8

21 S Aquinas Summia Teckgias 121,

Fgue 72
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end. However, Thomas adds, prudence does not give us a moral end;
rather it presupposes it.Justice means giving other people their due.

Theological Virtues
“The thr theological virues, fith,hope, and ove, ar known by specal
revelation and are atainable only by belivers, The theological viues
are supernatural i the sense thatthey are aainabl anly by divine grace.
“he theologicalvinues prepare us forthe mos perfect kind of happiness,
that which resuls from our knowedge o Goxl. Fath, hope, and love are
theologialviuesfor threereasons: God s their objct, and thei proper
‘orientation is toward God; only God can infuse them in us; the only way
e come to know these vin s through the divine reclation God has
given us in Scrpuure,

Faith leads our minds t0 sce tuth and guides our wil 0 assen to
ruth. Hope i the disposion thatlads ustoseck Gl asssance nthe
tainment of ctemal happines. I inclincs us toward our ialend. Love
isa it of the Holy Spin that inclincs u toward fiendship with God. In
urn, our love of God i the ground for our love of neighbor. AS Jesus
taught in Mathew 22, all of the Ten Commandiments ae related (o our
loving God and loving ou neghbor Love s the foundation ofthe v
i also what moves s toward the oher vinues.

PJomasis amous fo s csinion among four ki f st
law, natural law, human law, and the divine w2

Eternal Law

Frernal law is the law of God that applies o all of creation. The eternal
law includes both moral laws and the physical laws that govern al of
nature. Btemal law is God's mind conceiving and determining everything
that exists. Every other form of law flows from the eternal la

Natural Law

Natural law is the part of eternal law that applies exclusivly o humans.
Natural law is one of the ways by which humans participate in the cter-
nal law. The naturallaw is writen on the human heart. I is grounded in
human nature. The content of the natural law corresponds o human-
Kind's basic inclinations when they are not corrupted o impeded by sin.
Since Thomas believed our natural human tendency inclines toward the.
go0d, the most general satement of the narural law s t0 do good and.
avoid vl

s of i Summ, incloding 1a24¢7, 71, 91,2, 10 9.
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and rational. I i impossible for natual law to change since itsfoundation
s unchanging human nature. The source of the natural law is the eternal
aw that exiss in God. The eternal law is not an arbitray la resting only
in'a changeable divine wil it s grounded instead in the reason of God.

Some Chrstians object 10 the concep of natural law on the grounds
that it compromises the puriy of Scripture by synthesizing it with ideas
of pagans like Plato, Arstole, and the Stoics, While these ancient philoso-
‘phers acknowledged natural laws, that hardly involves Christans in any
‘compromise of their faith. Plato and Arisotle also believed that two times
two equals four. | don' know many Chestians rushing 1o abandon the
‘multplication tables because that knowledge s shared with unbelievers.
Moreover, natural law ethics would hardly appear plavsibie if n0 unbe-
lievers had ever tught it Such thinking in important philosophers ou
side of the sphere of biblical influence is what we should expect o find
if the theory of natural law i true.

least three accomplishments of Aquinas are worthy of note.
(1) Aquinas provided wisdom and inspiration (0 numerous philoso-

‘phers, theologians, and representatives of other disciplines who applied
swhat they learned from him 10 the new problems and challenges of their
‘own time. Many of these contributions can be useful to many people who
study and use them with discernment

(2) Thomas sought to develop a comprehensive world-and-lfe view.
While some may disagree with features of his system, no one before him
and few since him have developed a worldview as complete as his

3) Aquinas met the major intellecual challenges t0 the Chrstanity
of his age on their own ground. Differences will arse over the exact way
in which he answered that challenge, but contemporary Chiistans can
applaud his refusal o ake refuge in pietism, fidism, or irationalism.

But Thomas's worldview has its weaknesses, many of which carry
over from Aristotelianism. One collection of dificulties can be tied to
attemps o utlize Arstolle’s primary mater in a Chiistian worldview. As
I noted earler, many of Aristolle’s contemporaries and others who fol-
lowed in later centuries sought an account of individuation in something
other than primary matter. While Thomas's treatment of the body-soul
relationship offes distinct advantages over Platonism, i stil leaves us
‘wanting more in the way of an account of human survival after death, if
philosophy can provide such an account

‘Thomas's atempts 10 prove God's existence have led many admirers
0 expand them in new ways. His account o the Five Ways in Summa The-
ologiae needs amplification. Many critcs find Thomas's empiricism 10 be &
source of other difficultes. For one thing, can empiricism really account
for our understanding of God's nature? Compare Thomas's troubled

Conclusion
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The Significance of Natural Law.

‘One of Aquinas's more important contributions was his linking ancient
non-Christian theories of natural av 10 the biblical understanding of the.
moral lfe. One way 10 approach the subject of natural kaw s t0 consider
how often humans criicize human laws s wrong. Examples that come.
casily to mind are the policies of Nazi Germany that led to the Holocaust
o the barbarous acts perpetrated by leaders of the Soviet Union against
millions of their own people.

‘Whenever people resist a human law because of s perceived wrong-
nes, those condemning the law appeal, whether they know it o not, (0
a higher moral law. Most aw schools choose o remain sient or hostile
toward the notion of natural law. Advocates of a position known as legal
posiivism insis that no such higher laws exist. Legal positvism leaves
us with ltle recourse in the face of immoral or unjust laws. Aquinas.
refcted the move o reduce all law 1o positive or human law. He believed
that human law ought (0 be dependent on natural law, which provides
legitimacy t© human positive law. The protection of human rights is
impossible unless those rights are protected by posive laws that relect
the content of natural law. Natural law applies to all human beings, not
only Chrstans. This makes it possible for natural aw (o function a5 the
ground for positve law in societies composed of people representing
diverse religions and religious convictions.

Because natural law is transcendent, it can unction as a set o rules
governing not only individual behavior but also elations between
nations. Unless there is a natural lw common 10 all humans regardless
of their location in hisory or geography, there s no objective ground for
judsing the immoral behavior of cvil yrants.

Because natural law applies 10 all human persons and societies and
nations, it provides a basis 1o distinguish between our duty s human
beings as opposed 1o our Christian duties. The message of the natural
laww is practice justice; the message of the divine law is practice ustice,
love, and personal righteousness

Humans access the natural law immediately via reason. The reason
natural law i the same for all human beings is because human nature is
similar. “Therefore neither the ultimate transcendent foundation of the.
natural moral law nor ts promulgation by the practical reason means that
the natural law i arbitrary or could be otherwise than it i. Human rea-
son promulgates the law through reflection on human nature.

Human reason imposes the obligations of the natural law. But these
dutis are grounded on our human nature. The moral law is both natural

22, Copleston, Ml Piliphy, %.
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OPTIONAL WRITING ASSIGNMENT

Identify a contemporary philosophical or scentifc challenge (o reli-
gious fith, against which Thomas's disinction between faith and reason
may be helpful. Explain Thomas's distinction and then discuss how his
theory helps defuse the challenge. Conclude your discussion with com-
‘ments about sy you do or do not aceept the double theory of ruth with
reference to this challenge.

FOR FURTHER READING

Thomas Aquinas, Basic Wriings of Saint Thomas Aquinas, ed. Anton C.
Pegis, 2 vols. (New York: Random House, 1945).

“Thomas Aquinas, Summae Theologiac: A Concise Translation (Allen, Tex.
Chrstan Classics, 1997).

Nernon J. Bourke, Aquinas’s Search for Wisdom (Milwaukee: Bruce,
1965).

Frederick C. Copleston, A History of Philosophy (Westminster, Md: New-
man Press, 1962), vol.3.

Frederick C. Copleston, Aguinas (New York: Penguin, 1956)

Frederick C. Copleston, Mediecal Philosopby (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1961).

Brian Davies, The Thought of Thomas Aquinas (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1993)

Norman L. Geisler, Thomas Aquinas (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991,

Etienne Gilson, The Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (Notre
Dame, Ind.: Universiy of Notre Dame Press, 1994).

Peter Kreeft, Summa of the Summa (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1990).

Norman Kretzman and Eleonore Stmp, eds. The Cambridge Companion
10 Aquinas (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

Ralph Mclnerny, 1. Thomas Aquinas (Notse Dame, Ind.: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1952).

Joseph Pieper, Guide to Thomas Aquinas (New York: Pantheon, 1962).
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is ultimately explicabl in terms of the properties and relations of the
particles of which matter is composed.*

A metaphysical nauralis,then, believes the fllowng propositons.
1. Only nature exiss. By nature 1 mean (following Stephen Davis)
“the sum total of what could i principle be observed by human beings
or be studid by methods analogous 10 those used in the natural s
nces.™ Anyone who adopts 2 nauralst worldvicw holds that @ super.
natwral God Ghat i, the kind of God found in theistic religions like
Judaism and Chrisianity whose existence s independent of nature and
whose erative actviy brought the universe nto exisence from nothing)
does not exist. By defniton, anything that cxists i par of the box.

2. Nature isa materialsc sysem. The basic componens of exising
things are materal entiics. This does not mean that metaphysical natu-
raliss deny the existence of such things as human memoriesof the past
and hopes forthe future, or plans, intentons, and logical iferences.
Whatever such things 2 thoughts, belefs, and nferences are, they are
cither il hings or educible o or explanabie in terms of material
things or caused by something materil.

3. Nature i a seFexplanaiory system. Anyting that happens wihin
the patualorder must,at eas in princple, b explainabe in tems of other
clements of the natural order. s never neccssary to seck the explanation
forany event within naure insomething beyond the raura order. I gen-
erlthe aturlis holds that nly the parts and not he whole require expla-
nation in terms of something el (which brings us back 1o the brute
faculity of the universe, whether it has an absolute beginning or nod. It
isneilher necessay nor posible 0 seck an explanation i terms of some-
thing beyond the arural order. Even though naturliss insistthat every
individual and event i he sysem be explained,thy deny both the neces-
sty and th possibilty of explaining the whole i terms of something lsc.

I this connection, it would be casy o assume that metaphysical nat-
uraliss mustalso believe that the natural order s eteral. But naalism
is more complex than this. s true tht many naturaliss prefer o think
of the universe as always xisting in some sat or other. However, many
of them reserve the rght 1 chim that even though the universe had 1
beginaing, it sprang into exisence uncaused. The maralst posion
about the g ofthe natural order amount o the claim tat ciher the i
verse has always existed or it came ino exisence without @ cause. It
should be noted, howerer, that one does ot necd 1o be  thest o have

5 Willam L. Habenon, 4 Goncie Itrodiucton o Pisaphy, . (e York Ran-
dom Howse, 1976) 394

" Sephen T Davis, s It Posible t Know ThatJess W Rased from the Dead”
Fatth and Pisaphy 1 15835 154
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theories of analogy and the negative way. Can empiricism successfully
‘round a knowledge of God's exisience? Aquinas denied the presence of
‘any innate ideas in the human mind. Thus,if humans are © know Go, this
knowledge must be built up from a patient analysis of sense data. Many
‘who reject Thomas's posiion doubx that God's existence can be demon-
strated from sense experience alone. One can o sooner know God from.
nature without some @ priord idea of God than one can know anything
apar from some innate categorical sructure of rationaliy.

Nonetheless, it would be churlish 10 leave the impression that
‘Thomas's system is anything short of impressive. Perhaps @ mysterious
event in Thomas's life is a good point on which 1o end our examination
of oursix worldviews. Aquinas, near the end of his life, suddenly stopped
writing. Some accounts suggest that he had a special experience with
God that helped him realize the most important thing in life was not his
books. We are told that he not only stopped writing but also refused to
ook at the intellectual accomplishments of his lfe. He told one friend
that all of his books scemed 10 him as but sraw. My mention of this fact
should not be interpreted as denigrating philosophy. AS nteresting 35 the
questions of philosophy can be (and they are), as exciting as philosoph-
ical debate can be (and it i), it would be a shame if any of us miss ife’s
greatest happiness. 1f you do not know what that happiness i, then per-
haps you should spend more time looking for it

125, One place 1 ok fo Thomas's answermight e Nash, Fat an Rason, chap. 2.
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s important o notice that the bos is closed and sealed tightly. Even
if something did exist outsde the box, it could not serve as the cause of
any event that occurs within the box

T must pause 2 moment (o consider a possible objection or o o
this picture. Some critics wil point out that such early naturalists as Dem-
ocritus and Epicurus believed the universe was infinitely large. Surely,
my critcs could say, you distort at least their version of naturalism by
portraying their universe s a closed box. Other critcs might complain
that my analogy of the box distorts the naturalist’s understanding of the
universe by implying both an inside and an outside of the natural order,
although for a true naturalist there s no outside. Nonetheless, the picture
of the box has helped large numbers of naturalists to comprehend the
essential features of their worldview, or so many have told me.

“This is a good opportunity to clarify what my illustation is abou.
‘Whether the universe of a naturalist s infinit orfinie, nothing exists that
is independent of the natwral order and its processes. We will see this
clearly when we study ancient atomism, which taught thatall of nature
consists of eternal, indestructible, corporeal atoms moving through empty
space. Nothing can exist that is not @ result of some mechanistic, non-
purposeful combining of these eternal atoms. As we'll see, Epicurus
believed in the existence of the Greek gods.? However, he taught, even
the gods are composed of atoms; even the gods are contained within the
box that i the natural order. Understood properly, my example of the
closed box llusrates important features of naturalism.

‘Naturaliss believe that everything that happens within nature has its
cause in something else that exists within the natural order. As philoso-
‘pher William Halverson explains, metaphysical naturalism claims

that what happens in the world s theoretically explicable without residuc
in terms of the internal structures and the external rlations of these
material eniies. The world s .. like  gigantic machine whose parts
are s0 numerous and whose processes are so complex that we have thus
far been able to achieve only a very partial and fragmentary under.
‘standing of how it works. In principle, however, everyting that occurs

2 1 am ot suggesting that Epicurus beived in e Greek o i the s that -
ey Chrssian beleve in God. Bt 1 socms clea hat he bleved thatthe ancknd
Greek o it n e s

Fgure21
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A beatniog o a1, L ot o esons fc o hee s
conceptual systems. (1) The possession of this kind of knowledge,
Specifically being conversant with the systems of Plato, Aristotle, Augus-
tine, and Aquinas, sed to be considered a requirement for being con-
sidered an educated person. The widespread indifference to this kind of
knowledge in contemporary educational circls does not speak wel for
what higher education in America has become. (2) Our sty of these six
worldviews has introduced us 1o many of lfe's utimate questions at i
ferent stages of their early development. We now have a better idea of
‘what advocates of our six systems belived about Go, ulimate reliy,
Knowledge, ethics, and human nature. We have touched on such issucs
s the nature and exisience of God, God's elationship o the world, how
the world developed and what is ultimate nature is like, the issue of
whether truth and ehics s elative,the nature of the human soul and its
reationship (0 the body, along with the questions of human freedom and
human survival afier death and the relationship between reason and
experience and between reason and faith. In case you care 0 look back,
I never promised that our journey in part 1 would be casy.

During 1998 1 flew 10 Colorado Springs, Colorado, ten times. During
most of those tips, | drove a few miles west of Colorado Springs 104
e town called Manitou Springs,at the foot of Pike's Peak, the fourteen-
thousand-foot mountain that dominates that segment of the Rocky
Mountains. Secing Manitou and Colorado Springs from the ground so
many times makes it easy 10 visualize al of that terrain from the per-
specive of an observer at ground level. But that terain looks quite dif-
ferent from the top of Pike's Peak. It is much casier to grasp the
relationships between the airport and the downtown and the Garden of
the Gods and the Fiying W ranch and the Air Force Academy from four-
teen thousand feet than it is from ground level,

We ar ready (0 begin another journey, this one in part 2 of the book.
Our new journey will include more detiled examinations of  number
of important philosophical questons. I believe the price we've paid in
masterng the conceptual systems in part 1 will enable us o get much
more from our study in part 2. The best way to see if this claim s rue is
o get sarted.
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trouble understanding or accepting the belief that an uncaused universe.
sprang into existence from othing.

. Nature is characterized by total uniformity. This uniformity is
apparent i the regularity of the natural order, something that scientists
attempt o capture in the natural laws they formulate. Many philosophers
atthis point mistakenly infer that a belif in miracles is incompatible with
the order and regulariy of the natural order.

5. Nature is a deterministic system. Determinism is the belief that
every event is made physically necessary by one or more antecedent
causes. Because the metaphysical naturalism under consideration here is
a kind of physicalism, those antecedent causes must be either mater or
reducible to mater. In this view of things, there is 1o room for any the-
ory of agency whereby either God o human beings acting apart from
any totally determining causes can function as causes i the natural order

One of the most important benefits of responsible worldview think-
ing is recognizing the logical implications of one's major beliefs. How
el does naturalism meet the tests of reason, outer experience, inner
experience, and practice? Once naturalists commit 1 their naturalisic pre-
suppositions, what implications are they obliged to accept, o live with?

‘Any persons in the grip of these naturalistc habits of mind could not
be expected 10 believe in the existence of the personal, omnipotent God
of Judaism and Christianity orin miracis, angels, conscious exisience after
déath, or any other essential feature of the historic Chiistian faith. For such
‘persons,evidence of puative miracles can never be persusive. Since such
persons believe that miracles are impossibl, it i impossible that there
should ever be convincing evidence for a miracle. Thus, no arguments on
ehalf of the miraculous can possibly succeed with a naturalist on the na
uralists own terms. The only proper way o address the naturaliss'dis-
belief is o begin by challenging the clements of their naturalism.

‘One way for the reader 10 sce important features of naturalism is 1o
dwellin the mood and atmosphere of the following quotations from two.
naralisic philosophers of the twentieth century, Corliss Lamont and
Bertrand Russell Lamont expresses clearly the naturalist’s need to reject
all forms of supernaturalism. “Humanism,” he writes, “believes in a nat-
uralistic metaphysics or atttude toward the universe that considers all
forms of the supernatural as myth; and that regards Nature as the totalty
of being and as 2 constantly changing system of matter and energy which
exists independently of any mind or consciousness." Morcover, Lamont

5 Consemporary pysics wress wilh o sy apparent ancmalis hat i possile for
someone 1 b 4 it andquesion besh derermnin and e undormy of e raur
e But th comments n pis 4 4 5 have b appropeate or o o 10 o

. Corkiss Lamons, The Pty of Humanim, 6 60, (New York:Fredck Ung,
1962, 12-13.
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epistemology, and anthropology, particulaly his view of the soul, differ
from Plato’s.

Even though Plotinus is the most important philosopher between
Avistote and Augustine, h is often ignored outside of istory of philos-
phy courses. His wrtings are also diffcul 0 undersand urless one has
the benefi o the kind of approach represented i this book. While Plot-
inus was not a Chrisian, his views played a role in the development of
Augustine’s thought. Eight hundred years later, Plotinus’s beliefs were
influencing the world of ideas in Aquinas’ ifetime. Moreover, Pltinus is
in some respects a forerunner of twenticth-century process philosophy.
1wl relate Plotinus's system both to Plato and Asistotle before him and
0 Augusiine and Aquinas afier him.

My reatment of the lfe and thought of Augustine will enable me to.
show how Augustine’s Christian worldview provides a foundation from
which we can look back and see the serious falings of the first four
‘worldviews covered in part 1. Augustine was not a simpleminded Pla-
tonist. He transformed Plato's system in many significant ways as he
developed his own worldview.

Even philosophers who are not followers of Thomas Aquinas find it
casy 10 express admiration for his genius, along with appreciation for
many clements of his system. Aquinas was not a simpleminded Aris-
totelian. 1 will xplore the agreements and disagreements between AUgus-
tine and Aquinas and between Augustinians and Thomists. | will examine
the strengths and weaknesses of the more imporant elements of
‘Aquinas's sysem, including his thinking about God.
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Six Conceptual Systems

N it e have been intocuced tothe noion o a workvi or
conceptual system, we are ready to apply that knowledge o six
important worldviews from the ancient and medieval worlds.

In chapter 2, 1 explain the naturalstic worldview found in the writ
ings of the ancient Greek atomist Democritus, the somewhat later Greek
thinker Epicurus, and his Roman disciple Lucretus. The naturalstc world-
view dates 1o the beginnings of western philosophy in ancient Greece. It
continues (o hold fascination for large numbers of people.

“The chapters on Plato, Aristole, Plotinus, Augustine, and Aquinas
contain fevy surprises for readers familiar with the terrain. If this were a
book on the histry of philosophy, there would be differences in emphi-

5. But because 1 am primarily interested in the worldviews of each
thinker, 1 am justified i paying less or no attention to certain aspects of
their thinking. | am also interested in noting links between the systems |
examine and facets of Christian belif.

In the case of Plto, for example, 1 will discuss his theory of the Forms
and it relationship 1o his nderstanding of the human soul and human
Knowledse. In other words, I will use Plato's conceptual system as 2 way.
of introducing the student t© some fundamental issues in metaphysics,
epistemology, ethics, and anthropology as wellas thinking about God. My
selection of material s based on the following criera: the importance of
these ideas in the history of philosophy and the interest that thinking.
‘people within Christendom ought 1o have in some of these theories, such
as the radical differences between Plato's undersanding of creation and
the Chrisian doctine of creation ex nibilo. Ech of the concepual systems.
covered in part 1 sides with one of these views. The
along with Aristtle and possibly Aquinas side with em
inus, and Augustine meet the qualfications for being rationalists.

Aristotl’s wriings are notorious fortheirdiffculy. Even worse, many
discussions of Aistode’s thought are boring, T have done my best 10 avoid
these pifals though with Aristolle 1o one can guarantee immunity from
boredom. 1 will explain as clearly as I can how Aristotle’s metaphysics,

Introduction

3





index-36_1.jpg
tic (that s, nonpurposefu), natwral order. My discussion willfocus on
naturalists who are what we call physicalists, people who nsist tha every-
thing that exists can be reduced to physical or material eniites. But some.
inkers reject physicalism (hat i, they deny the physicaliss claim that

all of realty can be reduced to material entites) yet are also naturalists
because they deny the possibility of any divine intervention in the natural
order. The famous deists of the eighteenth century were naturalists i this
second sense. So 100 are cerain liberal Chistan theologians of the twen.-
tieth century such as Paul Tillch and Rudolf Bultmann. Because we live
in a day when physicalss control the agenda, I am justified in concen-
trating on this first kind of naturalist

A naturalist believes that the physical universe is the sum total of all
thatis. In the famous words of Carl Sagan (1934-1996), “The universe is
all that i, or ever was, or ever will be.” In the naturalist view of things,
Christan supernaturalism is false by definition, as are miracles and the
existence of the Judeo-Christan God. Since the matter that makes up the.
universe is eternal, any beliefin a divine creation of the universe i false
by definiton.

One of the beter accounts of contemporary naturalism can be found
in a book by the Briish author C. 5. Lewis:

What the Naturalis beleves i tha the ulimate Fact,the thing you can't
0 behind, is a vast process n space and time which is going on of s
oun accord. Inside that toal system every pariculas event (such as your
siting reading this book) happens because some other even has hap-
pene: in the ong run, because the Total Event s happening. Fach par-
ticula thing (such as this page) is what i is because other things are
what they are; and so, eventually, because the whole system is what it
is.All the things and events are so compleely nterlocked that no one of
them can caim the slightest independence from “the whole show.” None
of them exisis “on it own” or “goes on of its own” except i the sense
that it exhbits at some particular place and time, that general “existence
on ts own” or “behaviour of s own accord which belongs to “Nature,”
the great ol interlocked event as a whole !

Fora naturalis, the universe is analogous 10 sealed box. Everything
that happens inside the bo (the natural order) is caused by or s explic-
able in terms of other things that exist within the box. Nothing, includ-
ing God, exists outside the bos; therefore, nothing outside the box that
‘we callthe universe or nature can have any causal effect within the box.
‘The resulting picture of metaphysical naturalism looks like this:

1G5 Lewis, Miacls (New York: Macaslan, 1960), 7.
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Chapter Two

Naturalism

IMPORTANT DATES IN ANCIENT ATOMISM

490-430 .c.  Birth and death of Leucippus

460-360 n.c. ~Birth and death of Democritus
341271 n.c. Binth and death of Epicurus
306mc  Tpicurus founds his universy, the

Garden, in Athens
96-55Bc.  Binh and death of T. Lucretius Carus.

f we accept the fairly widespread traditon that Democrits lived more
than one hundred years (460-360 ., his Iife overlapped the lives of
Socrates, Plato, and Aristodle. This chapter helps set the stage for the fol-
lowing ch: ment of Platos philosophy. This is so because Plato
opposed every distinctive claim of naturalism, including the theories of
Democritus that we will examiine in this chapter.
Versions of the theories discussed in this chapter are still popular. It
s important o recognize hos much of contemporary naturalism s largely
a restatement, however more sophisticated it may appear, of ideas known
and opposed by all of the other systems discussed in chapters 3-7.
Because naturalism s such a powerful and influential system, it makes
sense 10 begin with 4 look at contemporary naturalism. Among other
things, this will help establish a definition for the term. As dead as many
ideas of the ancient naturalsts may seem, the worldvien they represented
is alive.

Why Begin with
Naturalism?

or much of the twentieth century, the worldview of natralism has  Gomto s
B e i ik e e e+ CORLSRIEER
world described by the label of Chrisiendom. The central claim of meta-  Metaphysical
physical naturalism is that nothing cxiss outside the material, mechanis- ~ Naturalism

El
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used Aquinas's arguments as their fil in an effort to discredit the ratio-
naliy of belief in God.

Many discussions of the arguments have misundersiood Aquinas's
position, a mistake that it is easy 10 understand given their greatly con-
densed form. For example, Aquinas is thought 10 have argued that the
must bea First Cause or a Prime Mover because it is impossible that there.
should be an infinitely long series of causes or motions. But Thomas
specifically states that philosophy is incapable of showing the impossi
billty of an infnite series. For this reason Aquinas concludes that ph
losophy can establish neither the truth nor the fality of the doctrine of
ereation in time. I i highly unlikely that Thomas would have ignored

‘point that he had taken such pains to establish in arguing for some-
thing as important as God's existence.

(1) The Argument from Motion (Change). Things move or change. If
something changes, it must possess the porential for change. No poten-
alty can actualize fself. Therefore, any change recires something prior
10 the event that brings about the movement from potentaliy o actual-
ity An infiiely long series of acualizers is impossible. Thercfore,there
must be a Prime Mover, The most srious problem with tis angument s
s obvious dependence upon the impossbily of n infiniely long scrics
Aquinas clarly states that philosophy cannt prove the impossbily of
an infnte series. Hence, this could no be Aquinas's meaning.

(2) The Argument from Cause and Effect to a First Cause. Aquinas is
usually understood 0 have taught that every effect must be the result of an
efficient cause. Nothing can cause its own existence. No series of efficient
‘causes can be the cause of the seres. Hence, there must be a First (efficent)
‘Cause. The key step in this second argument appears again (o be the
imposibiliy of an infintely long series of causes and cifects. The cental
problem i that Aquinas disavows the abily to prove such a claim.

(3) The Argument from Contingent Beings to a Necessary Being. A
Contingent being is something whose nonexistence is possibe. A neces-
sary being is a being that i not dependent upon anything else for i exis-
tence and whose nonexistence is impossble. In other words, a necessary.
being is eternal and sel-sufficient

“The world contains a very large number of contingent beings. n fact,
it appears as though everything in the world that humans know about
i contingent i the sense that ts nonexistence is possible and it depends.
upon something else for s existence. If everything that makes up the.

5 Sce e discusion i Frederick C. Coplesion, A Hioy of Phkscphy, vol.2, Ml
Phisophy: Augustne o Scotus (Westmiscs, W Newnan Pres, 1962, 366

3
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The Essence of Thomas's Arguments

1 all v of Thomas' argument,the osion of dependence is basc, noted
in connection with the facts of moton, causation, coming nto being and
ceasing to exist, degrees of perfection, and purpose. A few paragraphs
ack, 1 drew aténton o the fat that any nterpretation of Thomas' argu-
menis that makes any of them depend upon the supposed imposibily o
an nfnite seric must be misaken, since Thomas himelf denies thatcim.
“The challenge then o find an interpretation of the frst thrce ways that
docs not depend on an appeal o the impossbity of an infnte sercs.

Frederick C. Copleston, author of an acclimed multivolume history
of philosophy, notes that Aquinas's First Mover or First Cause could not
have been first in any temporal sense of the word. The First Cause
Aquinasseeks i first in  logicalsense,inthe sense of importance or uls
macy. To quote Copleston, Thomas's “point s that the series, whether
finit or infnite, iscf requires an ulimate explanation. Therefore, when
e speaks about the imposibilty o an ‘infinite regress in for example,
the seris of effcent causes, he is refering 10 an infnte regress not in
the temporal order but in the order of ontological dependence ™

Itmay helpif use apicure (0 explin Thomas'sthird angument. I
ine a circle big enough o encompass the enire univere, that i, the sum
{otal of contingent beings. Every individual thing that xiss wthin the cir-
cle—withinthe world—is a contingent being there is no coningen being
that exiss outsile the circle. All of this i proper, given the fact that the
world or universe or cosmos s the sum total of all contingent beings

With respect o any individual thing existing within the circle, i is
proper o ask what s suffcent reason is” The sufficent reason for some-
thing s the reason i exiss and why i inth sae that it s in. We would
hardly be surprised if we discovered tha the sufcient reason for every-
{hing exising within the circle was something cls insde th cirle. This
is another way of saying that the suffcent reason for every contingent
being is some other contingent being or beings. Take yoursef as an
‘example. You are a contingent being. Therefore, i is proper (0 sk why
‘you exist. One suffcient reason for your existence i the prior existence
of your parents, and beyond them ther parents, and 50 on.

We have agreed that every individual thing within the workd is con-
tingent. But what shall we say about the world el Is i the world, the
sum toal of all contingent beings, the big circe that includes everying
else) contingent? The point here goes beyond the claim that all pars of

il
7. Afe il contingen being s on that s s suffcntreason o xplanaion i
some caher being
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world is contingent,then the world is contingent. Hence, there must be
a necessary being that is the ground of the sum total of contingent
beings.

If only contingent beings exist there would be no explanation for a
world containing only contingent beings. The only explanation for the
existence of a contingent world s in terms of a necessary being.

Following a brief summary of the last two ways, 1 will return t0 this
particular argument and discuss how it functions as Thomas's primary
argument for God's existence.

(4) The Argument from Degrees of Perfection to a Perfect Being.
Things in our world diffr in degrees of goodness, truth, beauty, and 50
on. But it seems before we can judge that @ s betterthan b, that  is more:
perfectthan d, that eis more beaudful than, £ we must first know the stan-
dard of tuth, goodness, and beauty. Things are more orless good only 10
the extent that they resemble something possessing the highest degree of
‘goodnes. The highest of all beings, that which contans the highest degree
of perfecton, is God. Any knowledge that one thing is more perfect than
another (that there are degrees of perfection) involves comparing the two
things o something that is unqualiiedly perfect. It should be obvious that
e could never know that  fals short of some standard uniess we know
the standard. All ofthis enails the existence of something tha s the cause:
of every perfection, namely, God.

(5) The Argument from Design in the World to a Designer of the.
World. Given our observation of many instances of design and purpose in
the world, our minds drve us 10 the existence of God, the cause of this
order and purpose. Argumens that resemble Thomas's fifth argumen are
often called telcological argumens for God's existence. According to
‘William Paley (1743-1805), author of Natural Theology, an influential siate-
ment of the teleological argument,

“There cannot be a design without a designer; contivance withouta con-
river, order without choice; arrangement without anything capable of
amanging; subserviency and relation (0 a purpose without that which
‘could intend a purpose; means sutable 1o an end, and executing theis
office in accomplishing that end, without the end ever having been con-
templated or the means accommexated o t. Arrangemen, disposion of
parts, subserviency of means 1o an end, elation of Insruments (0 3 use:
imply the presence of imelligence and mind.¢

We will have occasion to examine some contemporary versions of
the teleological argument in part 2 of this book.

5 Wllam P, Narural Tholoy, e, Frederick Fené Ondianapelis: Bobbs- el
1969, 5.
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that something like the argument I have just explained must be the major
point behind his famous Five Ways, or at leas for the first thrce ways.
Thomas's God s the eternal and necessary ground for everything that has
being, for every causal relaion, for every change that takes place.

 there is one thing we have a right 10 expect from the worldview of a

Christan philosopher, it is an answer 1o the question of how humans
‘atain knowledge about God. Thomas'sreply o this question leaves much
0 be desired. Indeed, he appears trapped in this matter by some of his
prior commiments (o elements of Aristolle’s philosophy.

In chapter 3,1 defined an empiricist as someone who believes that all
human knowledge rises from sense experience. Implicit in this definition
s the denial of any and all innate ideas. When empiricism is understood
i this way, Thomas is clearly an empiricist. Thomas's theory of knowl-
edge shows a heavy reliance upon Aristotle’s account of the passive and
active ntellects. Sense experience produces awarencss only of particular
things. The active intellect produces the universal by abstracting the idea
of the universal from the sense image (phantasm). There is nothing in
the active intellct that is not first i the passive intellect, and whatever
reaches the passive intellect gets there through the senses. S0 in this
respect, Thomas is an empiricist. Human knowledge requires sense per-
ception, which in tur requires the soul's relation 10 4 body.

Therefore, i humans are (0 know Go, this knowledge must be built
up from a patient analysis of sense data. But clearly humans do not per-
ceive God in the same way that we perceive a tree or a house. Respond-
ing 10 this matter, Aquinas teaches that humans atain knowledge of God
in two ways, the way of negation and the way of analogy.

‘The Way of Negation

In order 1o teach direct or pasiive knowledge of God's existence, one
‘would have to be some kind of rationalist, such as Augustine. According
0 Augusiine, we can recognize God in his creation because we come
into life equipped with an innate idea of God, given us in the image of
God. Thomas's empiriism makes this kind of appeal impossible.

As an empiriist, Aquinas chims that we have to approach God nega-
tively. While we cannot have direct or posive knowledge of what God s,
e can know what God is not. We can know that God is incapable of sin,
ignorance, or weakness. But consider any propositon about God that
aserts something that God is no. For example, let us suppose someone:
says that God is not a Chevrolet. This s true. However, before I can know
that God is not a Chevrole, | must have at least some positive knowledge
about God. It is impossble for anyone whose mind s blank o the sub-
et of God to know that God is not A of not Bor not C. The only way we

Human
Knowledge

About God

m
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the world are contingent. We have reached the point where many people
think it makes sense 1o believe that the whole cosmos is contingen. Afer
all if every partof the world (past, presen, and future) is contingent, i
makes sense to regard the entire world as contingent.

‘Suppose we allow thi st step for the sake of argument, I the world
is contingent,then it is proper to ask for the suffcient reason for the
‘workd. Notce that we are not asking why this o that part of the world
exists; we are asking why the whole thing exist. Notice also that we are
ot asking what frs brought the world into existence, We are looking
for the suffcent reason, the ulimate ground, without which the world
‘would not exist. Why does the world exist What s the suffcent reason
forthe entire total of contingent beings?

Only two answers o this question are possible. Firs, we might ty to
find the explanation fo the existence of the workd in some contingent.
being orset of contingent beings. But this will not work because we have.
already agreed that the world—what we are tying to explain—is the
sumtotal of all contingent beings By defniion, there are no contingent.
beings outside the circle. We cannot explain the sum total of contingent.
beings by postulating another contingent being and acting 35 though this
new contingent being were outside the circle and thus a possble expla-
nation for the world. I any being s  contingent being, i s inside thecir
cle and thus part of what we are rying (0 explain.

“There seems, then, to be only one other possibily. The world exists
becaus i, like all contingent beings, depends upon a being other than
itself. Bt in his case, the existence of the world must depend on the
existence of a being that i not contingent. And if th only possble expla-
nation for the existence of the world is a noncontingent being, the expla-
nation must be & necessary being,

Can we ot continue to push our search for sufcent reasons urther
and ask what i the suffcint eason for the necessry being? After al, this s
the sort ofthing chikdren do when they ask why God exis. The suffcent
reason for any necessary bein i el ot something cle. By defintion 4
necessary being is uncaused: s being that must exist because s nonex-
isence s impossble. Ifall this were not the case,th being in question would
not be necessary. Should anyone begin looking for the suficent eason of
a necessary being, he would reveal one important it of information about
himself; he does notknow the meaning of the expresson “necessary being.”

“The debate over this line of argument continues o the presen day.
1t would take us 00 far afield to explore the dispute at this time What
does seem cleas to almost all of Thomas's contemporary interpreters is

 Readersmereted i purssing that debate frer can rck ¢ in Ronahd B, Nash,
Fatt and Reason (Grand Rapds, Zonderean, 199, <hap.5
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way of analogy seems forever condemned to run back and forth between
the two unacceptable extremes of univocity and equivocation. Even
Copleston, one of Roman Catholicism's leading philosophers and inter-
reters of Aquinas, admits to some discomifort in the presence of the mid-
die way, the way of analogy.

It would appear .. thatthe theistc phiosopher s faced with  diemma
e pursues exclusively the negative way, he ends n sheer agnosicsm,
for he whitles away the posiive meaning which a term origially had for
him until nothing s lei 1 howener, he pursues exclusivly the af
mative way, he lands in anthropomorphism lthe supposed consequence
of univocityl. But i he atiempts 0 combine the two ways, a indeed he
must i he is 10 avoid both extremes, his mind appears 10 oscillate
between anthropomorphism and agnosicism.”

Fortunately, the Christan does not have to choose between the way
of analogy and agnosticism. It ought 10 be obvious that there must be
univocal element present in any predication about God, and i need not
follow that this univocal element leads to anthropomorphism. The very
thing that keeps an analogy from being equivocation is the presence of
some univocal clement. As one criic of Thomas's position explains,

Al the analogies of common specch have a univocal basis .. No mat.
ter how complicated, or wht type of analogy, an examination must dis-
cover some univocal clement. The two terms i an analogy] must be ke
ach other in some respect. I there were no likeness or smlriy of any.
sor,there could be no analogy. And the point of Iikeness can be desig
nated by a simple univocal term or phrase

Even Aquinas admited hat without some point o similarty he anal-
gy could notbe an analogy but would instead b an equivocation. Unless
he o terms have some meanin in common, they would be notan anal.
oy but n equivocation. If someone says that a birds nest i analogous o
abechive,there must be something tha the st and the hive have in com-
mon. I thiscas, bosh are places where living creaures i thei youn;,
or someting like his. Wihout some common meaning (it i, univo-
cal clemen), we would have not an analogy but 2 cquivocation.

But how can the postion expresed in the previous paragraphs avoid
‘Thomas's charge of anhropomorphisn? The answer i simple: Amhropo-
morphism i avoided when the person explaining our knowedge of God
is not an empiricis. Thomas's explanation founders because of his inss
tence that human concepts are derived from sensory cxperience. Bt if
mpiricism i ejected, i one holds instad that humans possess @ prioi

0 Frder C.Coplston, Comengorary Py Lnckon: Brns and O 1959, 9.
10 Gordon H. sk, Chistan View of Men and Things (Grand Rapids. Eexdmans,
1952, 311
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could know what God is not i if we first had some positive knowledge
about God. Augustine and other raionaliss can explain how such positve.
Knowledge about God is possble. But Aquinas cannot. | believe we must
judge Thomas's way of negation a filure.

The Way of Analogy

1 begin with a waming. No serious discussion of Aduinas can omit this
opic. However, many people find this issuc very diffcult 10 understand.
1Fyou gt lost, do your best and don' gt discourages.

My next sk isto defin thrce terms: unieocal, equivocal, and ana-
logical. (1 Two words e used univoclly i they are used n an ider
cal sense. In the proposiions “Socrats is 3 man” and “Phto s a ma
the word man is used in the same sense, that is, univocally. (2) Two
words are used equivocally if they are used in two entirly diffrent
senses. In the propositions “Bill Brown's car is a lemon” and “Charley
Brown's maxher is making a lemon pie” the word lemon i used in two
diferent senses, that i, equivocally. 3) Two words are used analogically
fthei respective meanings are somewhat similar and somcwha diffr-
ent.Inthe proposions “A homet’s ncst s s home” and “Bills home is
on Main St the words homeare used inrespects that are party alike
and parly differens, hat i, analogically

According 10 Thomas, 1o words that humans apply (© God can be.
used in 2 univocal sense. While God i transcendent and infinite, the cat-
cgories by means of which humans atiempi 0 describe him are drawn
from our human experience of the imperfect world. For example, the
word wisecannot mean the same thing when applicd to Solomon and to
God because God's wisdom is inseparable from his essence whie
Solomon's wisdom is not. This i so because Solomon on occasion could
actin unwise ways. For thisreason, no predicate can be applicd univo-
clly o God. Not even the term exisence can be used univocaly since
God exists necessarly whil everyting clsc exiss coningendy

But if univocal precicaton about God s mpossbie, 5 Thomas insits,
docs this mean that all predicaion about God is equivocal If this were
could mean the en of naural theology since allof Thomas's proofs woukd
commit he fallacy o equivocation. This well known logical alacy i con-
mitted whenever one argument usesthe same key term in two diffrent
ways.Ifall human precicaes applie © God are equivoca,any atemp (o
argue for Gods existence on the basis of sene experience would be fall-
cious, and all meaninglul precicaion abou God would b mpossble

1f the language we use to tlk about God i univocal, we appear
tapped n anthropomorphism, where we simply describe God in human
erms. Ifour languae is equivocal, we scem trapped in agnosticsm I is
atthis point where Thomas proposes the way of analogy: However, the
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cording 1o Thomas, human beings are composed of matter and form,
umely, body and soul. In spite of the resulting unity of the compost
tion, soul and body are not identicl. The soul continues o exist after death
and is eventually reunited with a physical body at the final resurrection
Thomas refected the kind of body-soul dualism we have already
encountered in the worldviews of Plato and Augustine.* Aquinas was much
more comfortable with Aristotle’s teaching that the soul s the form of the
body, a posiion that sresses the union of body and soul in the human per-
son. Aquinas follows Arisolle’s view of three types of soul, vegeative, sen-
sitive, and rational. Plants possess only the vegetative sou; ts functions
include lfe, growth, and reproduction. Animals possess oy 4 sensiive soul,
which performs the functons of the vegetative soul plus sensation. How.
ver, Thomas insss tha thereis only one substantial form in a human per-
son, namely, the rational soul. This consittes 4 major modification of
Asstotles posiion. The human rational soul informs the matte of a human
and i the ground of all human activites dealing with the processes of i
sensation, and reason. But there is only one soul in a human, not three:
If one accepts Platos view of the soul as a separate, immateril sub-
stance, it appears much easier 10 defend a belif in immortliy. But if we
begin with Aristotle’ teaching of the soul, as Thomas did,the close linkage
between soul and body would appear o rule out the possibilty o survival
afer death, or a least make the attempt more diffcull. Whereas Augustine
described sensation as the act of a soul using 2 body, Thomas understands
sensation as an act of the whole person who is 2 union of soul and boy.
Since no human possesses innateideas, Thomas says, the human mind can
atain no knowledge without sense experience. Given the union of soul
and body in the thinking of Aristolle and Aquinas, how can Christans who
support such a view ground their belief in personal survival after death?
Uniess Thomas can find a way t link his soul-body union (0 personal sur-
vivalafter death, Chstians have & major problem with his worldview.
‘Aquinas taught that when human beings die, thei soul separates from
the body and the dead body decays. The death of the body brings a halt
10 the vegetative and sensive functions. That which used to be the form
of the human being is no longer informing the matter, and thus there is
o longer a unified human substance. There are lots of new substances,
such as fingerals, eyebrows, ib cage, and 50 on, unil they also decay
‘and undergo substanial changes into stil newer substances.
A human being comes into existence when a rtional soul nforms 4
particular body. A human being dies when the rational soul separates

1. For Thomass discussions o th i coverd n this section,sce Summa e
olgiae 137576
14 noed diflerens emphases in Augustine and Pt

Human Nature
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PART ONE. SIX CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS

knowledge given ( them by God, we have an explanation of how the uni-
vocal knowledge about God that grounds analogical knowledge s possible.
Consider the simple claim that God is love. An empiricist like
Aquinas is forced 1o say that our first contact with love comes through
s with other human beings. But human love falls miles
ne love, thus forcing us to treat our fundamental under-
standing of love as an analogy. But suppose instead that our contact of
such predicates as “love” and *perfection” are ours as part of our innate.
idea of God present within us as part of the image of God. In this sec-
ond case, we recognize instances of human love (the real analogy)
because we have an implicit understanding of God's love. We are draw-
ing a theological application from Plato’s treatment of equality and
Augustine’s explanation of our knowledge of uniy. The reason we can
recognize two equal particulars is because we firs know Equaliy isel.
We can recognize imperfection in the creation because we first have an
innate idea of perfection,
‘While analogy may be a useful device in lterature, s value 0 theology
s debatable. It is ok enough (o compare God and humans; a defiite posi-
tive identification is needecd. “A sttement comparing a known with an
unknown objectgives us o knowledge of the unknown at al. Hence depen-
dence on analogical knowledse, parados, or symbols, with is denial of li-
eral and postive knowledge of God, destroys both revelation and theology
and leaves us n complete ignorance."! Inthe case of Aquinas, i seems, bad
philosophy gives rise t© bad theology. Avoid empiricism, and Thomas's
defective doctines of analogy

conding 0 Aquinas,individuation (that which grounds the individual-

ity of cach partcular member of some clase) has it basi in mater (pri-
mary matten). I i imporant, 1 believe, to note brifly how two of Thomas's
contemporaries disagreed with him. Alexander of Hales (1180-1245) reected
matter as the ground of individuality and nsisted instead that individuality
s inherent in every substance. Bonaventure (1221-1274) also refected mat-
ter s the ground of individuation. He denicd that anything ike primary mat-
ter, which is barely disinguishable from nothingness, can be the principle
of individualy. As Hans Meyer notes, I individuation can be traced neither
1o matter alone nor o the form alone, it must be derived from the actual
union of mater and form. " Serious consideration should be given to search-
ing for some ground of individuation other than primary matter.

11 Gordon . Clrk, ~Wheaton Lactures” n The Phisophyof Gordon H. Clrk o4
Romld 1 Nash (Phiadephi Preyira and Reformed, 196, 75

12 Han Meye, T Phisaphy of 1 Thamas Aguinas, tans. Frecderic Eckboff (5t
Lovi: B Herder, 1940, 478
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Whether we know it or not—whether we like it or not—each of us has a
worldview. These workdviews functon as inerpretive conceptual schemes
0 explain why we sce the world as we do, why we think and act s we
do. Competing worldviews often come into conflct. These clashes may
e as innocuous as a simple argument betuween people o as serious 15 a
war between two nations. It s important,therefore,that we understand the
extent 1o which significant disagreemens reflect clashes between com-
peting worldviews.

Worldviews are double-edged swords. An inadequate conceptual
scheme can hinder our effors 1o understand God, the world, and ou-
selves. The right concepual scheme can suddenly bring everything into
proper focus.

orldview thinking has important links (0 religious belie, Tuke the

Chrisian fith 2s an example. Instead of viewing Christianiy s a
collection of theological bits and pieces to be believed or debated, indi-
viduals should approach it as a conceptual system, as a total world-and-
life view. Once people understand that both Chrisianity and. its
competitorsare worldviews, they will be in a beter postion 1 udge the
reltive merits of competing systems. The case for o against Chrstan the-
ism should be made and evaluated in terms of totl systems. The reason
‘why many people reject Chrstianiy i not due 10 their problems with one
or two isolaed issues; thei dissent resuls rather from the fact that the
anti-Chrisian conceptual scheme of such people leads them [0 efect infor-
mation and arguments thatfor believers provide support for their world-
view. One llustration of this claim lis in people’sdiffering approches to
the central place that miracles occupy in the Christan fith. Religious
believers who affiem the reality of such miracles as the resurrection of
Jesus Christ need to understand how one's general perspecive on the
world (that s, one’s worldiew) controls one's atitude toward miracle
clims, People who disagree about the realiy of miracles ofien find them-
selves talking past each other because they do not apprecate the under-
Iying convictions that make their respective atitudes about miracles seem
reasonable to them.

Chrisianity then is not merely a rligion that tells human beings how
they may be forgiven. It is a world-and-life view. The Chrisian world-
view has important things o say about the whole of human lfe. Once we
undersand in a systematic way how challenges o Chrisianity are also
worldviews, we will be in a beter positon (o rationally justiy our choice
of the Christan worldview.






index-30_1.jpg
ceased 0 be a collection of theories. Tt was the day of her “conversion;” the
day she had what she describes as her “click” experience, hr paradigm shif,
e rebith as a gendler feminist. She had begun working in 1 women'’s shel-
ter when it struck her “that the cultual realy of my childhood did not exis
T relized in my moment of ‘enlightenment that all men were perpetrtors
‘and all women were vietms " “From that moment on,” she says,

forthe next four years, 1 essentilly abandoned the notion of objective.
truth and embraced the world view tht all things are relatve and truth
is determined by the individual This was 2 wholly right braincd
‘approach to e in which one’s personal experience and feclings at any
iven moment determine realit. Leftbrained thinking patterns, such as
critcal analysis .., logic] and skepicism, were deemed 100 igid, 00
limiting, 100 male. 1 el freed by the artisic approach (o lfe L. feclings]
‘where everyhing is an open possibily.”>

At this pont, it would have been understandable for anyone familiar
‘with Manning's commitment (o her new worldview (o feel confident that
any return 10 the Christian faith of her parents was inconceivable. But
problems arose for her subjective, relative view of tnuth. First, it cashed
‘with her studies in science, especially when the women'’s shelter falsified
data and used a defective sttstcal method. The relativity of ruth did not
extend to mathematics, at least so far. But then she had an “ant-click
experience.”

‘One day it suddenly dawned on me that i were (0 base my truth solely
on my own personal experience, then I could not subscribe o the g

der feminist model. Afe all, my experience the test of oute experiencel
of my father,brother, and husband was that men were wonderfully kind
and had the utmost respect for women. It was satistically impossble that
Lalone would have found the only thee decent men inthe entie world

So with that, gender feminism became a elf-refuting proposition for me.
Ithe test of reason] and began o crumble before my eyes. That one such
basic argument n logic could devastate my enire philosoph [, world-
view] was quite an embarrasing blow.

After leaving gender feminism, Manning began 1 attend a church
where the pastor “argued that Christianiy is not some nebulous religion
of blind faith. He spoke of Christanity as the source of objective truth,
‘grounded in a real act that had occurred in a specific moment in human
history."s The rest of Manning’s story is bound (o produce disagreements
among those who wish 10 read it. Nonetheless her account is 4 fine

2
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example of the ways in which worldviews come to control our thinking,
both for the good and for the bad. As Manning discovered, the right eye-
lasses (in her case, the comect worldview) can put the world into clearer
focus. The wrong worldview can lead one into serious error.

s noence o momibeesical fcors o eope' tinking o
ofin extensive, i is seldom total in the sense that i preciudes life-
alheing changes. Even i the case of Saulof Tarsus—one of arly Chrs-
tianity's greates cnemies—where it might appear that a_person was
dominated by commitments that uled out any possibily of a change or
conversion, hings may never be hopeless. People do change conceptual
systems. Conversions take place all the time. People who used 10 be.
humanists or naturalists or atheists or ollowers of some competing reli
gious fath have found reasons to twrn away from their old concepuual
Systems and embrace Chiistianity. Conversey, people who used 10 pro-
fess allegiance to Chistianity reach a point where they e they can no
longer believe. Inspit ofal the obstacis, people do occasionally begin
10 doubt conceptual systems they had accepred for years.

Tt does notseem possible o identfy  singl st ofnecessay condions
hat arc always present when people change a worldview. Many people
remain biisfully unaware that they have 2 worldview, even though the
sudden change in their lfe and thought resulted from ther exchanging
their old worldview for their new one. What docs seem clear s that
changes this dramatic usually require time along with 2 period of doubx
about key clements of the worldview. Even when the change may appear
o have been sudden, it was in ll ikeliood preceded by a perod of grow-
ing uncertainty and doubt. In many cases,the chang is iggered by an
important event, ofien a crisis. But 1 have also heard people recount so-
ies thatlay o a differnt scnario, Suddenly, o 50 i secmet, one event
or piece of informaion led these persons o begin thinking in terms of a
conceptualscheme that was cally diferentfor them or on tht hey were
becoming conscious o forthe i im. Quie unexpectely,these people
saw things they had overlooked before; o they suddenly sa things fi
together in a pattem 50 that there was meaning where none had been dis-
cenible before. It scems fools, therefore, o spulate that lfe-ransform-
g changes in a worldview must match some patten. People change thir
‘minds on important subjcts fo a bewildering varicty of reasons.

[ sl e
chapters in part 1 will deal with six of the most influential worldviews
in the history of human thought. Even though these conceptual systems
predate modern times, all of them continue to exercise a significant influ-
ence in our own day.
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such duties or 1o the human encounter with genuine love are clearly
defective when compared with the biblical worldview.

The Test of Practice

‘Worldviews should be tested not oy in the philosophy classroom but also
in the laboratory of fe. It i one thing for a worldview 10 pass cerain the-
oreical tests (reason and experience); it s ancther or the worldview (0 pass
a practical tst, namely, can people who profess that worldview live con-
sistently in harmony with the system they profess? Or do we find tha they.
are forced 10 lve according 1o beliefs borrowed from 2 competing systen?
Such a discovery, | suggest, should produce more than embarrassment.

“This practical test played an important role in the work of the Chiis-
tian thinker Francis SchaefTer. As Moris explains Schaeffersthinking, the.
o environments in which humans must ive include “the external world
with its form and complexity, and the intemal world of the man's own.
eharacterisics 2 a human being, This ‘inner world”includes such human
qualiies ‘as a desire for significance, love, and meaning, and fear of non-
being, among others.”

“This is 4 good time 1 see these various tess at work.

ToSepienber 1996, a0 Amerian oy magezine publed 0 sk
cle in which the uthor, Kimberly Manning, tod the story of her sojourn
‘among several conflcting worldviews 2 Mrs. Manning was reared in a
Christan home in which, she reports, the “Chistian values of love thy
neighbor, personal moraiy, and strong fath were modeled constanily at
home and reinforced by Anabapist fundamentalsts who set a very con-
servative tone for the community. Most significantly, | was raised with
the old-fashioned idea that there is objective truth—that while there may
be some gray areas in life, there is such a thing as definitive right and
wrong " But because no one ever explained to Manning how these val-

20 Mo, PrancisSchacfrs Apelgrcs, 2.1 thi parsgraph, s bodh pars-
phrasing and quosing Schacfer.

21 See Kimberly Manving, My Road from Gender Feminism to Caholcisn,” New.
Onford v Septemier 1996, 20-26. Gender emiian i he present ubjectonly
becate 8 was the new sorldvi toward which Mrs. Mannin gravisied. Al of the
escipions and opinions o) about tis wordiew are those of M. Nanning Sh.
T prciced  emarable estmony of he events and condions that e her o erbrace
entlr feminim an he o ekt .t sedom happens ta people who become con-
Rer 03 st ofpardigrssoch s hee geder i ar bl achiev sulficen b
{ance rom thei gl commtment 1 recopnise s llecua dficolies. Even e
Trequenty can e fnd somcone ke M Mg o can descbe ber scpurn i soch
an Cugaging mannce M Mnings oy s 4 excelent exampe o the o e
i caber i s chapicr.

2 hid, 21
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that some feminists she read even described sex within marriage as
rape.

Manning describes a view of history that she shared with others in her
movement. She begins by talking about a time of peace and harmony on
this planet. Humans held all things equally; violence did not exist. The
‘major reason for the harmony and nonviolence was the fact that these.
cultures were ruled by women who wiclded their power wiscly. Given
Manning’s wholchearted commitment to her feminist paradigms, she was.
not roubled by the lack of any histoical support for her theories

“Then, she writes, “Itall came t0 a halt when men rose up and began
0 use force, rooted in misogyny. t0 bring women under their control.
“This was not some series of iolated uprisings, but a systematic reversal
of world power and a subjugation of women which has lef the female]
gender devastated. Rape was the first method used o subdue women,
followed by the development of the institution of marriage; however, as
time went on, more sophisticated mechanisms were employed 10 fob.
‘women of their power, both earthly and spiritual " Manning s describ-
ing her beliefs at the time.

As she continues, Manning explains her growing hosdlty toward
Christianity

“The coup de grace in this destructon of matriarchal utopia was the devel-
‘opment of Chiistiaity. This patriarchal system, purposely dominated by
men, would seek to destroy the last vestiges of the great goddess-
centered religions by establishing the complete authority of males over
females through it use of supposed sacred wrtings (the Bibie) and mas-
uline symbolism to describe God. The great peace-loving goddess reli-
gions? were no match for the brute force of 4 male dominated
Christendom and so were decimated. The greatest biow was the Inqui-
iton, in which millons of pagan women, many high prisiesses, were
bumed at the stake, a5 the Catholic Church made its massive atempt
finally o eradicate female power. Then came the witch hurs i the Neww
‘World, while oday such consructs s gender roles continue the assaults
against feminine energy on the planet»

‘Maning then deals with ancher dimension of her nesw wordview: “The
evidence mounted in my mind: Men were simply evil, and governments and
organized_eligion—specifically Chrisianity in- America—were their
wweapons™ She next tums her attention to the day when gender feminism

25 Manving, "My Road from Gender Feminen to Caolicsm,” 20-21,

29 The nclent oddes egions incuded enormous amounts of voence, ncluding
sl asaion, ot information. s Ronaki H. Nis, The Gspl ane the Groks (R
Son, Tex: Probe, 1992, chp, 6.

S0 aning, My Road o Gender Feminsan to Catholcisn, 21

51 id, 22
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s were connected 1o God and to.a Christan worldview, she adits that
it was easy for her 10 diift away from the beliefs and standards of her
family. Over a period of several years, she slowly abandoned her Chis-
tian worldview and moved into the orbit of a worldview known as gen-
der feminism.

‘Manning’s abandonment of her parents Christianity and her conver-
sion 1o gender feminism were *a slow and insidious process. I use the
‘word ‘conversion’ purposely, because I later came t0 see that gender fem-
inismis a pseudo-religion in which al of the archetypal symbols are there.
in a twisted manner. ‘Womyn' s deified, empowerment is the mantra,
‘unborn children are the blood sacrfices i the ritual of abortion, and me
are the scapegoats for our sins " Keep in mind that Manning is describ-
ing beliefs she embraced as a substtute for her carlier Christian world-
view. She was content with the beliefs she describes

50 long as she majored in science, nothing happened t© move her
toward gender feminism. Things changed, however, as soon as she
‘changed her college major 0 social work. She tells of hearing a lot of talk
about ‘woman's experience; how it s the ultimate source of ruth. It began
10 seem like an all-out attack on women was taking place in society, in the
form of domestic abuse..... I began 1o read a lot about misogyny,
‘considered by many feminisis (0 be a deep psychological predisposiion
inall men.

After graduation from college, Manning explored pantheism and
added features of New Age thinking (0 her worldview. She became fas-
cinated with theories that stressed subjectivism from a female perspec-
tive. “Psychology and spiriwality were my passions,” she writes, “and
the lefi-brained world of critcal thinking was now diagnosed as anal-
retentive 1 became convinced of such nebulous notions as there is no
evil or good/evil/God are all the same), pain s an llusion, God is really
a woman, if you don't get it ight in this life you can always come back
and uy again, truth is whatever we make it for we are all creating our
own realiies, and all views and choices are of equal value. My highest
viue became tolerance, and I felt guily i 1 in any way judged another's
actions." In other words, Manning's radical feminism embraced many
features of what is ofen called New Age thinking She goes on to note

25 1

20 mia

35 The erm anal-eenteis becoming  common e in American discourse. Peope
who s 10 demean persons o i rom them s  ave i i ol e
inlecnal conspaion

26 Manning. My Road fom Gender Femni o Catholiim 21

27 For 4 discusion of the New Age workliew, see Ronakd 1. Nash, Workdeieus i1
Conflct (Gran Raps Zondervan, 1992
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human mind at birth is ke a tabula rasa, a blank wblet* At birth, the
human mind is like a clean blackboard devoid of any wring. In other
‘words, human beings are born with no innate ideas or knowledge. As
the human being grows and develops, the senses supply the mind with
an everincreasing stock of information. According o this empiricist
model, all human knowledge results from what the mind does with ideas
supplied through the senses. Such sensible ideas are the basic building
blocks of knowledge.

s explined earlier in the book, my alterative o this kind of empiri-
cism can be summarized in the claim that some human knowledge does
not arise from sense experience. As many philosophers have noted,
human knowledge of the sensible world is possible because human
beings bring certain ideas, categories, and dispositions to their experi-
ence of the world. The impotence of empiicism s especialy evident in
the case of human knowledge of universal and necessary truth. Many
things in the world could have been otherwise. The Buick that 1 drive
these days is white, but it could have been red. Whether it is white or not
is a purely contingent feature of realty. Whatever color the Buick hap-
pens o be, it could have had a different color. Inded, there are many
possible worlds (see chap.9) in which that Buick s a different color. But
itis necessarly the case that my Buick could not have been white all over.
and red (or any other color) all over at the same time and in the same.
sense. The necessary truth that my Buick is white all over and notat the.
same time red all over cannot be a functon of sense experience. Sense.
‘experience may be able o report what i the case at a particular time. But
sense experience is incapable of grasping what must be the case at all
times. The notions of necessity and universalit can never be derived from
our experience. Rather, they are notions (among others) that we bring (0
sense experience and use in making judgmens about realty.

How do we account for the human possession of these a priori that
s, independent of sense experience) categories of thought orinnate ideas
o disposiions that play such an indispensable role in human knowledge?
According 10  fong and honored philosophical radition that includes
‘Augustine, Descartes, and Leibniz humans have these innate ideas, dis-
positions, and categories by virtue of their creation by God. In fact, such
a claim may identfy a major feature of what is meant by the phrase rhe.
image of God. After all, Christians believe, God created the world. I s
reasonable to assume that he created humans such that they are capable

2 This sugsesion sppears expcly o mpicly n the work of such hinkers 5
Thomas Aquinas nd Job Licke

5t apparc that a nnocent i ofnformation sch s i dows ot e
suppor o every gl shmentof soch thinker' phiosophica sy, | am kb 3
Cancan (okowesof Dscanes) o  Lebizen

m
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“This is a good time (o introduce the distinction between inborn cog-
nitive equipment such as Kants categories and disposiions and innate
cognitive content such as implict inborn knowledge about God, good-
ness, equality, and unity. TWO types of Reformed epistemologists exist: (1)
those who are content ( talk about innate cognitive equipmen such a5
belief-forming dispositions that produce cerain belefs n the presence
of certain experiences; and (2) those who accept everything included in
@) and also believe in the existence of innate cognitve content. This dis-
tinction might jusify caling the members of (2) rationalists in the strong
sense and the philosophers in group (1) rationalists i the weak sense.

Yoo Pt decws eton o o BSpotuC Y b pmcpmereios
what Reid said concerning the belief-forming mechanisms that make: BelieCR ing

knowledge of the world possible and what Reformed thinkers like John ~ Dispositions

i ot b iy o and God

Reformed theologians such as Caivin....have held that God has
implanted in us 2 endency or misus o accept belief in God under cer-
{ain conditions. Calvin speaks, in this connecton, of a “sense of deity
inscribed in the hearts of all”Justas we have a natural tendency (0 form
perceptual belefs under certain conditions, so says Calvin, we hase
natural tendency (o form such belefs as God fs speaking 10 me and God
s created all this or God disapproves of wha e done under cerain
widely realied conditions”

Plantinga shows no reluctance in describing the idea of God as
“innate;” a fact that justifes considering him as 1 ationalist in the strong
sense (see the earlier paragraph i this chapten)

indatonalism is 2 paricular model or picture of human knowledge.  Tero———a—
1 on ofseverl iy of ooking at sh e toic a bel,  Reformed

rationality, and justfication. The central analogy in the foundationalist  Epistemology

picture of knowledge is 4 structre such as a buikding where various  and Founda-

upper level or stories are supported by lower stories. The entire srue-  tionalism

e is supported by a set of belifs that serves a the foundtion. The

entire buiding, the uppersories and the foundation, stand for what some

contemporry philosophers now call  person's noeic st Widhout

Saying everything, 4 noctc structure s the sum total of 4 person's helefs

plus the relationships among those beles. No two people willever share

the same noeic siucture. For one thing, each of us hods beliefs about

our pas experiences. Since my past differs from yours i at eas some

7. Avin Plartinga, SelFrofle in Abin Pantinge, o faes . Toberin and Pt
Van mwagen (ostn: . Resdel, 1965, 6364 lntings' qote comes o Cavis -
Ints o th Chrsan Region 13.45-14

5
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of aaining knowledge of his creation. To go even further it is plausible
1o think that he endowed the human mind with the abily to arain
knowledge of himself and o communicate information about him in
human language.

Recentl, a number of philosophers have approached a simiar posi-
tion from a different direction, namely, the epistemology of the eigh-
teenth-century Scotish philosopher Thomas Reid (1710-1796). Nicholas
Wolersiorff explains:

At the very foundation of Reid's approach is his clam that at any point
i our lives we have  variey of disposions, incinations, propensies,
10 belleve things—bellf disposiions we may cal them. What accoun

for our belefs, in the vast majory of cases anyway, s the triggering of
one and another such disposition. For example, we are all so constiuted
that upon having memory experiences in certain stuations, we are dis
posed to have certan beliefs about the past. We areall disposed, upon.
having cerain sensations in cerain sitations, 0 have certain beliefs
about the external physical workd. Upon having cerain other sensatons.
in certain situations, we are al disposed 10 have certain belefs about
other persons.t

‘Continuing 10 follow Reid'strail, Wollerstorf notesthat Reid was also.
interested in how humans came to have these belick:-producing disposi
tions or mechanisms. It was Reid's conviction, Wolterstorff explains,

bt somewhere in the history of each of s are 1o b found certin beliel
isposions with which we were simply “endowed by our Creator” They
belong 10-our human nature. We come it them. They are nnate n us
“Thei exisence in us i not the fesul of conditoning, It must not be sup-
‘posed, however, that all uch noncondiioned dispostionssre present n s
atbinh Some, possbly mos, emerge as we mature. W have the disposi-
tion to acquie them upon eachin one and another lvel of maturtion

s also open 10 such classc ratonaliss as Augusine (or me) 0 con-
cur with what Woliersorfldescribesintis paragraph. Clasic raionaliss
always disinguish beween persons’ having cerun ideas innately at
i) and becoming conscious of those ileas a they reach some level
of maturation. Another important commen. Wolesorf gocs on to note
hat Reid also acknowedged the exstence of belief disposiions that are
“acquired by way of conditoning." This i a sensible poin (o make.

4 Nicholas Wolertort,Can e i Goe e Ransl?” i and Kaonaly, o
Alin Paningaand Ncheias Vol (ot D, I Unersy of Note Dar
Frss, 1969, 145 Th chiptrs nthi ook e coemonly ke e he Gt mafor e
ment o th cemcn of eformed epsiemogy.

5 i, 150
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