Why do we think the way we think?
The history of Western thought

By Dr. Jim Denison

| remember the day as though it were last Saturtiayas in elementary school, growing
up in Houston, Texas. It was late one summerradtar, the sun was setting and the stars
were just becoming visible. A cool breeze was lohgwts hint of fall to come. | got off
my bike, lay back in the cool St. Augustine graka aeighbor’s lawn, folded my hands
behind my head, and looked up into the sky.

And the question occurred to me for the very finste: Where did this universe come
from? Soon other questions grew from that onehis all there is? Is there a world
outside this world? How can the world go on for@vedid God make all this? Who or
what made God? Who or what made whoever or whateaele God? And on and on,
as the twilight became night and my parents wordlereere | was. On that neighbor’s
lawn | did my first philosophy.

In just this way the first philosophers did thersf philosophy, too. Six centuries before
the time of Christ, men living on the western cazsivhat is Turkey today began asking
the same questions | asked in Houston, Texas. cameing up with radical answers,
ideas never before recorded in human culture. &hdeas made them the first
philosophers. But not the last. Our entire caltunistory is different because they
thought differently. You and | are the direct Beaf their ways of looking at the world.
Everything about our faith, our ministries, and bues has been affected by the day the
first philosopher folded his hands behind his hasad began to think.

Let’s see how that event happened, and why it msagi@ much.

Anthropo-what?

Greek philosophy began as a reaction to the andhmopphic ("to make human") religion

of the day. Remember Zeus and his cohorts, caxgpatiound on the top of Mt. Olympus
and throwing thunderbolts at anyone who displeabedn? Remember the gods of
Homer's tragic stories, puppet masters who pulke dtrings of Greek soldiers and
armies for their own amusement? So did the fitstopophers, who thought them as
absurd as we do. But why did they ask why? lietsstigate.

It's Greek to me
Why did the first philosophers live in the terrjoof Greece? Why not Egypt, or Israel,
or Hawaii? For several reasons.

One was their natural environment. Greece is dhieeomost mountainous regions in the
inhabited world. Any race who would choose to dai$ peninsula and its islands home
must have the physical stamina of a mountain godtaasimilar disposition. These were
hardy folk.
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You see, Greece is a nation of harbors. Beachfymyerty is no rare commodity. And
so the Greeks found it very easy to emigrate tghimring countries in search of wealth
and fame. Their neighbors found access to GreeMtwand culture just as enticing.
The result was perhaps the most cosmopolitan eultsrd worldview in the ancient
world. At a time when most of the world's natiomsre isolated from each other and
bent on self-preservation, the Greeks were safing influencing) the world.

Their politics became just as cosmopolitan, andfung. Each island had its own
governance. Each city was its own state. Theseu&city-states tried and failed to rule
their neighbors. Finally they settled on a cradga—why not let the people rule
themselves? This "democracy” (literally, "peoptenvpr") was a novel experiment not
attempted again on a serious level until some ¢stomearing powdered wigs wrote this
revolutionary (literally) sentence: "We hold thesaths to be self-evident, that all men
are created equal." Somewhere Greeks were apptaudi

A cosmopolitian worldview plus the democratic idbat every person possesses the right
to think for himself (but not yet herself, unforaely) equals some radical ideas. And
the Greeks were just getting started.

And you thought Baptists were confusing

So some of the first philosophers were free thiske#nose minds were unencumbered by
tradition. Others, however, began their work foeqisely the opposite reason—not to
reject the religions and customs of their day, toutnderstand them. Let's look at these
religious beliefs a little more closely. If thecéent Greeks had denominations, they'd
look like these.

First would be the "Church of Olympians," with Honas its pastor. His "sermons" were
all about the various gods of Mt. Olympus and tlteealings with each other and the
humans with whom they amused themselves. Thesewerk themselves subject to "the
fates," but not to laws or morals. Like a moderasopera, you need a scorecard to keep
up with who's relating (ahem) to whom.

Next would be the "Church of the Cosmogony," ledH®siod. This 8 century farmer
wrote epic poems (called tAdeogony which accounted for the world in terms of divine
beings and their activities. He was the first pargver to create a "cosmogony,” an
account of how the world came to be. Unlike Hontégsiod wanted the world to be
ordered by reason and morality. But the world @lidooperate very much.

Third would be the "Church of Mystery," led by, Wehysterious people. The so-called
"mystery cults” involved the worship of local godgpresenting elemental forces which
were important to people engaged in a strugglestovival with the soil. These cults
worshipped deities like Dionysus, the barbaric gbaine, and Demeter, the goddess of
the native countryside. The mystery cults usedhlst by which the initiated achieved
unity with their chosen god. We call them "mystecults for the enlightening reason



that we have little idea how they did their worshifheir rituals were so secret that most
of them perished when their cults died out.

And last among the religions of ancient Greeks wdad the "Church of Orpheus," led of

course by Orpheus. He was a legendary singer@angaser, and was especially famous
for his ego. He claimed that he would live forevé&he Orphics used purification rituals

to achieve union with the divine.

Of these four "denominations,” the Orphics wereldast popular in their time. And the
most influential for the generations to follow, afa us as well. In fact, we in the
Western world breathe Orphic air every day. Lst's why.

How "secular" became a cuss word

Orpheus had one principal idea: your soul is an amah god imprisoned in your body,
doomed to reincarnation. He thought that your sxidted in some preincarnate state up
in "heaven." But it "sinned" there, and was puadltby being put into this material
world, which was created for just this purgatoparpose. The world you can see, the
flesh you can touch, anything physical at all iatfas inferior. It is part of this "prison of
the soul" and must be escaped.

How? By rituals, ascetic life, and knowledge of ttorrect magical formula after death.
Through the use of contemplative, rational phildgogyour soul can be purified and
released from its abysmal physical jail. Or sol@ws said.

Now this Orphic philosophy was just one thought aghmany, and not even popular in
Orpheus's lifetime. However, to greatly simplifgings, the Orphic cult came to
influence Pythagoras; Pythagoras exerted enornmflugnce with Plato; Plato's thinking
was formative for Augustine; Augustine's theologgswnormative for Luther and the
Protestants; and you and | are Protestants.

From Luther through Augustine through Plato throtgtthagoras to Orpheus we get the
idea that the "secular" is bad and the "sacredb@l. We drive a wedge between what is
"spiritual” and what is not. We think that the ma@piritual we are, the more time we'll
spend in church and the less in the "world." Thalavis evil, but spiritual things are
good. And Orpheus cheers.

This is not at all how the ancient Hebrew people 8angs. They knew the biblical truth
that God made all that is, and pronounced it gddthile the world is of course fallen (cf.
Genesis 3.17-19, Romans 8.18-22), physical thingsat inherently evil. Jesus did not
call us to leave the world, but to evangelize ia(Mew 28.18-20). Salt is no good in the
saltshaker, light no good under a basket (Matthes8-86). God wants us to change the
world, not forsake it.

And so from the ancient Orphics we learn one trag@son why so many Christians have
so little influence on their culture. In a sen@epheus was immortal after all.
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Those crazy lonians

Now we bring things together. On this side of piosophical classroom we find men
who think for the sake of thinking. They have dbsgy no interest in the religious
movements of their day, and want to liberate thaimds from such nonsense. On the
other side of the class we have thinkers who wargurify their souls, to escape from
this mortal life to return to divine glory. Therefigious philosophers lived mainly in
lonia, on the western coast of modern-day Turkd@ye religious philosophers lived
mainly in southern Italy. They would collide inme, and the reverberations haven't
ended yet.

Who says philosophy doesn't pay?

Let's look first at the first of the lonians. lanvas probably the richest community in all
of Greece. And one of the most irreligious (noncadence, that). Its leading city was
named Miletus. And the leading man of Miletus wdsllow named Thales. He was one
of the "Seven Wise Men" of Greece, and is commambwned the first philosopher.
Here's why.

Thales was the first person (in recorded histonyway) to create a cosmogony—a
naturalistic account of how the world came intonigei He risked the wrath of the gods
by suggesting that they had nothing to do withdteation of the universe. He even went
so far as to suggest the element from which theemseé came into existence: water.
Thales was sure that water was that "which exisefdre all existing things came to be,
out of which all things came and into which allntps return.” This made him a monist—
someone who believes that the world came from glesithing. And it made him pretty
close to right.

When you cut any living thing what comes out? Emps and food to survive, what
element do you need? If you're living on the ca@&Surkey or an island, what surrounds
you? If we had to pick only one element to live Wgter would get my vote.

The point is not whether Thales was right or wrdaygcurrent scientific standards, but
that he attempted the effort at all. He was altebluhe first person we know of to
explain things in natural terms, without relying aeligious myths or spiritual
explanations. This fact makes him the first plojaser, and one of the most important of
all time.

And it made him rich. Thales learned to predidipses and the weather (not hard to do,
once you stop attributing them to angry gods). Aade forecasted a bumper olive crop
for a certain year, bought up all the olive presseMliletus, and made a fortune. And

you thought philosophy doesn't pay (most philosogaghers would agree).

Drawing unbounded maps

Thales had a student names Anaximander, who cadinibe string of philosophical
firsts. He invented the first sundial, since havniknew that the sun would behave
according to physical principles and not the whohshe gods. And he created the first-



ever map, in the belief that the gods wouldn't mibwecontinents around whenever they
liked.

Anaximander wasn't satisfied with his teacher'slangtion for the origin of the world,
however. He was absolutely, positively convincedttthe world comes from "the
uncertain” (what a leap of faith!). Tlapeironmeans "unbounded, uncertain, undefined"
in Greek. Anaximander was sure that the univessld result of opposites created by it.

For instance, humidity and rain result from the agfon of hot and cold. Humidity in
turn creates earth, air, and fire, Anaximanderrized. And earth, air, and fire create the
sun, the moon, the stars, and so on. Everythingedaom water, so to speak, but water
was the creation of the undefined, unbounded yealftich holds everything together.
Not too far from Paul's teaching six centuriesrtat€hrist is the image of the invisible
God, the firstborn over all creation. For by hith things were created" (Colossians
1.15-16). And certainly closer to molecular phgsand current scientific theories. No
simpleton, Anaximander.

This pupil of Thales had a pupil himself, a felloamed Anaximines. He further refined
the cosmogonies of his predecessors with the asséhiat the substance from which the
universe was created is air: "Just as the air wisidur soul surrounds us, so do the wind
and air encompass the world.” Anaximines said thatuniverse resembles a human,
with air the breath of life. Everything is govedhéy the law of balance, with no
omnipotence or Creator in a biblical sense.

Of course, Anaximines was closest to molecularmnegieof all. Some estimates suggest
that your body is roughly 99% air. Nothing is trdolid. Anaximines knew more than
he knew.

But the true significance of these three lonians wat their explanations for the
universe, it was the fact that they attempted sxgianations at all. Homer thought the
world was governed by the gods who were themsejogsrned by the fates; Hesiod had
argued for a moral order to the universe. Butltman philosophers were the first to
explain the world on the basis of nature aloned Arat world would never be the same.

lonia was conquered in 546 B.C.by the Persians, ddstroyed Miletus in 494 B.C. And
so intellectual life moved to the religious cultwiesouthern Italy and Sicily, colonies of
mainland Greece at the time. And philosophy "geligion."

Square numbers and liberated souls

If you took high school geometry, perhaps you retmenPythagoras. One of the most
famous principles in math is named for him: thegtbnof the hypotenuse of a right
triangle equals the sum of the squares of the hangt the other two sides. Is that clear?
Aren't you glad this isn't a math course?
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Pythagoras also invented square numbers and stodisital harmonics. But he did all
this in the service of his philosophy, and his gédphy in the service of his religion.
Here's why, and why it matters.

Pythagoras emigrated from the island of Samosha&fdoast of modern-day Turkey to
southern Italy. Around 530 B.C. he founded thehBgbrean Brotherhood at Croton in
South Italy. He and his followers were possesdedl \ery strong religious faith rooted

in the Orphic cult. They were convinced that theouls had existed in a preincarnate
state and must be liberated from the prison hodséheir bodies through rigorous

philosophical thought and right actions. They tjiaiLthat thought makes the soul divine,
and that the true universe is a world of orderpprtion, harmony, form. Hence their

fascination with mathematics, the only "pure" reahncan know in this "fallen” life.

The Pythagoreans taught that form (the male pri@cigs good, but matter (the female
principle) is evil, and that all things evolve fraimeir interchange. Note the continuing
deprecation of the "secular" (and the female ad)walVhile Western thinkers would
seldom accept Pythagoras' mathematical explanafitdre world, they would assume his
prejudice against the material universe. In otherds, Pythagoras still haunts us, and
not just in geometry class.

Who likes change (besides a wet baby)?

If Pythagoras was right, the only world which medtes the unchanging realm of

numbers and harmonies. But you can't eat numharkeds you're a professional

mathematician). More practically oriented Greelkshted to know how to make sense of
the world we can see (and digest). Two schoolshotight emerge, each radically

opposed to the other, each centered on the issclkeaoje and permanence in the world
we experience each day.

Stepping into the same river twice
First, Heraclitus steps to the stage.

Called "Skoteinos" (the "Dark One") by his contemgp@s because of his convoluted
writing style, Heraclitus had utter contempt for lat his own ideas. For instance, he
suggested that Homer deserved to be whipped (eathan gratitude of all junior high
literature students). He lived and worked in Episeshe largest city on Asia Minor (the
western coast of Turkey today). And he arguedtday ideas which are still hugely
important today.

One: change is the law of the universe. Accordibleraclitus, everything that exists is

in perpetual conflict and motion. Even those tBimghich appear to be at rest, aren't. A
bent bow, for instance, is still only because thieng and the bow pull equally against

each other. Thus Heraclitus' most famous sentéioe: cannot step into the same river

twice." Everything is changing.



Then why doesn't the universe come apart at theseaBecause of Heraclitus' second
idea: the "logos" holds everything together. Hmed this word, so far as we know. It is
the Greek word for "word," but it means far more-gig reason, order, intelligence.

This is Heraclitus' god, the living intelligence it holds together everything that is.

We each have the choice of living according to firisciple of reason, or of living in
perpetual ignorance. The more reasoned our lthesmore harmonious and whole our
souls in this changing world.

Heraclitus' famous example for an unchanging/changvorld was fire. While it is
constantly changing, it is always fire. It maintits identity and order in the midst of
perpetual chaos. So it is with the rest of theversie as well.

It is more than a coincidence that John would olpisngospel six centuries later with
these statements: "In the beginning was the Wawel Greek word here isgoq, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was God. He wath v@od in the beginning.
Through him all things were made; without him nothiwas made that has been made"
(John 1.1-3). While John has more in mind thanakl@us' philosophy, | believe that he
is using it to explain the Incarnation to the Gredlwho would otherwise reject any
notion of God in physical flesh, for Orphic reaspnklore on this later.

Heraclitus had other, far less important, idease bdlieved the sun to be the size of a
plate (because it looks that way, | suppose). Hgeght that it was extinguished and relit
daily. And he was sure that the heavens rotatenarthe earth. We can't all be right.

Do you get the point?

Every extreme begets an extreme. Heraclitus' atssohsistence on change as the
principle of the universe was opposed by Parmenides Italian thinker who was
completely convinced that Heraclitus was completwipng. How he came to that
notion, and how his students defended it, is onth@fmore entertaining chapters in the
history of Greek philosophy.

Parmenides' teacher was a wandering religious ¢eatdmed Xenophanes of Colophon.
Read his description of the religious beliefs cotr@ his time, and see if he's not onto
something:

If oxen, horses or lions were able to draw pictaesnen do, oxen would draw
gods that were oxlike, horses gods that were hkesebnd lions lionlike
gods....

The Ethiopians say the gods are black and flatdhosdile the Thracians
declare they are blue-eyed and red-headed.

Every time | see the Italian-looking Jesus painbgdLeonardo da Vinci inThe Last
Supperl think Xenophanes was right.
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Xenophanes believed that the world is one. Ndtthes product of one substance or one
process—the world is one. Parmenides agreed: 'Whigh isis, and it is impossible for

it not to be." A=A, and cannot be anything eld$Rationally, something that is cannot

become something else. The keyboard on which Itygimg these words cannot be

anything but a keyboard. And so change is imptesib

Parmenides was the first philosopher to use suclypational arguments in defense of
his ideas. And so he is known as the first Ratisrasomeone who believes that truth is
the result of logical reasoning, not empirical aliagon. If | were to point out to
Parmenides that my keyboard could be melted inptastic lump and remolded into a
miniature Statue of Liberty, he wouldn't care. iBally speaking, it is a keyboard right
now, so it must be a keyboard always.

This sounds rather ridiculous, doesn't it? Butiakty it's not. Consider these defenses of
Parmenides' reasoning by his student, Zeno of EléAeno's paradoxes” were his
attempts to prove rationally that change is imgussi

Here's one. Imagine that you're holding a bowamo\w, prepared to shoot at the wall on
the other side of the room from where you're regditvese words. Before the arrow can
get to the wall, would you agree that it has tolgdfway there? Before it can get to that
spot, does it have to get halfway to it? Beforeah get halfway to the place which is
halfway to halfway, does it have to get halfwayt® And so on, and so on, and so on—
ultimately, the arrow never moves. Do you getghmt? (pun intended).

And so we have a stalemate. Heraclitus is rigbtoaling to our senses, everything
changes constantly. And Parmenides is right: a@icegrto logic, nothing can change.
What's a philosopher to do?

Physics before there were physicists

If you can't win the game, change the rules. $@¥@ryone is playing by the rule that
there is one basic substance or principle whicHagxp everything. What if there isn't?
The Pluralists (aptly named) are sure there igkrid they're mainly right.

Meet Empedocles of Agrigentum, one of the greattisgoof all time. He said of
himself, "I wander among you as an immortal god,a®a mortal. | am honored by all
as a god—as is fit—and they weave wreaths for egdh But why do | speak about it
as if it were something unusual? | am much moaa tyou, O mortals steeped in many
evils!" The title of his autobiography should haeenHumility And How | Perfected It.

His sandals were discovered near Mount Aetna, whiak said to have rejected them
when Empedocles threw himself into its crater tarethe secrets of Vulcan. Three
cheers for the volcano.

Here's why such an egomaniac matters to us: heriglaisabout something important.
He was the first significant thinker to break themst mold, arguing that the world is



made of many parts, not a single whole. Earth,fise, and water are the four roots of
existence. Finally the world can change and nahgk at the same time.

Anaxagoras of Clazomenea continues the progressiolg that matter is composed of
indestructible and invisible bodies (which he cdfiseds”). And Leucippus of Miletus
assents, dividing all of nature into innumerabtgeliparticles.

Finally a fellow named Democritus identifies theotaoi" ("that which cannot be cut")
as the elementary bodies of the universe. Thasen@" act and interact with each other
to produce the changing phenomena we observe egchAhd yet they are themselves
indestructible, thus the substance which ensuepéhmanence of reality.

At last we have a reasonable explanation for thddaand its vagaries, and that twenty-
three centuries before atomic physicists can cthgrcredit for themselves.

Summarizing this summary

By the time these three centuries of thinking hemded, the Western world has made
amazing progress toward the culture we have toWléy.have left in the rearview mirror
the gods of Homer and Hesiod for the natural warddsee outside the windshield. After
arguing for a few generations about what the walchade of, we have finally decided
that it is made of many things, some of which we sae but most of which we cannot.
These things behave according to reasonable, haitnziples. And so the world is
ordered and rational. Given the mythological wakgy they inherited, these thinkers
were both radical and revolutionary. And the Weesteorld has never been the same.

From these pre-Socratics (because they worked encénturies before Socrates, of
course) the Western world learned certain assumptioOne: the world that matters

today is the material, not the spiritual. Two: @an best understand that world through
logic and reason, not myth and religious traditiorhree: for truly spiritual people, the

spiritual is good while the "secular" is bad.

No need for God in such a world, is there? Spitity is personal, individual, subjective.
It is not about the practical world we can see,dnly the soul we cannot. If you choose
to pursue spirituality in order to purify your owpirit, that's fine. But don't impose your
spirituality on reasonable materialists like thstref us. We know what really matters is
matter.

Doesn't sound likancientphilosophy at all, does it?

When the light at the end of the tunnel is an oncomg train
The shortest war in history was fought between &magjland Zanzibar in 1896. Zanzibar
surrendered after 38 minutes. If only the Athesibad been so intelligent.
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For 50 years, Athens had been the greatest poweGrgece. Then came the
Peloponnesian War (431-404 B.C.), their 27-yeagloonflict with Sparta, the great city-
state to the south. Athens knew they would lose war for ten years, but they kept
fighting. The end was a bitter, humiliating defégt their mortal enemies. And you
thought you had a bad year.

The Athenians could see the light at the end ofttimmel, until it ran over them. So
could the philosophers, who tried to make the lbést very bad situation. As Athens
crept closer and closer to disaster, many of hepleebegan to abandon their traditional
gods, and to turn to the philosophers for truth gmdance. The Sophists were ready.

The original wise guys

Sophists were the originators of that great tradithow carried forward by late-night
infomercials, the first pop psychologists, the orad success gurus. They were the
"learned ones" who could teach you how to succedthrd times. They wrote how-to
handbooks on nearly every subject, and travelednakrthe country conducting seminars
and collecting large fees.

In time the most popular of the Sophists becamermatiional figures, in demand all over

the Mediterranean world. They would advise famaonarriages, educate wealthy

children, and guide kings and princes. Their swviwere available to the highest bidder.
We have Personal Digital Assistants, tiny compaggticalendars in our hands; they were
Personal Philosophical Assistants, the best thédwrad to offer before Bill Gates.

| thought | was wrong, but it turns out | was wrong

Over a single generation these Sophists becamegrted celebrities of their culture.
They were the first to argue for subjective ethibs,idea that no absolutes exist (itself an
absolute statement, when you think about it—or @fgou don't). According to their
philosophy of life, the only wrong idea is the idbat an idea can be wrong. I'm not sure
what that means, but neither were they.

In time the Sophists settled on the practice ofate—the art of persuasion by eloquent
speech. If no absolute values can be relied ujpenbest we can do in life is convince

others that our own subjective ideas are right.e Bophist teachers became brilliant
debaters, learning to persuade gigantic crowdlefruth of their chosen ideas. The rest
of the intellectual world hated them, for they abulever win an argument with them.

No matter how wrong their positions seemed to ey tould persuade the crowds that
they were right. They were the first Teflon phdpkers.

Talk show ethics got their start with the Sophdtsaincient Greece. What you believed
wasn't nearly as important as convincing others §@u were right, or at least
entertaining. To their credit, the Sophist argutrfen natural rights (everyone is right,
because no one can be wrong) made them oppos&tieeyswhich was common in the
day. Other than that contribution, the best thirggcan say for the Sophists is that they
made better philosophers better still. No Sophstsbably no Socrates.



We might add that the Sophists never really werdyawPostmodern relativism, the idea
that there's no such thing as objective truth I{iese objective truth claim) can be traced
all the way back to the Sophists. I'm not grateful

From stonecutter to soul shaper

Philosophers come in all shapes, sizes, and mimtngt In the case of Socrates (470-399
B.C.), his was the oddest of all three. He waguas little man, quite ugly, described as
having "strangely staring eyes.” He was the sothefstonecutter Sophroniscus and his
midwife Phainarete. By trade he was a stonectitaself, but he did not follow his
profession. This single fact led to much verbalsab(and sometimes worse) from his
wife Xanthippe. No wonder he wanted to get outtled house and down to the
philosopher's hall every chance he got.

Plato, Socrates’ most famous student, spoke offethe man's amazing physical

toughness. Plato claims proudly that his teaclaitdcdrink any man under the table

"when necessary." (He doesn't say when that iSQcrates possessed great moral
courage, refusing to compromise his beliefs eveherface of impending death.

He was a man of enormous intellectual concentratéor instance, while serving in the
Athenian army stationed at the town of Potidae&r&es is said to have stood still for a
day and a night, thinking out an intellectual difem Indifferent to his surroundings or
bodily needs, he stood and thought while the arriaeght all around him. Apparently

the other side didn't consider him much of a njitthareat. Nor did he.

Xenophon, one of his greatest admirers, shows why:

“Socrates was so pious that he undertook nothingowt the will of the gods;
so just that he did not one injustice--more thaat,the was kind to everyone
who came in contact with him. He was so much tlaster of himself that he
never preferred what was merely pleasurable to wiastgood; and so virtuous
that he never made a mistake in the choice bettveegood, the better and the
worse--in a word, he was the best and happiedt ofamkind.”

How did such a strange person become so influénfldrough two words.

Do you know yourself?

The oracle at Delphi was the greatest tourist @ttra in ancient Greece. Conventional
wisdom said that the gods spoke to mortals heree "Bracle” was actually a female,
sitting on a chair suspended over a shaft whichd@an into the earth. A worshipper
would approach and ask his question of the godgstsMvould rise from this shaft, and
the woman would speak the word of the gods to taiesgm. Answers were usually
cryptic and ambiguous at best—Ilike the horoscoghlisimorning's newspaper.
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Socrates made his pilgrimage to this oracle, aghddsands of others in his day. The
oracle told him that he was the wisest of all nfen,while no one knows anything, he
knew that he knew nothing. Then the oracle gawe this motto for living: "know
yourself." These two words became his passionhémdingular contribution to Western
culture.

Do you know what you don't know?

How do we know ourselves? Through the "Socraticdthod of questioning our
assumptions and truth claims. His method begaprbfessing ignorance of the truth,
and seeking it through dialogue. He would seekfaiion of the truth in question, test
it by common experience, and deduce consequences.

For instance, consider this abbreviated record obraversation between Socrates and a
man named Meno:

Soc. By the gods, Meno, be generous and tell meywhasay that virtue is. . . .

Men. There will be no difficulty, Socrates, in apgwg your question. Let us
take first the virtue of a man--he should know Hovadminister the state, and
in the administration of it to benefit his friendad harm his enemies; and he
must also be careful not to suffer harm himselivofan's virtue, if you wish to
know about that, may also be easily described:chay is to order her house
and keep what is indoors, and obey her husbanceeryEage, every condition of
life, young or old, male or female, bond or freas la different virtue: there are
virtues numberless, and no lack of definitionsheint; for virtue is relative to
the actions and ages of each of us in all that we And the same may be said
of vice, Socrates.

Soc. How fortunate | am, Meno! When | ask yowfa virtue, you present me
with a swarm of them, which are in your keepingip@®se that | carry on the
figure of the swarm, and ask of you, What is theineaof the bee? And you
answer that there are many kinds of bees, andlyr&ut do bees differ as bees
because there are many and different kinds of tleerare they not rather to be
distinguished by some other quality, as, for exanpkauty, size, or shape?
How would you answer me?

Men. | should answer that bees do not differ frama another, as bees.

Soc. And if I went on to say: That is what | desgir&now, Meno; tell me what is
the quality in which they do not differ, but aré alike--would you be able to
answer?

Men. | should.

Soc. And so of the virtues, however many and diftehey may be, they have
all a common nature which makes them virtues; andthos he who would



answer the question, "What is virtue?" would dolwelhave his eye fixed; do
you understand?

Men. | am beginning to understand; but | do noyastake hold of the question
as | could wish.

[Socrates continues through ten pages of questegearding the various nature
of various virtues, none of which Meno is ableriewer.]

Soc. Then begin again, and answer me. What, aicgptd you and your friend
Gorgias, is the definition of virtue?

Men. O Socrates, | used to be told, before | knew; yhat you were always
doubting yourself and making others doubt; and yow are casting your spells
over me, and | am simply getting bewitched and amiglud, and am at my wits'
end. And if | may venture to make a jest upon you,seem to me both in your
appearance and in your power over others to be likeythe flat torpedo fish,

who torpifies those who come near him and touch, f@m you have now

torpified me, | think. For my soul and my tongue eally torpid, and | do not

know how to answer you; and though | have beeweleldl of an infinite variety

of speeches about virtue before now, and to margops--and very good ones
they were, as | thought--at this moment | cannenesay what virtue is.

The point is not what virtue is, but that we cankiwbw what virtue is unless we know
ourselves first. Objective, empirical, coldly logi speculation does not achieve truth.
But logic is a useful tool in defining the truth waust experience personally.

The Socratic method has been used for twenty-tloesguries to arrive at clear
definitions, to expose fallacious assumptions, ndiscover truth. But this is just the
beginning of Socrates' contribution to our culture.

How's your soul today?

Socrates' most important belief about you and m#has we are a soul, an eternally-
significant person who must care for our spiritliaés as our highest priority in life.
Before Socrates, the spiritual nature of humanvi#s a means to an ends—the more we
pleased the gods, the happier and richer we migteat to become. While there were
isolated philosophical movements who sought tondeahe soul from its prison house
(cf. the Orphics and Pythagoras), they never cagttiie popular imagination. Socrates
did.

He was a "gadfly" on the Athenian culture of hig,d@nsistently insisting that we know
and practice only the good. Socrates (naivelyielset that the soul will always do good
when it knows the good. And he believed that ouesy for the good mirrors the

1 Plato,Meno,trans. Benjamin Jowett (Indianapolis: The Bobbs+Me&Zompany, Inc., 1949) 24-6, 35-6.
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ontological existence of the Good, an objectivatrand wrong which exists independent
of our subjective experiences.

And so Socrates wants you and me to seek alwaydotahe good. How? By

investigating rationally all claims to the good,see if they are built upon a truthful and
objective definition and reality. And then by aypl this reality to our lives, whatever
its cost.

For example, when Socrates was condemned to depistly by the Athenian courts as a
corrupter of their youth (actually he exposed tloeruption of their parents), he was
faced with a moral dilemma. He could easily haseaped his prison cell with his life.

But his rational investigation of this option ledrhto a certain conclusion: if every

person condemned by the courts were to flee hitese, a just and ordered society
would be impossible. If it is wrong for othersftee justice, he could not flee justice.
And so he must die.

Socrates drank the hemlock which ended his lifeabse he believed this to be the
objectively right thing to do. He sought and liied the good, always. And his example
would forever change the way Western thinkers sbtmto the same.

Socrates taught our Western civilization that theran objective truth, and that we can
know it. Jesus agreed, though for very differaasons and in a very different way: "I
am the way and the truth and the life. No one cinethe Father except through me"
(John 14:6). To the degree that we admit and m@zeghe truth about God, others, and
ourselves, we can live in the light of our Fathertsrd and will. If there is an area of
your life which contradicts or ignores the truth@bd's revelation and purpose for your
life, today is a wonderful day to resubmit yourgelfthe Truth" himself.

Next we will study the influence of Socrates updat® and Aristotle, and through them,
on our lives today. For now, know that an emphasisobjective truth, determined
rationally and then experienced personally, hasnb#e single most important
intellectual foundation for the Western world. Atigat foundation was first built by a
little son of a stonecutter.

He has not finished carving our world, yet.

A broad thinker and the world he left us

A newspaper article described change this way: ‘@you will, you get behind in the
race, in spite of yourself. It's an incessantisiréo keep pace...and still, you lose
ground. Science empties its discoveries on yofasbthat you stagger beneath them in
hopeless bewilderment. The political world is nesgsn so rapidly, you're out of breath
trying to keep pace with who's in and who's outzerfgthing is high pressure. Human
nature can't endure much more!"

Sounds like yesterday's news, doesn't it? Itr@mftheAtlantic Journa) June 16, 1833.



Despite all that has changed about our culture, most basic questions remain
unanswered today. What happens when we die? Howwe live meaningful lives?
What are the best ways to raise our children? Howe govern ourselves as individuals
and as a nation?

The most influential answers ever proposed fordhmarennial, ultimate questions came
from a man nicknamed "the Broad," and his most lynpupil. And everything else in
Western philosophy is largely a footnote.

Aristocles was born in 427 B.C., and later givee tiickname Plato (meaning "the
broad," apparently owing both to the size of higliect and his girth). To call him the

son of aristocracy is to understate the case. fafisly traced themselves to Poseidon,
god of the sea, and Solon the lawgiver. When ymaestors rule most of the surface of
the planet and the laws of all mankind, you're ungiessure to make something of
yourself. And Plato did.

As the story goes, he was twenty years old, dackremdsome, when he met Socrates.
Immediately he changed his life's ambition to péophy. So much for family
expectations. But no one knew the historic sigaifice of this decision, least of all Plato.

Sparta defeated Athens in 404 B.C. Plato lefchisquered hometown, disillusioned and
bitter. For several years he wandered across €yrdimaty, Sicily, and Egypt, meditating

constantly on the thought of Socrates. He fine#yirned home to take up the work of
his former teacher, founding the first great plojasical school in Western history. This
school was named the Academy (for the grove ofstiggder which it met; does this
make them shadetree philosophers?)—hence "acadetmitzs,. Plato spent the rest of
his life at his school, active in teaching and ingtto his death in 348 B.C.

His writings have all been preserved, but littleho$ oral teaching was recorded. His
writing reads like dialogue, however, as it is hetform of conversations between
Socrates and others. His literary skills were mmrable, but not systematic.

One of the great struggles in understanding Platothie existence of apparent
philosophical contradictions recorded in theseadjaés. The other is in knowing when
Plato is preserving the ideas of Socrates and wigers putting his own thoughts in
Socrates' literary mouth. While questions remaioua some of his ideas, no doubt
remains about his influence.

We're only a shadow of ourselves
Plato thought that you and | inhabit a world whishbut a shadow of the real world.
Here's why.

We're in bad hands
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Plato was convinced by Socrates that the obje€iged exists. But he couldn't find it
anywhere in this corrupted, decadent world. Andhsoconcluded that it must exist
someplace outside the material universe. But wheBerrowing from the Pythagoreans
their Orphic belief that the soul is a fallen, pirnate god, he found his answer.

According to Plato, a world of eternal, unchangipgrfect realities exists, but in the
realm of ideas, not physicality. This "place” taled the world of Forms or Ideas. It
must by definition be separate from the sensiblddyand is known only to the intellect.
These Forms are unchanging realities, and thealy)gcts worth knowing.

What of our changing, non-ideal (literally) world eéxperience? It is only a shadow of
the Forms, a physical and thus imperfect reflectibthe Ideas it represents. The way to
escape the shadows and experience the Forms isgthrphilosophy (naturally),
specifically by seeking the true, universal defomtof a thing or experience. When we
understand an entity in its perfect, unchangingerss, we have glimpsed the Form
which it reflects.

We need an example, preferably as mundane as [os$io, consider the fingers with

which you type on your computer. What is uniquableast unusual about your hands?
(fingerprints, shape, etc.). What is the unchamgissence of the "perfect" hands? You
are this moment contemplating the Form of handsylath your physical appendages
are but a poor representative. Just as a shadoet the real thing, so your hands are not
real in themselves. Alas, they only copy the ideahds you have discovered by
philosophical reflection. And they are not the way wish they were (ask any arthritic).

How did we get in this sorry state of affairs? Rember Orpheus' strange idea that our
souls "sinned" in their pre-mortal existence aral punished by being put in such fallen
hands (and eyes, and ears). Pythagoras beliey@e@s, and Plato believed Pythagoras.
You may not believe Plato, but millions of peopde €ight centuries did.

Here is Plato's most popular illustration of ourrldcof shadows. Imagine that you are
exploring some caves in a park. You walk into @agy strange cavern, finding inside a
group of people who are chained to the back wHifeir captors have arranged things so
that these unfortunate people cannot turn theidhéasee behind themselves. Thus they
do not see you, or even know that a "you" mighstexihe only world they can see is the
back wall they face. Behind them roars a giam, faasting their shadows on this wall.
Because they have lived their entire lives seeirly these shadows, they assume them to
be all the world there is. But you know bettepu¥vant to unchain them and show them
the larger world they cannot see. So did Plato.

How do we rattle such chains?

Remembering what you know

Plato is sure that your soul not only lived oncéhea world of Forms, but can remember
it (with a little help). When you contemplate theautiful, or reflect on the ideal, your
soul is reminded of that perfect Idea it once knéelhis is the theory of "anamnesis”



("remembering”), and it constitutes the first episblogy (theory of knowledge) in
Western history.

To help your soul remember its roots, you needtke Idiscipline. Plato offers these
helpful hints. He thinks that your intellect ithghtful ruler of your soul, aided with the
higher emotions (such as love, nobility, sacrifie@d the like). However, the lower
emotions of lust and pride want to hijack the whetgerprise. So you must discipline
your soul through the use of reason and logic, tzance and virtue.

Plato likens your soul to a charioteer (your miadjl two horses (the higher emotions,
which help steer, and the lower emotions, which twarntake the whole thing into the
ditch). So long as your thoughts and feelings thkehigh road, so to speak, all is well.

Let's try this theory out. Think for a moment abthe table at which you are sitting, or
last sat. Who thought of such an odd idea as @ pi wood held up by four others?
How did he or she come to design the first suchgthi What design did the builder
attempt to execute? Probably a more perfect thiale you are seeing or remembering
right now. That "ideal" table was composed of gqm rectangle, supported by perfectly
designed and created legs. But such perfectiompgssible in this world of imperfect
wood, nails, and hands.

So where did such a perfect design come from? visogl, physical experience, for no
such entity exists. If Plato is right, the firstclaitect of the first perfect table
contemplated the idea of "tableness," if you wlluch contemplation caused his or her
soul to remember the "idea" of the perfect taflbe result was a design only imperfectly
executed in wood.

The only hope for us in this flawed world is thatrcsouls can also remember the
unchanging moral standards which regulate lifehie world of Forms. An absolute

morality, learned from Socrates, permeates Platortd view. But that morality has no

reference in God or our personal relationship With, for reasons we'll soon examine.

Why does any of this matter to you and me todag® tltis simple and important reason:
if Plato is right, the way Christians see God, teelves, and their world is wrong.
Tragically, for nearly five hundred years the chiusaw God through Plato's eyes, not
Plato through God's. And we're still paying foattmistake today.

Let's see why, and how.

Working with rusty nails
Plato's way of seeing the world works itself outtireology and everyday life with
disastrous consequences. First, think about wdieoé this puts God.

God is only an idea
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If physical reality is a flawed shadow, then a petfGod cannot be definition have any
part of it. If he made it with all its imperfectis, he clearly is imperfect as well.

And so Platonic thought relegates God to the redlideas only. He can have nothing to
do with this shadowy place. The very idea thatvoeld intervene in the natural world

you and | must inhabit is absurd by definition. eTimiraculous is rendered impossible,
and any hope you and | have to know God while is $hadowy cave is dashed. Think
about him, but don't try to experience him persignaDoesn't much of our culture today
agree?

If Plato is right, God is a figment of your imagiiuan, literally. Your idea of God may be
very different from mine. Who's to say who's righfAnd what difference does it all
make anyway? Can you see why Greek philosoph@rsineh little interest in personal
religion? And why our Western culture has a bmlsuspicion of it as well?

Growing up, | thought that religion was a crutch ¢apples. So did Plato. What neither
of us realized is that we're all crippled. AndtBGod is no help at all.

How things got this way

So, how did this cave of shadows come to existze#ims that God created a divine
craftsman, a figure who made both souls and bddoes pre-existing materials. This
craftsman did the best he could, but he had rusitg and warped two-by-fours to work
with. This material world is the source of evil qur lives--it is irrational, chaos in
perpetual movement. And there's nothing either @dus carpenter can do about it.

The divine craftsman modeled his work on the Fowhgh exist in the world of Ideas,
but he could make only imperfect copies of thenhmisTis why when you contemplate a
table you can imagine the "tableness" he was attegigo reproduce. Your soul
remembers the Ideal table and is drawn from thaotib cave of shadows to the real
world of Forms.

Here's what Plato's theory of creation means fars@Gans: this world is a bad place, and
you want to spend as little time here as possibleu want to break the philosophical
chains which tie you to the shadows you see, lmkihg about the world you cannot.
You cannot change the world, so don't try. Justtdet it change you.

This is the most popular definition of spiritualitknow today. Retreat from this fallen,
sinful world. Spend as little time in it as podsib Live at the church, raise your kids
there, go to school there, socialize there. Shom fthe Christian Yellow Pages; listen
only to Christian music; read only Christian booksye only Christian friends. And
somewhere Plato is cheering.

Didn't Jesus warn us that salt is no good in ttslszker?

A philosopher needs his island



How would Plato rule a country, given his ideaswthdeas? Rather sternly, it turns out.

Just as the soul is governed by reason, so scsletyld be governed by the reasoners.
The philosophers make up the "guardian” class aterdhe government and its citizens.

They are aided by the "warrior" class (akin to thgher emotions we saw in Plato's

epistemology), who work in close cooperation wiile guardians to keep the masses in
line.

The "working" class (like the lower emotions) mbg governed closely. They do the
farming, manufacturing, trading, and other mundamek which makes the city-state
possible. And so they feed the guardians and ararwho rule them.

How are we to produce these classes? Guardiansiepeived of all natural marriage,

private property, or family life. They are matem dther guardians. Their offspring
never know their parents, but grow up in a generaisery and so are protected from all
concerns but the rational.

To make all this happen, the city-state shoulddmated on an island, with all foreign
contact strongly discouraged. And you thought denay was flawed.

The best thing about Plato's theory of politicshiat it was never enacted. Makes our
politics look better, doesn't it?

Ignore the shadow of the shadow

What of aesthetics, a theory of art? Plato sawisllal art as a distraction. After all, if
an apple you can see is but a shadow of "appléntbes) a painting of that apple is a
shadow of a shadow. A royal waste of time.

But Plato knew that art, for all its flaws, hasarenfluence on our souls, especially the
lower emotions. So he wanted it tightly censureihd music most of all, since it
bypasses the eyes and goes straight to the sbhk thought so poorly of the ordered,
mathematically-oriented music of his day, what da guppose he'd think of rap?

Plato was more helpful when he did science. He emwinced that the earth is not
stationary, but revolves around an axis. It wotskle the Western world nearly two
millennia to agree. He urged the standardizingveights and measures, and was sure
that 365 days make a year. If only he'd stuclctense and left politics alone.

The central tradition of Western thought owes @spexistence to Plato. He was the true
philosopher of beginnings, since he started thesediscussion of almost every great
philosophical question. He wanted us to focus aom souls, and to live out the
unchanging standard of morality he first learnearfiSocrates.

But his God bears no practical relationship to twes. His world of Forms has no

connection with this physical universe, except tigto his epistemological speculations.
The world wanted a more concrete explanation. riatstotle.

Dr. Jm Denison, President, Center for labRaith, vwwyinformedFaith.com Copyiight © 2009. Pag 9



The biological philosopher

We are truly in the Information Age. But we're tin¢ first people to center our lives and
culture around the accumulation and transmissiosuch. The second great thinker in
Western history would have loved the Internet. dptd¢hat he already knew more than it
does, or wanted to. As we continue to considere¢asons we think as we do, let's meet
Aristotle.

The greatest of Plato's pupils was the most unflikaristotle (384-322 B.C.) was the son
of a doctor and the heir of a long family traditiommedicine. Not exactly the career
pursuit a teacher would suggest who believed tlysipal is but a shadow. He grew up
in Stagira, a city in Chalcidice on the north coakthe Aegean Sea. When he was
eighteen he entered Plato's Academy, and stayed fbe twenty years (until Plato's
death in 348 B.C.).

Sometimes Aristotle maintained an excellent refegiop with his teacher. On other days
he would linger after lectures and challenge Ratt#as and reasoning. Plato referred to
him as the "mind" of the Academy.

When Aristotle once conducted a sharp polemic agaive master, Plato compared him
to a filly that kicks the dam whose milk it drannd when Plato's favorite pupils were
absent one day, Aristotle argued so ruthlessly ten80-year-old master that Plato was
obliged to remain away from his own Academy forethrmonths. Tough stuff,
philosophy.

At Plato's death, Aristotle was incensed that he wat put in charge of the Academy
(one wonders why he was surprised). Plato's negwvhe job instead, proving that

academic politics haven't changed. And so Aristatormed off, moved to the

principality of an old student of his named Hermiasrried his niece, and wrote a noble
poem when Hermias was later betrayed and crucifledm there he moved to the coast
of Asia Minor to study marine biology. And by thay, for three years (from 343-340

B.C.) he tutored the heir to the throne of Macedpaiyoung man named Alexander.

In 335 Aristotle returned to Athens to found hisrophilosophical school, the Lyceum.
Here he built the first important library in Greeed@th a large collection of maps and a
natural history museum. Given his family backgmbuit is no surprise that his
curriculum was broader than Plato's Academy, irnolgidnatural sciences, biology,
literature, psychology, and the new science ofdogi

Unlike Plato's artistic dialogues, Aristotle's wenkere composed of his straightforward,
tightly reasoned lectures. He gave these lecturdeide walking about the spacious
gardens of the Lyceum with his students while tesgussed various subjects together.
Hence the "peripatetic® method of teaching (from @reek words for "to walk about”).
Many preachers are peripatetics and don't even kinow



In 323 B.C., when Alexander the Great died andranMacedonian sentiment swept the
country, Aristotle was forced to abandon his LyceuRe fled the country, and died the
next year.

God, the universe, and all related subjects

Aristotle’s major work was nothing much—just gathgrall the learning of the past and
present, in the fields of science, philosophy, ahet law, and literature, and organizing
this knowledge into meaningful patterns which wobé&davailable to posterity. And we
thought Plato was broad.

The result was philosophy developed on the largessible scale. Aristotle's career
established the great divisions of philosophy whaoh still accepted today, and he made
enduring contributions in each of them. Let's labkhese contributions, each in turn.

Let's be logical

If we are going to organize all learning into orystem, we will need a strategy. And so
Aristotle's first contribution to philosophy and ®tern thought was to state the laws of
logic as we know them today. He studied the stinecbf rational thought, seeking to

define those essential principles which sustainealoned inquiry. And he succeeded.

We all employ three basic axioms whenever we thimbkrdered ways. First, we use
what Aristotle called the law aflentity. A is A, and it must remain so. In other words,
we begin by identifying the reality we are seekioginderstand. We name it, quantify it,
qualify it. We first want to know what it is, am@bw it relates to the rest of reality.

Then we move to the second axiom of reason: theofantradiction Ais B, or it is not
B, but it cannot be both. Whenever we identify stiimg, we also identify what it is
not. And it cannot be both, or reason breaks doiMme page on which you are reading
these words is either visible or it is not. If Wénk it is both, we cannot think about it at
all.

Now we're ready for the last axiom of logic: the laf theexcluded middleA is B or it is
not B, but it cannot be botht the same time A statement must be either true or false
within a given logical context. We must choose.

These laws of logic have sustained rational ingéioyn Aristotle to today. This effect
has been both very good and very bad, for reasefiss@on investigate.

"The form be with you"

The logical approach Aristotle brought to the wofkphilosophy was a distinct departure
from Plato's dialogues on scattered subjects. hBugjreatest break with his master came
not in strategy but in substance, literally.

Remember that Plato was convinced by Pythagordstlieee is a world of Forms or
Ideas, distinct from this physical world, and tttas world is but an imperfect shadow of
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that which is real. This ontology was the foundatior Plato's approach to the soul, the
physical universe, aesthetics, and the future.

Aristotle rejects this essential premise. Compyetéle is certain that the Form, such as
it is, is to be found in the material world itselRather than being a shadow of the real,
the physical universes the real. Why did Aristotle come to this monunagrghift of
worldviews? And why does it matter?

Aristotle begins in his usual logical way. Ratibhaings must know objective truths, or
they are not rational. However, the Forms canrkbown objectively--they are the

product of a speculative philosophical system, emwipirical experience. And so the
primary realities of life must be the individualrigs we perceive. As a result, the Forms
(such as they are) must be contained in the obijeetsselves.

In this view, individual concrete entities are reald scientifically knowable. Aristotle
calls these entities the "substance," the thingcllactually exists. He takes Plato's
Forms to describe the unchanging essence whichs dgive thing its definition and
purpose. As a result, things can change in qyaquiality, and position, but they cannot
change in themselves because of their form.

And so Aristotle's ontology incorporates Plato'sistence on objective truth and values,
as it was learned from Socrates. He explains l@witorld can change (cf. Heraclitus)
while affirming unchanging values and timelesshsufcf. Parmenides). And he makes it
possible for philosophy to be relevant to the okeslele world of real life experience.

One example of this relevance is Aristotle's faasttom with biology. He was the first to
construct a system for naming, categorizing, ardting all living forms. Another
example is his view of the universe. He saw thgeolable universe as eternal and all-
embracing, with nothing (such as a world of Formg)side it, and theorized that it is
hierarchically ordered and subject to causatioevary respect. His understanding of
physics was formative until well after the time@dpernicus--for centuries, the heavenly
bodies revolved around the earth in perfectly e#tigl, rational orbits. Or so the world
thought. Such theories and many others were nietivy Aristotle's shift from the
unseen Forms to the observable Substance of life.

How does this new perspective change things? ényewvay. If Aristotle is right, there is
no “"spiritual” realm to be separated from the "t&@cu God is not distant from this
material universe. Spirituality is best develojgdstudying the empirical things which
surround us. Ministry happens by reaching the dvaré can see, not by escaping to the
world we cannot. We'll watch this philosophicalifshas it works itself out in
monumental ways across Western culture.

A moving god

Some of the most intellectual facts have the mastdane explanations. For instance,
most Christians do not know that the letters of|[Raa arranged as they are for this
deeply spiritual reason: they go from longest torsst. Many people do not know that



"Bible" comes from Byblos, the town where ancieap@r was harvested and processed,
so that the Holy Bible is simply the Holy Book.

And many theologians and other Christians use thed Wmetaphysics" without ever
knowing its deeply intellectual etymology--it is smmed simply because Aristotle's
writings on this subject were placed after ("meta%) writings on physics in his collected
works. Philosophical trivia is such fun, isn't it?

When we reach Aristotelian metaphysics, we comiag¢omost significant single subject
in his thought relative to Christian faith. Remeamlkhat Aristotle believed the physical
universe acts according to predictable laws of eaarsd effect. All substances are in
constant motion. So, he asked himself, where ldithia motion begin?

It seemed reasonable to Aristotle to suggest tluditom requires a mover. All observable
experience suggests that this is so. And so andvachMover must be the first cause of
all other motion. This Mover would be purely immiaal in nature, on the order of

Mind, since all material things require somethirigeeto begin their motion. Unlike

Plato's Forms, it can cause physical reaction lbgctiinvolvement with the material

universe, since the Form is in the Substance.

And so Aristotle believed that a Mind exists, sifficient and containing all knowledge
and motion within itself. This Unmoved Mover woudé impersonal, with no capacity
for individual relationship with us. We can accepe existence of this God, but we
cannot know him (or it).

When we apply Aristotle's laws of logic to his thegy, we soon see how incompatible
his metaphysics are with Christian faith. God @dnipe three and one, for this is a
contradiction; Jesus cannot be fully God and mantiHe same reason. If laws of logic
prevail, the Bible cannot be fully inspired and ff&¢ product of human personality; God
cannot be sovereign over the future while allowuggyfree will. But these denials of
Christian belief are no problem for Aristotle, fog holds none of these beliefs.

When a theologian uses non-contradiction as thefdesll truth, know that Aristotle is
pleased. But God may not be.

Life is hot air

From theology, Aristotle soon moved to ethics. Hmrk comprised the first
comprehensive study of morality in Western histokye was primarily concerned with
finding the underlying purpose for human existenéad he (and millions after him)
thought he succeeded admirably.

Aristotle observed that all people aimeatdaemoniawell-being or exalted happiness.
(Note the influence of this idea on Thomas Jeffersand the Declaration of
Independencg. Aristotle believed that the life of reason leatds this happiness,
manifested as a holistic, complete life. For himtue is a settled disposition of character
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and right behavior. The life of reason flourisirdsen we follow a balanced course, the
"golden mean."

And so Aristotle wanted us to feel anger, but potmuch--righteous indignation, but not
irrational action. He wanted us to feel sexuakation, but not to the point of obsession.
He wanted us to seek wealth, but not so much tleabecome overly materialistic. And
SO on.

Above all, he wanted us to contemplate life. Hew find perfection in the direct
knowledge of the realities revealed to us by metapls, mathematics, and his
philosophy of nature. The more we seek to undedsfzerfection, as revealed in the
imperfect world around us, the more our souls degated toeudaemonia This idea
would influence spirituality for more than a thondayears.

For Aristotle, the soul is the highest principlelitd and being. It possessed no previous,
disembodied immortality (vs. Orpheus and Platohd Ahe only part of you which lives
beyond your death is the "separate reason,” theebigpart of your soul. Your soul
operates in your body through thepeuma-a life-giving heat (literally "hot air"). By tki
active material principle, your soul influences ybody.

And so with Aristotle we arrive at the "tripart"ew of humanity which is still highly
influential today--body, soul, and spirit. Thisnst at all the biblical view of mankind
(which sees us as a whole being, variously destrdsebody, soul, and spirit, but one
creation). But it is the most popular today.

The drama made me do it

Like Plato, Aristotle thought art to be highly inéintial. Unlike Plato, he believed it to be
valuable for our souls. Since the Form is in thsance (the sensory world), artistic
reflection on the world which surrounds us is géardour souls.

And so Aristotle wanted art to imitate life. Hepesially liked art which appeals to the
emotions as well as the intellect. And he mostesly liked art which helps to purge
our spirits. Thiscathartic function of artistic expression is the highestpmse an artist
can achieve, in Aristotle's view. Tragic dramahsrefore the best art, for it operates
psychologically to relieve us of the oppressive goms of pity and fear.

This philosophy of art has become is one of thetnmdkiential aesthetic theories all
time. It has been used to justify all sorts ofstid expression, and has itself been subject
to significant critique. In short, it is by no nmsacertain that an artistic cathartic
experience relieves us of our emotions or the rneedct them out. Much evidence
indicates that such artistic experience actualgatas in us an even greater desire to act
out what we have seen the artist do.

Aristotle would say, "The drama kept me from doihfy Many psychologists today
would say the opposite.



The fount of all knowledge

Aristotle wrote more than a thousand manuscriptifortunately, only a few of his
writings have survived, in the form of notes usedeictures. These were assembled by
his pupil, Theophrastus, and sent to Asia Minorsfafie keeping. Here they remained for
150 years, until they were translated into Latyri&, and Arabic. They were lost again,
and not rediscovered until the fifth century A.ixhen they were translated from the
Arabic versions.

From the fifth to the fifteenth centuries, Aristtlvas regarded as the fountainhead of all
knowledge. Thomas Aquinas called him "the Philbssfy Dante called him "the Master
of those who know." Education and culture wereeldasn his thought, and his works
were studied and memorized as dogma.

Reaction against Aristotle came with the Renaissaand Francis Bacon's critical
philosophy. The flaws in his method, conclusicas] theories were pointed out. Some
scientists believe that blind acceptance of thersrof Aristotle stunted the growth of
science for hundreds of years.

The progress of Greek philosophy after Plato andtdtte changed dramatically after
their deaths. No great original systems would appthinkers for the most part were
satisfied to repeat their opinions. From his timeurs, no other man has made such a
serious addition to so many branches of knowledge\i@stotle. From theology to
psychology, his philosophical construction shapee Western world for more than a
millennium. And its impact on our worldview contesitoday.

If a great man plants trees he'll never sit undestotle was truly great. At least for
philosophy. His impact on Christian faith is arestmatter, as we'll soon see.

With the demise of Alexander the Great, everyth(Bgeek came into question and
turmoil. His expansionist administration had ceglaglobal interaction between Greeks
and other worldviews. The old systems came inanghsinto question, as new ideas
became popular. And his death led to a long peofodecline for the Greeks and their
way of life, creating unrest and even rejectiomainy principles held dear for centuries.

The result was a move away from speculation totec Theories which could explain
the origins of life were not nearly as needed asd¢hwhich could explain its purpose
today. How we should live became much more intergghan why. And so Greek
philosophy moved into what we now call the "ethjsatiod.”

Cynics have us over a barrel

The first practical reaction to speculative philolsp came with Antisthenes, a companion
of Socrates. His followers began to advocate aofdije more than a philosophy. Their
chief doctrine was virtue, which they defined de hccording to nature. Because they

Dr. Jm Denison, President, Center for labRaith, vwwyinformedFaith.com Copyiight © 2009. Pag2b



were willing to go to any extreme to make theirgan public, they became known as
the "Cynics" (meaning "dog" in Greek). Not a p@swgroup, these.

And for more reasons than just their name. Thei@wvant you to cut all necessities to
bare minimums. Many lived their lives as wanderimgggars, going barefoot and
wearing a single rough garment. The staff and aeggvallet became their symbol.
Their food was lentils, and their beverage coldernatOne of their leaders chose to live
inside a barrel, which he carried around himselfhas clothing. Their goal was to

achieve utter tranquility against all changes ofuioe.

They attacked all forms of convention and the laxahstandards of their day, and were
sure they were on a divine mission to reform tieiture. And so they have given their
name to anyone who criticizes the establishmentetér they live in a barrel or not.

A dog's life is your fate

A second ethical response to speculative philosophg the movement known as
Stoicism. Founded by Zeno, this is first and foostra rule of life. Stoicism is named
for the columns ("stoa") where its followers maitt i has given its name to an attitude
of resignation to the fates. And appropriately so.

The Stoics believed that Divine Reason or Fatesrtie universe, and that we are all
forced to obey its dictates. You can choose talgng, like a dog running beside the cart
to which he is tied; or you can be dragged alondh®ycart; but you're going with the

cart.

Our duty consists in joyful assent to the decrdeSabe. And so apathy--freedom from
all passion and emotion--is the highest emotiorwall.g Utter indifference to external
things is the key to a life lived well, if you'reSioic. Epictetus (A.D. 50) had it down:
"If you caress your wife or child, say to yourstiat it is not different than if you were

caressing any person. Then, if he dies, you wilubaffected.” A lovely way of life, isn't
it?

The Stoics believed that the universe is perfectonal. The active principle is fire.

God, or Divine Providence, is a universal, cosmiogiple who forms, orders, and rules
the universe. His highest manifestation is Rea@yuling principle in mankind. The

Stoics saw the universe as eternally cycling frastaiction to rebirth (cf. 2 Peter 3.7, a
passage often cited erroneously as having Stolgein€e). All is ordered in the Stoic
world.

And so logic becomes especially important for theicS. It is not just a tool, as with
Aristotle, but a significant part of philosophydats Grammar and learning occur only
through the bodily senses; they are tested by neasd if stable and ordered, they are
valuable.



The Stoics strongly influenced later politics armbught, especially the doctrine of
natural law as expressing the universal decre@wviie Reason. Universal and classical
Roman Law was based more on Stoicism than any sihgle source.

Be happy, but not too much

A third ethical response to the speculations ofdP&nd Aristotle was led by Epicurus
(341-270 B.C.). No ancient philosophy has been gaserally and completely

misunderstood as his Epicureanism. The common veewhat Epicureans want a
comfortable, sensual hedonism, combined with aerattheism. This reputation arose
largely because so many prostitutes came to jarEfsicurean movement.

The actual situation was quite different: a smediclusive group of refined quietists, of

the highest moral character, with an extraordindeyotion to their founder, a most

attractive theory and practice, and strong andl l6yendship. Epicurus himself was an

amicable and cheerful man of extreme modestly (@Sea a cheese," he once wrote to a
friend, "that 1 may fare sumptuously”). But his vement was extremely unpopular in

the ancient world, since its teachings counteredStoics, Platonists, and Aristotelians.
It's tough to swim upstream, especially when tlgefish are moving the other way.

The Epicurean aim of life was simple: happinesthasabsence of pain and the presence
of tranquility. They denied the Stoic approacHatalism, since it was disturbing to the
mind and prevented tranquility. They rejected €igm for its similar denials of tranquil
pleasures. And they had little interest in thecsfaions of Plato and Aristotle, since
they could bring few pleasures to life.

Epicurus developed an epistemology, theology, aythmlogy. His theory of learning
was quite creative: the physical world is madetofres (agreeing with the Atomists); the
atoms on the outer layer of things are given othas'images" of their material subjects.

These "images" float through the air until they te@h a perceiving subject. Then they

make an actual physical impression on the sensmpngenetrating through the pore

directly to the mind and producing mind-pictur&dnce images are sometimes mixed (as
with a centaur, combining the images of a man armbrae), concepts come from the

images as they are creatively assimilated and stwtat. Not a bad guess, and closer to
modern theory than any other in ancient Greek dpgan.

His theology was less creative. The gods must,exéssaid, or else we could not have
their image in our minds. Yet they form no partloé physical universe, living in perfect
tranquility and representing the ideal of humaa.lifEpicurean religion was simply the
contemplation of the divine life.

And his psychology was similar to his epistemologyhe soul is composed of atoms,
themselves material in nature. Soul-atoms areigbfi all over the body, causing every
sensation we feel. The directing, rational patiefsoul is located in the breast. And the
soul is mortal, dissolving into its material elerteewhen the body dies. Death ends all
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consciousness. And so we should have no fearathdmnd the beyond, leaving us free
for present happiness.

I'm sure I'm not sure

The last of these ethical responses to Plato arstiofle was the movement known as the
Skeptics. Pyrrho of Elea, a contemporary of Zed Bpicurus (ca. 365-275 B.C.) was
the first leader of the Skeptics. He sought impbdble tranquility, but not in the
dogmatic theories of his day. Rather, he foundphegss in absolute agnosticism and
suspension of judgment.

Since we cannot know whether our sense percepaigiee with reality, we can never get
beyond our senses. And so when our thoughts andsenses conflict, we have no

criteria for distinguishing the true from the falsélhe result: when we suspend all
judgment, tranquility will follow. We cannot gra§iod or the eternals, and so we should
give up our attempts to know them. And peace authe.

A second group of Skeptics descended from somdatd'® students at the Academy.
Following Socrates' motto, "I know only that | dotrknow," they decided that we do not
know even that we do not know. We know nothingl ae're sure of it.

Skepticism leads eventually to Eclecticism, a @ajfghy which combines truths from
various sources without seeking a unified systerabsblute knowledge. And nothing is
more popular today than that.

There's no truth but mine

It's fascinating to see the ways these four movésnbave helped mold the Western
worldview as it is typically practiced today. Witte Cynics, some have chosen to retreat
from our rampant materialism and seek truth anel ilif nature or asceticism. This
approach is especially popular with some of scedabeneration X, young people soured
on the materialism of their parents.

Others are more Stoic in their fatalistic approexchfe--many in my parents' generation
demonstrate enormous resignation to hard timesesilience in the midst of them. Still
others are Epicurean in their pursuit of pleasune l@appiness, often to extremes which
Epicurus condemned--I think of some of my conterages and their definitions of
success and purpose. And the post-modern relatiaisd rejection of absolutes can be
traced to the ancient Skeptics. Truth is only wieaty it is. And you should believe me.

As we watch the early Christians deal with thesmetitors for the soul, we find ways

to take Christ to our culture today. For no getienasince the post-Socratics is more like
them than we are. We'll see how, next.

The philosopher God



As you may have noticed, this "ethical" responsBl&do and Aristotle left some ethics to
be desired. Specifically, any reference to a pak&od. And so religious mystics
attempted to build a bridge between the mind aedstiul. The result--no surprise here--
was a philosopher God. These thinkers wanted astphy--a religious world view.
Let's see what that view looked like.

Bring a Stoic to church

In the last two centuries before Christ, Stoicismderwent a significant process of
modification. They dropped their doctrine of "clagfration” (the end of the world by

fire), and accepted the eternity of the cosmos §lire the cosmos was grateful). And
they began using their Divine Providence doctrmsupply order in that eternal cosmos,
making Stoicism more suitable for the Romans whapséetl their philosophy.

Three men would be upset if we didn't mention there. Posidorus of Apamea (130-46
B.C.) developed important doctrines about God arahkind. He saw man as the
"bridge-being" or intermediate between higher awdr life, and viewed the cosmos as
a single organism ruled by a divine or "higher" pow Sounds a bit like Shirley

MacLaine.

Epictetus was one of the greatest later Stoicse sdn of a woman slave, he was born
between 50 and 60 A.D. at Hieropolis in Phrygiae ¢dme to Rome as a slave of one of
Nero's men, became a secretary, and took coursedMmisonius Rufus, the fashionable
Stoic philosopher. After obtaining his freedom, thaght philosophy on street corners,
and later established a school in Nicopolis. He mainly a moral and religious teacher,
and his philosophy can be summed up in two worbtieaf" and "forebear." Joyful
resignation to the Divine Will is the highest gdod Epictetus.

The greatest of the later Stoics was Marcus Ausef{il1-180 A.D.). He succeeded
Antonius Pius to the Roman throne in 161 A.D., a@ad a brilliant ruler and even more
brilliant philosopher. He based much of his teaghion Epicurus, but also derived much
from Plato. MarcudVeditationsis a masterpiece of Stoic thought.

Marcus' son Commodus began the decline of the Empivith Aurelius the end of an
epoch was reached--he was the last great Stoicthenthst great product of classical
culture as well.

Making a good mind
The next movement of significance before Christ@mlosophy is known as Neo-
Platonism. Philo of Parissa returned Plato's Acadi® positive, dogmatic teaching, and
away from the skepticism of the day. Most of &l school taught a theological and
religious way of life.

The primary object of the Neo-Platonics was knogkedf truth about the divine world,
leading to the "greatest possible likeness to Gadhey placed a supreme Mind or God
at the head of a hierarchy of being, as the finsicple of reality. This Supreme Mind is
too far above the material world to be accessiblast except through occasional flashes
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of illumination. Intermediary beings such as lesgeds, stars, and demons rule and
order the visible universe. Evil comes from matitself, which is opposed to the
intentions of the Good.

In this system, God is known primarily through thda negative" (the "way of
negation"). By stating what God mot, we get a better understanding of what he is.
Religion is remote intellectual devotion to the meenSupreme Mind, whose vision we
can only hope to attain fully in the next life. gaa piety towards the inferior gods, the
star-gods and other deities of mythology or popudigion is combined with ascetic
philosophical reflection. By harmonizing Plato'sdd and Aristotle's Mind, this school
created a view of God which was followed by manyhfondreds of years.

Making Plato a Jew

One last philosopher before Christianity must bentmeed: Philo Judaeus of
Alexandrinus (30 B.C. to A.D. 50). This Alexandridew of a priestly family wrote
historical, philosophical, political, and ethicabiks. He was the leading figure of his
intellectual community. And his efforts to combirdeo-Platonism and the Old
Testament would influence theologians for centuieesome.

Philo's great ambition is to bring Plato and the biew Bible together, as a means of
encouraging philosophers to worship the Jewish Go#lis method is known as

"allegory,"” a hermeneutical approach whereby therll or intended meaning of the text
is obliterated in favor of a more "spiritual” read.

By this approach, Genesis is not a record of hsbfact but a kind of Platonic myth.
Adam symbolizes "spirit" or "mind," Eve sensualignd Jacob asceticism. Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob stand for the learned, naturdl,eaarcised virtues. When the three
wanderers ask about Sarah's whereabouts and Abrahawers, "She is in the hut"
(Genesis 18.9), he really saying that virtue is in the soul. Who needs samnyi when
you can interpret the Bible like this!

Philo's theology was quite interesting and inflieint He saw God as the absolute,
transcendent Being who is the ground of all existenThe "logos” is the instrument by
which God works to make the world of visible thing§he "pneuma” is the Divine
Substance which God breathes into humans, and lescouan intelligence and the "image
of God" in us. Salvation comes as we deliver duesefrom our bodies (our evil
principle), eradicate our passions by asceticisid,seek God through mysticism.

Philo matters to us not because of his theologesults, but because of his method. He
was among the first to attempt to bring Platonmutiht and biblical revelation together.
And his allegorical method is still (unfortunatelg)common use today.

Don't apologize, but be apologetic
Now we step over the bridge from the pre-Christimarld to the Christian era.
Remarkably, both banks of the river look very matike, especially at first.



Alexandria (founded by its namesake Alexander theaGin 333 B.C.) had become the
leading commercial and intellectual city of the i@doy this time. Its library of 700,000

volumes attracted scholars from all over the worlkhe Septuagint (the Hebrew Bible
into Greek) was translated here. And "Christiasd@m" got its start here as well.

The first Christian philosophers wanted to do thireportant things: (1) explain their

faith to the Greek world; (2) bring pagans to Chiasd (3) encourage Christians to think
well about their beliefs. They are known to us'agsologists,” from the Greek word for

"defense"” (see 1 Peter 3:15: "Always be preparepvi® ananswerto everyone who asks

you to give the reason for the hope that you haveThe first apologists defended

Christianity against philosophical attacks, and enteeir faith systematic for the sake of
the Church. They did us all an enormous service.

The most important of these early apologists wasidMartyr. Justin (his last name
derives from his death for Christ) based his doeton divine revelation, and denied that
we can know God apart from that revelation. Howetie also believed that God has
planted "seeds" of knowledge of himself in all peopThis is the "seminal Logos," a
Stoic term used by Justin in a very un-Stoic sense.

In this view the great philosophers have all liagdl taught to some degree according to
the Logos, and everything true in their teachinghes from God. But Christians have
not merely seeds or fragmentary portions of théhtrbut the Logos himself, the Lord
Jesus. Therefore, the Christian revelation tram$sehe teaching of the philosophical
schools.

This was a brilliant attempt to bring Christianégd Greek philosophy together, and has
much to commend itself to us. However, Justin'a oge of his method sometimes went
astray. For instance, he developed a subordinstidheology regarding the Trinity
(ranking the Father above the Son, who is aboveSthat), so as to make his theology
more consistent with Neo-Platonism. But while vea dault some of his method, we
cannot question the piety of his faith or the passif his love for Jesus.

We will meet with those who undertake this apolagtetsk across the rest of our survey.

The faith of our fathers

Finally we come to the Patristic era (from the hafor "fathers”). This is a subject
worthy of an entire course of study. We'll do grealence to it by wresting from its
treasures only a few people, and just a few of ihgights. May they forgive us.

Tertullian (AD 160-230) radically rejected philosgp but used philosophy to do so. He
was Stoic in his view that God as "spirit" is finad subtle matter, that souls must be
physical in nature, and that the Father is the "@bdhe philosophers.”" And yet he
thought he rejected philosophy with his methods tdmous cry was, "What has Athens
to do with Jerusalem?" A great deal, apparently.
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Clement of Alexandria (AD 150-225) combined Chastiorthodoxy with a much greater
respect for Greek philosophy. He insisted on thescendent unity of God, the divinity
of Christ, the unity of the Church, and the sup#yoof revealed doctrine. But he also
believed that Greek philosophy is a valuable pra&g@m and assistant in attaining the
final truth of the Christian revelation.

Origen (A.D. 185-254) was the first great ChristiBhatonist. Born in Egypt, he

succeeded Clement as head of the Catechetical Sehodlexandria when he was

eighteen years of age. He was imprisoned andréattior his faith, and died as a result
of his persecutions. His was a passionate commitioethe Christian faith.

His was a very original attempt to adapt Platoniemthe requirements of Christian
theology, beginning as a teacher with the datawélation. However, he soon yields far
too much ground to Plato. He is an extreme subatitinist, believing that God's power
extends to all created things, the Son's only tionmal beings, and the Spirit's only to a
limited number of rational beings whom he sandifie

Origen believed that God's first creation was a momity of rationally disembodied
spirits, all equal and possessed of free will. SEhagpirits sinned and fell in various
degrees, according to the severity of their simm€ became angels, others men, others
demons. The material universe was created afitefatlh to provide penitential dwellings
for these fallen spirits. Even the sun and otleavienly bodies are purgatorial vehicles in
which are embodied spirits which have sinned.

Salvation for Origen comes through reincarnatianfadlen spirits move through a long
series of lives, up and down the scale towards &ombrding to their merits in the
preceding stage. At last would come #pokatastasisthe restoration of all things. All
spirits would be returned to their first purity aeguality, even the devil included.

To achieve such a radical synthesis, Origen hachdke full use of Philo's allegorical
method. He shows us how far off track a brillipetson can go, unless the Bible guides
both our method and our conclusions. If it coudgbiren to Origen, it can happen to us.

ldeas to avoid

We'll close this section with some of the more rieséing heresies of the period (as
though Origen's ideas weren't heretical enough)e Gnosticswere the first and most
serious intellectual threat to early Christianityhey believed that knowledggr(osig
rather than faithgstis) is the means to God and salvation. We know nmore about
them than we once did, thanks to the 1945 discowémhe Nag-Hammadi Library in
upper Egypt. This large jar contained a fifth-ceptGnostic library with thirteen books,
forty-eight writings, and 700 pages of material.

Gnostics saw matter as essentially evil, and tagref the spirit as good. They were
strongly anti-Semitic, though they believed in thgreme being of the Jews. They



posited a female deity named "Sophia" (from "wistioas the mother goddess, and
believed that "eons" separate good from evil. Tkgstem proceeds downward from
Depth/Silence to Mind/Truth, thirty "eons” (of who@hrist is the last), Word/Life, Men/
Church, and twelve more "eons" (Sophia is the .laSpphia had a miscarriage, resulting
in the Demiurgos, and the Demiurgos made the uséverWhy hasn't some science
fiction writer picked up on this stuff?

The Gnostics were just getting started as the Nestaiment era was drawing to its close.
Their separation of spirit from material and Goaonfr mankind was manifested by some
in the argument that the earthly Jesus took ordiviae Christ spirit at his baptism, and

lost him at his crucifixion. Paul apparently igtting Gnosticism in Colossians 1.15-23,
and John in 1 John 1.1-4.

Arianismwas a second opponent of early Christianity. &raupresbyter of the church in
Alexandria, denied that the Christian shares Godtsre. He taught that Christ is the
logos of God, but denied that divinity was incaenat the body of Jesus of Nazareth.
This attempt to preserve biblical monotheism ateakpense of biblical Christology was
rejected by the Council of Nicaea in A.D. 325.

Pelagianism(from Pelagius, a monk of British birth who livedRome, early 8 century
A.D.) insisted on our total freedom of choice. §hArgument against total depravity was
counted effectively by Augustine, as we'll seehia hext chapter.

Manichaeanisn{from the sect of Mani) argued for a metaphysduzlism with God as
good but finite, limited by the power of Satan.té®acreated the material world, captured
man's free spirit, and imprisoned it in the bodhere to suffer for sins committed in a
previous existence. We can be redeemed only Brelgvascetic discipline.

Augustine was right--there is a "God-shaped empshén each of us. The religious
philosophers we've surveyed in this manuscript leaeh attempted to fill it. But any
jigsaw puzzle solver knows that the wrong piece 'iininto the right hole. Next we'll
find some pieces that still work for our souls tpda

Evil exists only if you think it does (in which cas, it does)

We continue with Patristic philosophy (hamed foe thiathers" of the church through
Augustine) by looking at the person who most inflced the person who most
influenced us. Plotinus (AD 204-269) was the grsaPlatonic philosopher after Plato.
Born in Lycopolis, Egypt, he studied philosophyAtexandria for eleven years, then
established his own school in Room in 243. In BéQied of a painful illness, probably
leprosy.

His final words summarize his thought: "the divisggrit within me is departing to be

united with the universal divine spirit." Aftershdeath, his disciple Porphyry revised and
published his works in six Enneads (series of mirigngs each).
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Plotinus wanted to bring the uncharted religiousal of his age under one unified
system. He saw God as the source of all beingexigtence, and believed that the
universe emanates from him. Thought produces sdiith produces matter. The soul
"fell" into its physical state when it turned fro@od toward the material. Somewhere
Orpheus is cheering.

Only by mystically purging ourselves from all bgddensations and contemplating the
eternal can we know God. Then our souls transtieeid own thought, lose themselves
in the soul of God, and become one with God.

We've heard all this before. Now comes the newl (@ghly significant) part. Plotinus
believed that evil has no independent status ontikye Evil is the result of wrong
thoughts, and only comes into material reality when think them. And so evil is
nothing of itself, literally "non-being." For re@ss which make no sense just yet, this is
crucial. Trust me.

The greatest mind since Paul

Now we come to my hero among the Patristics: Augast He was the greatest
constructive thinker and most influential teachérttee early Christian church, and a
dominant force in theology and philosophy even yoddis was a formative influence on
Descartes and the whole development of modern supley. And the Protestant
reformers, especially Luther and Calvin, were gdidetheir theological views to a great
extent by his published works. Other than that ifé didn't accomplish much.

Augustine (AD 354-430) was born at Thagaste in Ndtfrica, to a Christian mother
named Monica and a pagan father named Patriciesbddame a brilliant and successful
rhetorician (think lawyer), practicing at Rome addan. In Milan he was converted to
Christ in 386, and soon ordained. He became Bisiidpippo in North Africa in 396
and remained there to his death.

His writings fill 16 volumes of Migne'®atrologia Lating in very small print--1 had to
translate some of them in my doctoral work and raiver the experience painfully. The
main bulk were very detailed explanations of theifBares, either as sermons he
preached at Hippo or commentaries on various badkhe Bible. His homilies on
John's Gospel, Explanations of the Psalms, and @mtanes on Genesis are of special
importance. And his two most widely read workanfessionandCity of God are the
most significant and influential Christian booksadiftime outside of Scripture.

Let's take a brief tour of his thought. At eveuyrtyou'll say, "But that's what everyone
believes." That's the point. Let's use Augustihatin phrases to make it.

De Trinitate

For Augustine, God is absolute and majestic. Hstesnal, transcendent, and absolutely
free, holy and totally separate from evil. Whataills, he does without intermediaries of
any kind (vs. Gnosticism and Plotinus).



All ideas and forms of things are grounded in Gaakslligence (agreeing with Plato).
He proceeded rationally in creating the world, andrything owes its existence to him
(vs. Plato). He created the woerda nihilo (out of nothing). All that is, is good, since it
was created by God.

All true theological thinking begins and ends witte Trinity. Augustine's worlDe
Trinitate is the single most important writing ever produoedthis crucial subject. God
created mankind as Trinity, and we can approachdmiy as Trinity.

Non posse non peccare

Augustine believed that the only knowledge wortlvihg@ is knowledge of God and
ourselves. All other knowledge, such as logic,apkysics, and ethics, has value only
insofar as it contributes to our knowledge of God.

It is our duty to understand what we firmly beliet@ see the rational basis of our faith.
And so we have a famous credo from Augustine: "WUstded in order that you may
believe; believe in order that you may understanthie highest function of wisdom and
reason is to know God.

Truth is objective and absolute. | know that Istxand so | know the reality of existence
(Descartes would get credit for this idea 1,200ryéater). The center of all thought is
God. Concentration on inner spiritual reality leaal all truth.

Against Plato and with the Hebrew anthropology, éstqe believed that the body is not
inherently evil. We are body and soul, but eaclnk&avith the other to bring us to life's
purpose.

Now things get interesting. Before the Fall we evieoly and wholly innocent. After the

Fall our entire being was corrupted. We were paghgto ignorance and sin, and are
now utterly incapable of knowing what we should ajmart from God's revelation and

redemption. We were free to sin or not to sin kefthe Fall, but after the Fall it is

impossible for us not to simgn posse non peccarer you intellectuals).

And so Adam's sin created hereditary sin, from Wwhaoly God can reform us. The
ramifications of this idea for infant baptism, sakty, and human identity are still with
us today.

As a logical result of this belief in inherited siAugustine argued strongly for

predestination regarding salvation. He believeat #very person is born with a sin
nature, so that God is just in condemning us Klknyone turns to God by faith, this is

only possible by God's help, since our sinful natorakes such conversion impossible.
And so God must decide who is to be saved and who be lost. A Calvinist before

Calvin, so to speak.

Omnia natura bonum est
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Now we go from preaching to meddling. For Augustiaverything that is, is created by
God and is therefore goodriinia natura bonum esall nature is the best). How, then,
did evil come to be?

By logical progression, if everything that existgood, evil cannot "exist." Evil must be

a privation or lack of the good: "nothing else tr@mruption, either of the measure, or
the form, or the order, that belong to nature. unatherefore which has been corrupted,
is called evil" Nature of the Gog4).

God has given us freedom of will, so that we wazhdose the good (his worship). But
we choose wrongly. And evil results from our wrocigpices. It already existed in
potential (evil as non-being, from Plotinus). Awe make it a reality when we misuse
our freedom.

The result is simple: evil is not God's fault buir@ This "free-will* theodicy (an
explanation for evil in the light of God's goodneissthe most popular such approach in
Christian history.

Augustine's theodicy drives his philosophy of higto There are two kinds of people
("cities” in his analogy): those who desire God #mese who do not. The "City of God"
is spiritual and eternal; the "City of the Devik material and temporal. They are in
perpetual conflict throughout history (the "dialeat" philosophy of history, found in
Rousseau, Hegel, Comte, Nietzsche, Marx, and SegngDnly when Jesus returns will
the City of God defeat finally and forever the Gatythe Devil, and heal the results of the
Fall eternally.

No one except Paul has exerted as much philosdpmchtheological influence on the
Church as St. Augustine. We still think his thotsgih so many ways. But as is true with
all human minds, his was finite and fallen. Wgdk how in the studies to come.

Dark Ages or Golden Ages?

Now we move briefly to the "Medieval" period of @tran philosophy and history. |
detest calling this the Middle Ages (did they kntivey were in them?), and especially
detest calling them the Dark Ages. What Protestaall "Dark," Catholic historians call
"Golden." History is truly perspective.

It is fair to say that not much original thinkingaurred during the thousand years
between Augustine and the Reformation, but that'saf reason. The Western world
rediscovers Aristotle, and enters into a massivgept of assimilating his thought into
Christian theology and practice.

For the most part, the intellectuals of the dayfioea themselves to relating the work of
the ancients to their own faith. And they accostpid what they intended to. Be careful
what you aim at, lest you hit it.



Three unusually creative people deserve our appladuswever: Anselm, Abelard, and
Thomas Aquinas. Let's start with Anselm of Canteybsince he was born before the
others.

The fastest way to a philosophical headache
Anselm (1033-1109) was Archbishop of Canterbur§ngland (though they forced the
office on him). He was the first truly significalktedieval philosopher. for three reasons.

First, he argued for the right relationship of mwasnd faith: "I believe that | might
understand"Credo ut intelligam | agree, so he must be right.

Second, he articulated a very influential theoryhef atonement: the satisfaction view. In
Cur Deus Hom@Why the God Man”he suggested that Christ satisfied God at thgs¢ro
enabling a reconciliation between God and man.s Tieology came from the feudal
society in which it was born, but that doesn't miakight.

Third, he constructed the most complicated deferfiseod's existence ever devised: the
ontological argument. Take two aspirin and proceed

Major premise:l can conceive of a perfect being ("that than Wwhothing greater can be
conceived").

Minor premise:to be perfect, something must exist.
Conclusion:God exists.
Philosophers are still debating. And in heaversédm laughs at them all.

No way to treat a philosopher
Anselm's philosophical sparring partner was Abeld@79-1142). But the latter had far
greater problems than the former.

Abelard wanted to follow the art of disputation, l#® became the student of William of
Champeaux in Paris (around 1100). But he arguethsigWilliam and was invited to
leave. Later he met Heloise, a niece of a higitiaffat Notre Dame, and fell in love
with her. They had a child, and wanted to be redrriHeloise's father found out, and
had Abelard beaten and emasculated. Abelard veeat monastery, and Heloise to a
nunnery. Abelard was accused of heresy, and @gé&lbm the monastery. He entered
another monastery, but was expelled again for keré¢e died soon after. And you
thought you had a tough week.

Abelard disagreed with Anselm's view of the atonetnputting forth his own "moral
influence” theory. In his view, Christ's death vaaisexpression of God's love designed to
invoke a response of devotion, love, and obedienoeother words, the Father loves us
because he loves us, not because his Son made hiagree (though | think the
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atonement was more than an example or influenceufrbeing a substitutionary
atonement man myself).

And Abelard disagreed with Anselm's view of reasmd faith. In fact, his credo was
precisely the opposite: "l understand, that | migglieve.” Rationalists every since have
agreed. Atough life, but a good thinker.

The dumb ox on which we still ride

Now we come to the highest expression of Medievdbpophy and theology: Thomas
Aquinas (12257-1274). Remarkably, the greateskémiof the Medieval era was known
as the "dumb ox" as a child, and graduated laBisirtlass (must have been some class!).
He wanted to establish the Christian faith in ald/@rhere Aristotle was influential. And
so, in essence, he applied Aristotle's ideas aporgose and materialism to Christian
thought. With monumental results.

Thomas used Aristotle's theories about cause dedteb promote the cosmological
argument for God: if there is a creation, there tiigsa Creator. This is still the most
popular defense of God's existence.

He made enormous advances in our understandingngtiage as well. He showed us
that "univocal” language occurs when the words nteansame thing in every context;
"equivocal" language results from words which hasathing in common in different
contexts; and "analogical" language happens whemisvbave some relationship with
each other in different contexts. The theologgighificance here is that our language
about God has some truth, by analogy, even thauggscribes the One who is above all
description. Thomas' approach to analogical lagguas still the foundational
understanding of theological speech today.

Thomas, following Aristotle, was also a big proponef natural theology. He believed

that God can be seen in his creation, and thdt &ad biblical revelation are only needed
to complete what God has already revealed in nattiMatural” revelation and "special”

revelation are theological categories we get frdrarias and still use.

His view of reason and faith: "I will observe, thatmight know, and when my
observation reaches its limits, then | will believéd-rom Thomas to today, most Roman
Catholic thinkers agree. And many Protestantseds w

What does it all mean for Christians seeking toesdesus today? Let's review:

e Augustinetaught the church to see God as Trinity, mankisdfalen from
inherited original sin, salvation as predestined| & the result of misused free
will, and history as a war between God and Satan.

* Anselmgave us a reasonable approach to God's existendesus' death, and to
faith itself.

* Abelardmade reason into rationalism.

* And Thomasmade rationalism into faith.



They were right about many things, wrong about sdhegs, but influential about
everything, as we'll see next.

| think, therefore my head hurts

In the last section we looked (very) briefly at N®mdl thought through the eyes of
Anselm, Abelard, and Thomas Aquinas. Now let'saaross the bridge from their world
to the "modern” era. Make three quick jumps wit m

First we stand orMedieval feet, intellectually. Philosophy is based on auitly
structures. Revelation comes through the Chuibr primary concern is for the God-
man relationship.

Now we jump to thdRenaissance Reason becomes more important than before,igs it
shaped through our study of nature and classitadature. Authority structures are
deemphasized, the autonomy and enlightenment okimdus elevated, and concern for
the man-man relationship reigns supreme.

Then we jump to th®eformation Revelation comes not through Church or intelbadt
Scripture. Authority is found not in Church or mamt Scripture. The God-man
relationship is crucial once again.

Finally we leap toRationalism. Reason is the normative means of discoverindn.trut
There is no authority structure outside our reas@ur concern is for the man-man
relationship. Here's why.

Rene Descartes (1596-1650) made each of these jwitpsus. His was a Jesuit
education, coupled with a fascination for matheaosatiln light of the Reformation, he
wanted to give his beloved Catholic Church a stabld reasonable foundation. In
response to the popularity of the Renaissance &ndEmlightenment, he felt this
foundation must be strongly rational.

So he reasoned as any mathematician would: stert &n unquestionable position, then
reason to an unassailable conclusion and proofingUthe mathematical premise of
doubt, Descartes soon realizes that he can doyttiag he can think of. He can doubt
even his own existence. But what is the one factdannot doubt? That he is doubting.
If he is doubting, by definition he is thinking.eBult: "I think, therefore | am"Gogito,
ergo sumthe only Latin words even non-Latin speakers Know

Now Descartes is free (in his own mind) to reasomfreason. He thinks he has proven
the authority of human reason. So he will applyoitthe rest of reality. By rational
definition, God is absolute or he is not God (slsadeAnselm). He can be the only
absolute Substance. Everything else, includingdnand body, must be a "relative"
substance. God cannot be absolute Substanceisflieund to the material--rather, his
existence must be spiritual/intellectual in natuénd God has given us the ability to
reason, so that we can be in his "image" and camemick his creation.
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And so God puts in our minds "innate ideas" whidhegstructure to human nature.
These structures of rational investigation arentlieans by which we learn what we know,
as they define both truth and relevance. (Unfately for his followers, Descartes was
never able to relate such a mind to the physicalyboln time, this problem would
destroy pure rationalism as a philosophy.)

Descartes was sure that his insistence upon reasthe origin and test for truth could be
used to demonstrate conclusively the rationalityhef Catholic Church in the face of its
detractors. But he was wrong. This insistenctnire actually worked against the faith
he sought to serve. If reason is the test andceaonir all truth, then why do reasonable
people need revelation? The Church? God?

From monism to monads

Exactly so, said Benedict Spinoza (1632-1677).n&m was born into Jewish faith, but
read Descartes and renounced his Judaism. HexpabBezl from his synagogue, worked
as a lensmaker, and was despised for centuries @baist.

Spinoza reasoned that there is only one (ratiosi#bstance in all reality, and apparent
differences are only apparent. So, what is thistuince?

Godfrey Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) had the answetonads.” Leibniz was sure that
reality is made of these tiny units. "Monads" @mtlife in themselves, and are all of the
same shape and size. They are arranged and magvedeb'Prime Monad"--God.
Higher-order monads (like us) perceive more tharrefiect; lower-order monads (like
this paper) reflect more than they perceive.

Balderdash, said the rest of the philosophical dvoAnd they were right. Spinoza and
Leibniz show that the ultimate result of pure raélism is not rational at all. In their
insistence that reason is the only substance iwtnkl, they are not reasonable.

And the philosophical pendulum swings in the otfiegction.

Seeing is seeing

Philosophers have their "parties,” just like Denater and Republicans. If the
Rationalists were one, the Empiricists were thesoth"Empiricism" is the belief that
ideas are derived from experience through the sems# from reason in and of itself.
Let's watch them come to a bloody end, just likeeRationalists.

Their story begins with John Locke (1632-1702). sident of philosophy, natural
science, and medicine at Oxford, he was an impbpalitician in England. His primary
philosophical concern was with epistemology (theotly of knowledge). And his ideas
have shaped the way Americans see ideas ever since.



Locke reasoned that we are born with our mindsabula rasa” ("blank slate™). All we
know comes from experience, writing on these "sldt@Our sensations (coming directly
from experience) and reflections (upon sensatigmejluce knowledge. We must be
satisfied with probability, since our senses canete us (agreeing with the ancient
Skeptics).

Locke applied this epistemology to politics in defe of democracy. We learn moral law
only from experience, and desire to pursue pleagndeavoid pain. This desire should
be protected by the government, so that our "inalie right" to the pursuit of happiness
is preserved. No Locke, no Thomas Jefferson.

Keep going: empiricism in theology leads to Deisiihe only fact you can state about
God is that he is the creator of the world (we ttadome from somewhere or Someone).
Everything else is the result of individual, sultige experiences. So we posit a God
who made the world but does not participate iodaly, and we have Deism (with Locke
its father). Again, no Locke, no Jefferson.

From Locke we move to George Berkeley (1685-1793)is Irishman, Bishop of Cloyne
and missionary to Rhode Island wrote Tisatise Concerning the Principles of Human
Knowledgein 1710. He took Locke a step further: if all wa@ow comes from
experience, then the world as we know it can omythe world we perceive. This is
"solipsism™: "to be is to be perceived." Berketegpsoned that God perceives all that is,
which is why the world holds together when we'ré looking. But he couldn't prove
that it was so by objective experience.

So David Hume (1711-1776) took the stage, and eompm to its logical conclusions.
His Treatise on Human Naturgublished when he was 26 years of age) kuagiiry
Concerning Human Understandirggued this basic thesis: where there is no inspyes
there can be no knowledge. Hume denied even duaalnon-empirical.

He thus denied the cosmological (from Creator tenoms) and teleological (from

Designer to design) arguments for God. His raderapiricism led ultimately to the

death of empiricism. For ultimately, if Hume ighit, we can know nothing. As a result,
Hume is called the "Father of Skepticism." Fronms€ates' "doubting is thinking," we
have come to Hume's "doubting is doubting.” Anotlead end.

From hardware to software to the disk to the printe

Enter the "savior of Western thought,” Immanuel K#&h724-1804). This quiet,
unassuming professor in Konigsberg, Germany woaktteen nominated by none of
his childhood friends to be known for anything. eytwould each have been wrong.

To simplify the notoriously complex Kant: we mustscue philosophy from the twin

dead ends of pure rationalism and pure empiricisfow? The senses provide the "data"
which the mind "interprets.” The result is "knodgge."
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Of course, we say. Everyone thinks that's trueciBely the point.

Let's start with Kant's epistemology (as descriimelis Critique of Pure Reasqrone of
the most influential philosophical treatises of tathe). Kant believed that your mind
brings rational structures to reality. Rather thaing impressed by reality through sense
impressions only (as the empiricists said), youndhmnterpretsthese sense impressions.
It uses innate (with Descartes) "categories” (deas, vs. Descartes). According to Kant,
"although all our knowledge begins with experienaoes not follow that it arises out of
experience."

What are these categories, you ask? Kant provmeanswer:

Quantity (amount):
1. Unity

2. Plurality

3. Totality

Quiality (kind of material)
4. Reality

5. Negation

6. Limitation

Relation(of substance to other substance)
7. Inherence and subsistence

8. Causality and dependence

9. Community

Modality (of patterns within substances)
10. Possibility / impossibility

11. Existence / non-existence

12. Necessity / contingency

Let's (over)simplify things. Kant believed thatidentified the key questions your mind
inherently asks of every sense experience given kmw much? what kind? how does
it relate to other things? what patterns can vemntifly and predict? We cannot help
asking these questions--this is the basic way ondsnnnately work.

To use an analogy totally foreign to Kant's wotliink of your mind as the software
resident in your computer. Your senses are thedayl, being typed on by the external
world. Your software interprets the keystrokessuteng in "knowledge" which is
imprinted on the disk drive and printed on paper.

Isn't this how everyone thinks that thinking workis®t before Kant.



Kant "saved" philosophy from itself. He showedttige can bring rationalism and
empiricism together in a third model which uses ltlest of both and makes reasonable
living possible. Western thinkers owe him an enausdebt of gratitude.

But we are indebted to Kant for more than the gresiilts of his legacy. He has also
contributed mightily to the relativism, pluralisand materialism of our age. Here's how.

Kant called that which is knowable by our senses "fthenomena.” That which we
cannot know empirically is the "noumena.” His doson: we cannot know the "thing
in itself.” Our minds interpret the sense dataegito them, resulting in knowledge\as
know it. But we cannot have objective knowledgeobjective reality. This is simply
impossible for us. By this measure, how are wede miracles? Divine revelation
through Scripture? Christian ethics? It's alluytruth,” but only yours.

So how should we live? Kant's "moral imperativesvgimple: do your duty, for the sake
of your duty (from hisCritique of Practical Reasgn If everyone did what you're

thinking of doing, would it be right? Is this yoduty? (It is tragically possible to

explain Hitlerism in the light of Kant's theory dfity.)

What is beautiful? In hiCritique of JudgmenKant argued for objective aesthetic
theory: things are beautiful (or not) as they psesseharacteristics which the mind's
categories affirm (or not).

The upshot of Kant's influence: Western philosoghipoth empirical and rationalBut
the truths that matter--God and his relationshighniis--are neither Clearly, Christians
must respond to the Kantian challenge if we ardeiend the objective truth of Scripture
and faith. Or we are doomed to live in his reliatiec world.

Where to begin? With his premises. Kant argued wWe cannot know objective truth.
His statement is itself a claim to objective truth,jt not? He claimed that we cannot
know the "thing in itself.” This is itself a claimbout the "thing in itself,” is it not?
While | would certainly not argue that my sense rieggions of reality, as interpreted by
my mind, constitute all of objective reality thatisgs, the limitation is with me, not with
reality. There is objective reality. And we shibskrive to know it as best we can. Our
limitations are not to be embraced but overcome.

Kant's thought is the air most Western minds beeaihtil they suffocate. Next let's open
the windows.

It's common sense

The first reaction to Kant's synthesis of reasoth experience came from Thomas Reid
(1710-1796), a Scottish philosopher. Remember Kzeit maintained that you cannot
know the "thing-in-itself,” only your experience ibf Reid argued the opposite side: you
can know the world directly, without the mediatiohideas. You are able to make self-
evident moral judgments, based on principles whaite precedence over experience.
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Because you have rational freedom, you are theecafisjour experience, not just a
reactor to it.

The school Reid founded, "Scottish '‘Common-Sensalifin,” soon became the official
philosophy of Princeton Seminary and of conserea@Wristianity in America. Through
B. B. Warfield and others, it achieved great infice in this country and culture. The
primary reason you've not heard of or wrestled Wi#mt's ideas is that your culture has
not. Common sense dictates that you know reailitg, that's good enough for most of us.

As a result, the Kantian denial of absolutes hasmoeaeal intellectual resistance in our
culture. Relativism is appealing to a people wlaminndependence from absolute ethics
or truths. And because we've not interacted selyowith the Kantian sources of
relativism and pluralism, we have no intellectuadwaer for this threat.

Common-sense realism defines the way most Ameritiaink about how they think.
That's both good and bad.

A father and his sons

From reaction to Kant we turn to endorsement ofitiéss. Friedrich Schleiermacher
(1768-1834) is considered both the father of modehnilosophy and the father of
liberalism. Let's see how both births took place.

Schleiermacher'On Religion: Speeches to Its Cultured Despisgt$99) andThe
Christian Faith(editions from 1821 to 1831) made him a universplutation among the
theologians and intellectuals of his day. He whs first theologian to approach
systematically the Christian faith from the standpof personal experience. If Kant is
right, we cannot know God "in himself," but onlyrounpressions of him. And so
theology is the analysis of our "God-conscioustiess.

What is this consciousness? We experience Godiirsiofulness, our finiteness, our
dependence on him. And so religion is a "feelihglisolute dependence."

Scheiermacher brought Kant into the philosophicainstream, thus founding "modern”
philosophy. And he applied his thought to theologyth the result that there is no
absolute or objective truth in Christian faith. rRois he is credited with "liberalism" as
well.

We're still fighting these two sons today.

Synthesize!

Another response to Kant's worldview has been fiseintial as Schleiermacher's, on a
more political level. Georg Wilhelm Hegel (1770318 was born the son of a minor
official in Stuttgart, in southern Germany. Hisnidy was poor, but he managed to obtain



a university education. He became a private tlaber a newspaper editor and school
principle, finally a university professor.

Hegel was a prolific writer. Hi®henomonology of Spiritontained over 750 pages,
though its author considered it but a preface ® larger system. Encyclopedia of
Philosophical Sciencas the outline of his entire system. His collecteorks in German
comprise some twenty volumes. And they are exogbddifficult to follow, given the
intricate difficulty of his theories and his obfaging writing style.

Nonetheless, his basic ideas are clear, and prafpimportant. Hegel believed (against
Kant) that the universe is rational. The mind tgedorm and shapes in the experiential
world, and participates in them.

Here's howthesisreacts withantithesis resulting insynthesis Hegel says this is how
your mind processes its experiences, and shape®and them. Just as hydrogen and
water make oxygen, SO every experience you havgests to your mind its opposite;
your mind combines the best from both into a sysithe

Hegel believed that this "dialectic" is the pattdéon all of reality, in this progression
(from bottom to top):

Spirit (God) / Idea-Nature

Notion / Being-Essence

Measure / Quantity-Quality

Being for Self / Being-Determinate Being

Becoming / Being-Nothing

This "triadic pattern” constitutes the way all espece and reality works, in Hegel's
view. In just a moment, you'll see why such a clexmorldview matters today.

The inevitable philosopher
Hegel's rather esoteric philosophical system hasctlly influenced millions upon
millions of lives, believe it or not. The reasemiamed Karl Marx (1818-1883).

Marx's ideas developed through three distinct staga the German chapter of his life,

he read and agreed with Hegel, adopting his "digkgcidealism.” Marx was also
influenced by Ludwig Feuerbach's argument thatgoyection of spirit is a result of our
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wishful thinking and dissatisfaction with life. i¢@und Freud borrowed from Feuerbach
as well his belief that "God" is a projection ofraeed for a father figure.)

And so Marx concluded (against Hegel) that the @vasl material only--all "spiritual”
ideas are wish-fulfilment. But this material wibrbperates according to the dialectical
process. Marx published thihineland Journalchallenging some of Hegel's assertions,
and soon found himself exiled from Germany.

Now in France, he studied with Saint-Simon the sdeeconomic socialism. Here he
published th&€ommunist Manifestwith Engels. For it he was exiled again.

Finally he came to England, where he read Adaml8sWealth of Nationgthe basis for
capitalism). In reaction he publish€apital, his most significant economic work.

Marx's worldview stands on two primary assertioR#st, ultimate reality is material in
nature moving through various stages of dialecticaldrgtand finally to a Communist
stage. The Asiatic and Primitive classes clashesiylting in the Feudal; the Feudal and
its antithesis led to Capitalism; the Capitalistd #éhose they oppress (according to Marx)
will clash, leading finally to the class-less wodfiCommunism. Lenin's 1917 Bolshevik
Revolution is the direct outworking of this philgdyy.

Second,mankind is alienated from work and ourselve$Ve have a deep sense of
dissatisfaction, leading to social revolutions.e®wolution to this alienation is to abolish
capitalism, by armed revolution if necessary.

The major question asked for years of Marx's waedvis simple: why hasn't the
inevitable revolution to Communism already occu?PreWith events of recent years we
can now say that the class-less society did natltrdsom Communism, and that
revolutions are moving toward democracy and capitalnot away from them.

Nonetheless, Marx's applications of Hegel's phibsoshow the pervasive influence and
significance of ideas. Millions have been enslateedis.

A leap into the light

The strongest reaction to both Kant and Hegel ennineteenth century was made by the
Danish philosopher, Soren Kierkegaard (1813-183Ggrkegaard lived a tragic life--all
his brothers and sisters died; he learned of agiiimate relation between his parents and
subsequently left the ministry; he felt that Godd hi@dged a "veto" against his
engagement to Regina Olson, and regretted herthesgest of his life. His major
controversy was his attack on the Lutheran ChufcBenmark. Finding it cold, dead
orthodoxy, he wrote viciously against it and wastiggted by Danish society as a result.
His was a life of deep alienation.

His central tenet was simpleuth is subjectivity Theological speculations move us not
one step closer to faith. Faith is not intellettassent, but the total commitment of our



lives to something. Such commitment is subjectige,its results are not known before
they are experienced. Truth is chosen and acted.up

Kierkegaard believed that we move through thregestan life. First, theaesthetic an
empty seeking after pleasure and beauty; secoadbtlincal seeking to do our duty but
experiencing the despair of failure; and third, thegious when we choose to trust
completely in God.

This passion for the individual's choice and lifeada Kierkegaard the "father of
existentialism.” The philosophy attributed to Isinesses personal identity and choice as
the basis for life. Tragically, there is no pldoethe community of faith in Kierkegaard's
thought, or in the school he "founded.” Existdigia will be dominant in Western
thinking from Kierkgaard to the present.

Superman to the rescue

Yet another reaction to Kant's synthesis was thé pbilosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche
(1844-1900). While his father and grandfather wieogh pastors in Prussian Saxony,
Nietzsche became a committed opponent of the G@Gmisfaith. His principal
contributions have been two: the "will to powertdipostmodernist relativism."

First the "will to power." Nietzsche believed thatery drive we experience is but a
variant of the one basic drive--the will to gainyaw. All goods, all values, all virtues are
expressions of the power positions of various imfligls and groups.

The best way to live is to embrace this will to mowaccording to Nietzsche. The
"superman” is the person who takes for himself pdveen the world. The Christian, on
the other hand, with his stress on humility, is kv@ad must be rejected. Happiness
comes from power, and the more, the better.

Second, his contributions to what has become "padé&mm relativism.” In brief,
Nietzsche argued that our language does not refieglity as such, but only our
experience of it (in agreement with Kant). Thesenb such thing as "leaves," only
individual leafs which we experience and synthesite the universal. Language is
purely individual and subjective, absolutely thedarct of our own experiences. And so
languagecannotreflect a larger, objective reality or truth. $Hinguistic assertion will
be crucial for the development of postmodernisnilwatk in the last chapter.

Nietzsche is right: the "will to power" is the damant drive in fallen human nature (cf.
Genesis 3). But he is wrong: we must not embrabatisurrender it to God. Only then

can his power (far greater than any we can claienplrs, and his purpose fulfilled by
our lives.

Be positive
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Are you tired of reading about responses to Kaft®me with me just a little further

before we turn the corner. Yet another reactiorth®d German professor came from
Auguste Comte (1798-1857), a teacher of mathematas profound thinker. His

contribution is called "positivism." Until this geration, it was the most dominant
worldview in the intellectual community of Westerulture.

Comte wanted to reform society and the sciencegrding to the following model. He

believes that all knowledge begins with ttieological stage of childhood, when we
regard things as the expression of supernaturaigbei Next we evolve to the

metaphysicaktage of youth, where abstract powers are sutestitior personal beings.

Finally we arrive at thgositivestage of adulthood, where we abandon all concarn f
ultimate knowledge and center only on the phenongetth Kant) we can experience, as
it is understood scientifically.

If Comte is right (and many in the West believedchtor a century), the only "truth”
worth knowing is that which you can verify scieit#ily or logically. We'll see more of
this worldview shortly.

America's contribution to the philosophical world

Finally we come to America's unique contributiorthis history. It took a while, but here
it is: American pragmatism. Charles Sanders Pe((t839-1914) believed that
differences in meaning are only significant if tHegd to differences of practice. Truth is
"opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreedfgoall who investigate.”

William James (1842-1910) took Peirce's ideas @ dtether. Building on the
empiricism of John Stuart Mill (1806-1873), he aduthat truth is that which works in
experience. What we experienseeality (opposed to Kant). Applied to religioajth is
valid only if it works for the individual in expesnce. James coined "pragmatism" for
this philosophy during an 1898 lecture at Harvard.

John Dewey (1859-1921) took things still fartheorality is that which works so that
people function well together. The result: Ameniggagmatism, the belief that truth is
whatever works. Whether that truth is intellectualguistic, religious, or moral in
nature, the test of practical experience is thg onke we need. And Americans are still
cheering today.

The Darwinian god

Now we step into the #0century, and the major worldviews continue to pifeon the
page. Process Theology was the application of ¥swevolutionary thought to theories
about God. Influenced by Alfred North Whitehearhqess theologians thought (and still
think today) that reality flows in a continuum oéwklopment (as frames of a motion
picture). Every bit of reality is totally dependem every other bit of reality. God is in
evolution with his world. He is all the God thesetoday, but he will be even more God
tomorrow.



In some of the mainline Protestant traditions, éheontributions from Charles

Hartshorne, John Cobb, Norman Pittinger and othave been extremely influential. In

you're seeking a union between Darwinian scientifazight and faith, here's the wedding
to attend.

Why does our culture believe that "truth” is perlceind subjective? Why is faith to be
kept private, Sunday separated from Monday andréiggious” from the "real world"?
Why does our society believe that sincerity in daliefs + tolerance of others =
acceptable spirituality?

Our entire survey of Western thought has been axsneathis end, a preparation for this
conversation. Let's learn in brief why our neigtsbbelieve our beliefs are just ours,
irrelevant to them. And how to help them followsds in a "postmodern” world which
isn't changing any time soon.

The first "postmoderns”

First we must remember Friedrich Nietzsche, thetrtypa saint of postmodern
philosophy.” According to this critic of the Chien faith, the world is composed of
fragments, each one individual. We construct cptscevhich rob reality of its diversity
and individuality (such as forming the concept fldar leaves, an idea which can never
do justice to the diversity of leaves). These emts or laws are actually illusions or
convenient fictions.

"Truth" is solely a function of the language we émypand exists only within specific
linguistic contexts. It is a function of the imet workings of language itself. The
authority structure of the Church, whether centeced the Bible or the Church's
teachings, is therefore unfounded and irrelevant.

Nietzsche's hermeneutical insights parallel FridSchleiermacher's earlier theological
assertions. According to this "father of theoladjitiberalism," biblical texts are not
systematic theological treatises but reflectionghefminds and contexts of their authors.
The interpreter must move behind the text to ithats mind. The work of theology is
therefore to "abstract entirely from the specifiontent of the particular Christian
experiences."

And so an entirely different epistemological foutola began to be laid by Nietzsche and
Schleiermacher, one which rejected the objectivielimg blocks of the modern world for
a knowledge base centered in subjectivity. Inrtheew, truth is not absolute and
objective but relative and individual. Recent pedphers of language would soon finish
this foundation and build a new house on it.

Finishing the new foundation
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According to Wilhelm Dilthey, hermeneutics functgomn a circle. We comprehend
language by understanding its words, yet these svdedive their meaning only within
their holistic context. Objectivity in interprei@n cannot be achieved, and should not be
desired.

Hans-Georg Gadamer agreed that the interpreter Must the horizons." Meaning
emerges only as the text and interpreter engagediaogue, a "hermeneutical
conversation." Because each reader will conduetohiher own conversation with the
text, objective meaning is obviously impossible.

Ludwig Wittgenstein rejected his earlier languadglgsophy (built on a scientific,
mathematical, positivistic hermeneutic) for a vieivlanguage as "game." Social rules
determine the use of words and their meaning. uage is a social phenomenon which
derives its meaning from social interaction. Sieaeh "player" works from personal and
subjective rules, there can be no objective autharithin any speech act.

The "structuralists" further developed the sociatune of language. According to
Ferdinand de Saussure, language is like a workusienn which we focus on the whole
work, not the individual performers of the musiganAs social constructs, texts are
developed to provide structures of meaning in ammegess existence. These structures
form the foundation for hermeneutical theory aralcfice.

The movement known as "deconstructionism” movecd duether toward subjectivity:
meaning cannot be inherent in a text or speechbattemerge®nly as the interpreter
enters into dialogue with the author. One sigaificrole of the contemporary interpreter
iIs to deconstruct the modern epistemological strest with their mythical claims to
objective authority.

In the last century, language philosophers havgelgrdiscarded the hermeneutical
foundations which undergirded speech and faithesithe time of Christ. Claims to
objective truth and absolute authority have beemdised, whether their source is the
Church, the Scriptures, or interpreted experiends. their place we have seen the
construction of a foundation and building called@spnodern.” The implications of this
project for Scriptural authority are historic andmmental.

The "postmodern” movement which has resulted fraich Soundational shifts is still
evolving and ill-defined. However, three namesdtabove the rest in stature and
significance: Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, Rrahard Rorty.

Michel Foucault: unmasking motives

Michel Foucault (1926-1984) was the most signiftcandge figure from Nietzsche to
the postmodern world. His ideas relative to hereugiess can be grouped in three
categories.



First, hisepistemologyejected the Enlightenment claim to objective klemlge. With
Nietzsche, we must focus on the individual andgecific. Therefore, language cannot
express universal truth but only the personal a&pee of its user and/or interpreter.

Second, hisanthropology humans use language to express and to gain poViéh
Nietzsche, the basic human drive is the 'will tavpp’ To name something is to exercise
power over it. We seek knowledge for the poweajives us. The goal of hermeneutics
should therefore be to unmask those power drivieéshwcreated the text before us.

Third, his historiography we create history to make or preserve those rmgthi
worldviews which enhance our power and status. r& i&eno objective "world" behind
our historical recording of its events; we chooshkiclw events to report and the
interpretation we give them based on our ambitmnpower. "Truth" is the fictional
fabrication of those who claim it. The result flamguage should therefore be to
introduce discontinuity into the reader's liferijag him or her into admitting that life is
chaotic and subjective.

Jacques Derrida: deconstructing "reality"

Jacques Derrida critiques the Enlightenment oniolagth the approach known as
"deconstructionism.” While Foucault's epistemoldggds to his view of language,
Derrida's ontology serves as the foundation forhbbis epistemology and his
hermeneutics.

According to Derrida, there is no fixed or univérszality. Not only can we make no
objective claims to knowledge, given the subjectiature of the interpretive process;
thereis no independent reality to describe. No "worldises; only your world and my

world. "Onto-theology," the attempt to articulatetological descriptions of reality, must
be abandoned.

We "create" our own world by speaking of it. Laage possesses no fixed meaning and
IS not connected to a fixed reality. Our wordsrad carry meaning ("logocentrism");
rather, theycreateit.

For instance, the device on which | am typing theseds is either a word-processor, a
fancy typewriter, or a strange box which makes gmupclicks, depending entirely on
whether |, my grandfather, or my preschool friemdescribing it. We cannot get beyond
the words to the "reality," for the words creatattteality for us.

As a result, the work of interpretation has agydal the deconstruction of logocentrism.
We must admit the absence of transcendent realdyf@us only upon the text itself as it
speaks to us personally. We must deconstruct mw wof language which posits an
objective world beyond our words. As we live wille anxiety produced by the absence
of transcendent truth we come to terms with lifatasuly is. And as we deal with the
text separate from its author's intention or argingt to represent objective truth, we
reconstruct our own world.
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Language is therefore the door to whatever measipgssible for us.

Richard Rorty: building pragmatic community

Richard Rorty, one of America's most popular plujgsers, completes the postmodern
foundation by demonstrating its pragmatic usefigrfes our daily lives. While Foucault

and Derrida develop their language theory on thesbaf their epistemologies, Rorty

bases both his epistemology and his pragmatic anogm his view of language.

Rorty agrees with Foucault and Derrida that languiaga matter of human convention,
not the mirror of an objective reality. All langy&is derived from and dependent upon
its context, and is thus subjective and relati®arty's contribution to postmodernism is
his extension of this foundational conviction t®l@rger pragmatic consequences.

Because no foundational truths or "first principlesist apart from our linguistic creation
of them, we must develop our personal ways of @piith reality as we see it. "Truth"
for us is what works for us. Language is theretorée judged by its pragmatic value,
not its supposed representation of objective gealitanguage is a tool for interpreting
and coping with life.

Four results for language follow. First, languagequally valuable and useful regardless
of its field of use. Science is no more objectivan ethics, for instance. No one genre of
speech act possesses meaning of greater valuarbérer.

Second, language and the life it creates and irgtxjis best viewed in narrative context.
No speech act stands alone. Every context is teahpod contingent.

Third, language functions best as the creator afroanity. As we tolerate and affirm
other speech acts and the realities they creatépster a larger sense of acceptance. As
we share common linguistic experience, we forgeraraon life. Given that no objective
reality stands outside our linguistic interpretataf our own experience, such community
is our best hope for belonging and meaning.

Fourth, this pragmatic language theory possessesdpacity to lead us to a kind of
postmodern utopia. Once we have banished our pdmern, manipulative attempts to
require and enforce one particular view of readihd truth, we will be free to live in a
society built on tolerance and mutuality. Suchostmodern hope offers an enticing,
accessible, and nonjudgmental alternative to thes@dn eschatology built upon our
acceptance or rejection of a single Way, Truth, lafel

To sum up, the postmodern worldview is built upbreé foundation stones. First, the
ontological and epistemological belief that no itgadxists independent of the linguistic
interpretation of our personal experiences. Secthellinguistic belief that we literally
create our own worlds by the speech we employ tscrige and interpret these
experiences. And third, the pragmatic belief thath language acts, when affirmed as



mutually acceptable and equally valuable, forgeomraunity of tolerance and shared,
created purpose.

An apologetic for biblical authority

How shall evangelicals respond to this alternatildview and its threat to objective
biblical authority? Is it possible to defend tod@gul's absolute claim that "all Scripture
is inspired by God"? What follows is a brief sketaf such an apologetic, approaching
an engagement with postmodernism along both piplusal and pragmatic lines.

First, a philosophical response. Unfortunatelye @pproach to postmodernism among
evangelicals is to accept its foundational belgefd attempt to build a Christian structure
upon them. This results in an intensely subjectarth which possesses no intrinsic or
objective merit for others. Fortunately, there atifeer ways.

| suggest that the postmodern rejection of objectituth contains within itself the
fissures which may lead to its collapse. In briefio objective truth exists, how can |
accept this assertion as objectively true? Acogydio postmoderns, no statement
possesses independent and objective truth. Anthggireceding statement is held to be
independently and objectively true. This seemst dike the ancient skeptics (ca. 500
BC) who claimed, "There is no such thing as cetyaamd we're sure of it."

A second philosophical critique of postmodernismtees in its rejection of objective

ethics. Since all ethics are purely pragmatic ematextual, no ethical position can be
judged or rejected by those outside its culturethis be so, then how are we to view
events such as the Holocaust? Within the intag@etulture of the Third Reich,

Auschwitz and Dachau were pragmatically necessadypairposeful. And yet they stand
as the quintessential rejection of the toleranak ianlusion so valued by postmoderns.
The postmodern must choose between his insistendactusion and his rejection of

intolerance. Logically, he cannot have both.

The postmodern rejection of objective biblical awity thus rests upon illogical and
mutually contradictory foundational principles. i§Hhapagogic" apologetic (defending
one's position by exposing the weaknesses of isrmgnts) may prove effective with the
postmodern who values logical consistency.

If, however, our postmodern friend simply shrugs $teoulders and says, "So what"? we
can turn to a pragmatic response. Here the pogmaejection of modernity is in our

favor. The chief obstacle to faith posed by moigrwas its insistence on empirical

proof and scientific verification. The postmodegajects such a materialist worldview,

insisting that all truth claims are equally (thoughatively) valid. The result is a

renewed interest in spirituality unprecedented un century. While this contemporary

spirituality is unfortunately embracing of all altatives, at least Christianity can
function as one of these options.
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How can we make an appeal for biblical authoritysuth a marketplace of spiritual
competitors? By reversing the "modern” stratedy. modernity we told our culture,

"Christianity is true; it is therefore relevant aatfractive.” We invited nonbelievers to
accept the faith on the basis of its biblical, cbyee merits. "The Bible says" was all the
authority our truth claims required.

In the postmodern culture we must use exactly fhosite strategy: our faith must be
attractive; then it may be relevant; then it mighttrue (at least for its followers). If we
can show the postmodern seeker for spiritual meatiat Christianity is attractive,
interesting, and appealing, he will likely be willi to explore its relevance for his life.
When he sees its relevance for us, he may decidey tid for himself. And when it
"works," he will decide that it is true for him. eHwill then affirm the authority of the
Scriptures, not in order to come to faith but baesle has.

Conclusion: remembering our future

Can such an approach be effective? If we jettman"truth first" approach to biblical
authority and begin by appealing to our culturetlom basis of attractive relevance, will
we abandon our Scriptural heritage? No--we willime to it.

We live in a postmodern, post-denominational, fististian culture. The first
Christians lived in a pre-modern, pre-denominatiopee-Christian world. They had no
hope of taking the gospel to the "ends of the &drthbeginning their appeal to the
Gentiles with biblical authority. The larger Greekorld shared the postmodern
skepticism of any absolute truth claim, let alohese made on the basis of Hebrew
scriptures or a Jewish carpenter's teachings. santhe apostolic Christians build their
evangelistic efforts on personal relevance andtigacministry. The result was the
beginning of the most powerful, popular, and faetang religious movement in history.

| am convinced that we are now living in a cultur®re like that of the apostolic
Christians than any we have seen since their @hgy had no buildings or institutions to
which they could invite a skeptical world, and Beyt wentto that world with the gospel.
They had no objective authority base from whichwiork, so they demonstrated the
authority of the Scriptures by their attractivergmmal relevance. We now live in a day
when nonbelievers will not come to our buildingdisten to our appeals on the basis of
Scriptural authority. But when we show them thagmnatic value of biblical truth in our
lives, ministries, and community, we will gain aahieg.

Postmodernity offers us a compelling opportunity "temember our future.” To
remember the biblical strategies upon which thagian movement was founded, and to
rebuild our ministries on their foundation. To reowmito our postmodern future on the
basis of our premodern heritage.

Every postmodern person | have met wants the saimg:ta faith which is practical,
loving, and hopeful. The tragedy is that our chesc do not always offer them this
biblical truth in a way which is attractive andeehnt. The good news is that we can.
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