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I. Introducing the theme: the issues linguistic analysis raises
for contemporary theological method.

IKE ANY SIGNIFICANT thinker, Langdon Gilkey
I owes much to an historical legacy. In his case it is
clearly to the classical Protestant sources that he owes
most. But intimately bound up with these theological sources
is a philosophical heritage also. One sees this latter in his work
on Whitehead for his doctoral dissertation, his continual use
of language analysis throughout his writings, in his espousal of
some of the main principles of phenomenology, and in his latest
interest in science’s philosophical methodology. Linguistic anal-
ysis, however, clearly seems to be his main interest, and through
its use he has tried to enable contemporary theology to become
“ contemporary ” again. Convinced, like Gilkey, that the anal-
ytic method has real relevance for theology, and convinced,
too, that Gilkey’s particular use of that method has more
relevance, this essay will attempt to situate wherein that
relevance lies.
363
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It is probably safe to say that, if we wish to understand lin-
guistic analysis, we need to know something of the British
empirical tradition. In fact, linguistic analysis is largely a result
of the vicissitudes of that tradition.! Passmore begins his clas-
sical history of the movement with John Stuart Mill but adds
that, although Mill probably never studied Hume, he clearly
follows in the latter’s tradition. Undoubtedly the increasing
importance of science and the Industrial Revolution had a great
deal to do with British philosophers’ insistence on the senses
as knowledge’s starting point, but they were also clearly re-
acting to what they considered the dead end of Idealism, as
exemplified by Bishop Berkeley.

Hume clearly insists that the senses are our only real access
to knowledge. Any expression, then, which is to be meaningful,
must result from sense perception. Our ideas are copies, albeit
less vivid, of sense impressions, following Locke’s unum nomen,
unum nominatum. If we cannot ultimately trace our knowl-
edge back to sense impressions, or at least to a comparison of
ideas derived from sense impressions, then our knowledge must
be fraudulent. Experience alone, then, is the key to knowledge,
and not reason. For example, this means with respect to the
principle of causality that we cannot know by reason a causal
relationship between X and Y but only by experience a tem-
poral and spatial sequence in which X and Y appears.

Mill follows in Hume’s tradition, although his predecessors
differ. He came to accept a form of empiricism through his
study of associationism, utilitarianism, and Comte’s positivism.
And his System of Logic, an attempt not just to describe but
to justify the methods of science, clearly reflects these schools
of thought. The key to his thought, consequently, is that
knowledge is not a matter of intuition but of observation and
experience, and he attempts to prove this in his study of logic,
the science of evidence. Naturally enough he develops a theory

* We will rely here on J. Passmore, A Hundred Years of Philosophy (1957), esp.
chapters 1, 8, 6, 9, 15, 16, 18; and B. Gross, Analytic Philosophy: An Historical
Introduction (1970), introduction.
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of connotation, according to which propositions derive their
meaning from the regular association of certain experiences;
and a theory of inference, according to which man always rea-
sons from the particular experience to the universal, and not
vice versa, as was commonly thought of syllogistic reasoning.

Against this developing empiricism the Idealists reacted, es-
pecially in the person of F. H. Bradley? He criticizes the
empiricists on two counts. First, their theory of thinking is too
psychological. It is not enough to say that our experiences in
some way ‘‘ picture ” experience. We must know, in addition,
what those pictures mean. Secondly, though our experiences
may seem separate, their reality is a united whole internally.
Later linguistic philosophers were to accept Bradley’s first
criticism, but the latter they rejected.

It was, then, from this background of empiricism vs. idealism
that what we today call “linguistic analysis” developed. For
our purposes it will be sufficient to broadly outline this develop-
ment.! Commonly, philosophers distinguish five stages in the
analytic movement. First, early realism and analysis, mainly
as Moore and Russell at first practised it. The emphasis
falls here on placing questions precisely, striving for clear
answers, and attempting to formulate propositions in such a
way that their meaning is evident. Secondly, logical atomism,
as exemplified by Russell’s work from 1914-1919 and the early
Wittgenstein. What was now attempted was the construction
of ‘a language whose syntax would mirror or picture the world’s
structure. But because this effort seemed to imply a metaphys-
ics, the British empirical tradiction did not take long to abandon
it and accept the work done by the Vienna Circle. This * Cir-
cle ” began the third stage, known as logical positivism. The
attempt is now made to construct a formal language which will
both satisfy the needs of the empirical sciences and positively
exclude any metaphysical statements. Although this group

? The Idealist strain was a strong but minor group in British philosophy. J.
Passmore, ibid., 46-94, adequately traces this development through Lotze, Stirling,
Ferrier, Grote, Caird, Green, Bradley, Seth, McTaggart, Ward, Bosanquet and
Royce. In many ways, these thinkers develop the thought of Xant and Hegel.

®See B. Gross, op. cit., 13-14,
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claimed Wittgenstein as its main inspiration, he seems to have
held himself aloof from it.* Wittgenstein and Ryle ushered in
the fourth stage. A concern is now present to explain away
philosophical problems by showing the linguistic traps into
which philosophers have fallen. Philosophy is seen as therapy—
an activity which dissolves, rather than solves, problems.> For-
mal languages are no longer the concern, but rather the ordinary
languages of men. The fifth and current stage was initiated
by Austin. Ordinary language is still of chief interest, but
philosophy’s task shifts from dissolving problems (therapy) to
studying the diversities of different languages, attempting to
illustrate how many of them say identical things, and sys-
tematizing the results.

Hopefully, the above synopsis will indicate the complexity
of this philosophical movement. For the purposes of this essay
we would like to “ isolate ” several key principles held more o1
less in common by these philosophers, whatever group they
might ally themselves with. First, there is a concern for the
empirical. A conviction that, if knowledge is possible, it lies
close at hand, experience being its “ home,” and not speculation.
Conceptualization alienates one from the real. Secondly,® phi-
losophy’s goal, whether it be understanding, solving or dis-
solving problems, can be achieved only through a careful anal-
ysis, or reform, of the use of language. Thirdly, the study of
language is not ancillary to philosophy but very possibly its en-
tire field of concern. And finally, because the empirical is the
starting point, some form of the famous verification principle
serves as the heuristic axiom of this movement. Although, aside
from the logical positivists, this principle may not be explicitly
affirmed, “ operationally ” it is well in evidence. Briefly, we
may state this principle for our purposes as

. . . the meaning of a word is its use in its context. The meaning
of a statement is to be found, and is identical with, the function

¢ J. Passmore, op. cit., 371.
5 See L. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (1958), 308.
¢ B. Gross, op. cit., 19.
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of that statement. If a statement has a function, so that it may
in principle be verified or falsified, the statement is meaningful. .. .7

The above principles will lead to some very definite questions
which analysts will address to theologians, and so to Langdon
Gilkey. Before taking them up, however, I would like to briefly
indicate why this movement is symptomatic of the current cul-
tural situation facing theology today. Gilkey himself, and Karl
Rahner,® give us an excellent portrayal of how this movement
forms part of a larger cultural whole.

What I am asking now is why linguistic analysis seems, in
the minds of many, to be a viable, if not the only viable, manner
of doing philosophy. Why, also, such theologians as Gilkey
and van Buren will make it the main tool of their theological
methods, and why it seems so compatible with the modern
“ Spirit.” A significant fact is that it flourishes in those western
countries where the scientific advance has been keenly felt:
America, Britain, Canada and Australia. When we see what the
modern scientific transformation of consclousness means, the
reason is not difficult to see.

7P. van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel (1963), 104-5. I have
chosen van Buren’s phrasing of this principle both because of its simplicity and
because it contains the key idea that what can be empirically affirmed is logically
open to being denied. Although the possibility of denial of empirical religious
assertions is questioned by some (for example, J. Hick, “ Theology and Verification,”
The Philosophy of Religion [B. Mitchell, ed., 1971], 53-71), this liberty taken by
a theologian does not seem to have met with general approval among philosophers.
Both J. Passmore, op. cit., 369-398 and B. Gross, op. cit., 106-122, explain the
development of this principle. Briefly we can trace this principle from Waismann
and Schlick for whom a proposition must be reducible to an experience, the
circumstances of which would make it either true or false. Carnap weakens this
somewhat and will hold that propositions can be meaningful, not only when they
are actually capable of being affirmed now but when they could be shown to be
so, were the data sufficient. Ayer will demand only that some empirical observation
should be relevant to the determination of a proposition’s truth or falsity. Because
this principle raises epistemological and metaphysical questions, even Ayer seems
to avoid its use in his later writings and, like most analysts, contents himself with
language itself (see J. Passmore, op. cit., 892-3). But the principle seems to
pervade the “ atmosphere ” of present day analytic philosophy, at least operationally.

8 K. Rahner, “Experiment: Man,” Theology Digest, sesquicentennial issue
(1968), 58-9 and L. Gilkey, Naming the Whirlwind: the Renewal of God-Language
(1969), 40-71.
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Karl Rahner points out the following in the new scientific
consciousness. First, science has enabled man to transform his
very environment. No longer is one’s environment simply
“there ” to be accepted but rather a raw material to be changed
and transformed by man. Nuclear energy is harnessed, houses
and food are manufactured. Secondly, man is transforming
himself. We see this most clearly in the fields of biology, bio-
chemistry, and genetics: through the use of eugenic sterilization
to prevent defective births, of birth control, and of DNA-RNA
to establish sperm banks and breed only the  desired.” We
see it in the fields of medicine, pharmacology, and psycho-
pharmacology, in which, through prosthetics (artifical kidneys,
aortic valves, heart-regulating transistors), man is able to ma-
nipulate himself. In the field of psychology, through the use of
drugs, mass media, and electric brain stimulation. In sociology,
where man is learning to apply biogeniecs and medicine on a
social scale, in order to stabilize the earth’s population. And
finally, in the political field, where a future world government
and world bank could enable man to even manipulate his world.

As a result of the above, a new human consciousness is
developing, one which Rahner calls “ anthropocentric,” as dis-
tinct from “cosmocentric.” In the latter view reality seems
“ideally ” predetermined. The forces and structures of the
cosmos rule man, and man finds his security by respecting those
ideal structures. Philosophy becomes the quest for the “ form
or “ essence ” of reality, a quest for the ideal and predetermined
essence of what reality should be. In the anthropocentric mind,
reality does not control man, but man creates reality. Reality
does not contain an ideal essence which man should respect,
but is rather a “ brute fact,” to be changed as man sees fit.
Philosophy becomes no longer the quest for an ideal or pre-
determined form but a means for enabling man to rationally
control himself and his world. It becomes a kind of analysis
of science, rather than a metaphysics which sits in judgment
upon science. Thus, linguistic analysis, with its exclusion of
metaphysics and its emphasis upon the empirical, finds a con-
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fortable home in today’s world. Unlike metaphysics, which can
seem rather imperialistic, analysts are modest and simply anal-
yze what is at hand in the current society.

Gilkey further clarifies the current mood. If for Rahner the
present Geist is anthropocentric, Gilkey will tell us what that
more fully means: a sense of (1) contingency, (2) relativity,
(8) temporality, and (4) autonomy. A sense of contingency,
because the real for modern man is not an inherent ontological
structure in things but the given, the brute fact which, far from
being predetermined by the nature of reality, man can and
does change by himself. A sense of relativity, because modern
man’s world is not “finally given” but open to change, to
alteration, and to disintegration. A philosophical search for
essences is futile, for there are none. This naturally leads to
a sense of temporality; that is, the changing character of things.
And although this sense is not new, its all-pervading character
is. That is why any philosophy which seems built upon static
categories, any philosophy which searches after ideal essences,
is suspect. And finally, modern man has a sense of autonomy.
He is not the world’s; the world is his. If anything of signifi-
cance happens, man causes it to happen. In other words, man
is “left alone ” in this world, and any reliance upon a God or
upon an ideal and predetermined form of what the world should
be is a false consciousness, an ideology. Thus, language anal-
ysis, with its modest claims, its desire to be realistic, and its
acceptance of the language current man, especially current
scientific man, uses, seems compatible with the present Geist.

With the above, then, as our background, we are now in
a position to understand the weight of the questions which
language analysts will address to today’s theology. We will
mention those questions now, at this essay’s beginning, in order
to set its proper tone and in order to develop Gilkey’s thought
in such a way that he will be able to respond to each of these
questions.®

* * *

® Here we will follow as our main guide D. Hudson, in his Ludwig Wittgenstein
(1968), esp. 58-71. What he there states is representative of the kinds of questions
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“ Grammar tells us what kind of object anything is. (The-
ology as grammar),”*® said Wittgenstein. This means that
being a believer, and even more so a professional analyst of
belief (theologian), entails participation in a certain universe
of discourse. And as any language entails its grammer, so the
language of belief has its grammar. It is with the latter that
theologians are said to deal, according to analysts. Basically,
then, a theologian examines ““ what it does, or does not, make
sense to say in a religion.” ** Following from this, and basing
ourselves on analytic principles, this means theology must
face a number of rather basic questions,

First of all, the theologian must attempt to delineate, through
philosophy’s aid, the technique involved in using religious
language. For example, the ordinary believer will almost nat-
urally speak of God as “ caring,” “loving,” and “ providing ”
for the world. The theologian must examine this usage and
attempt to make sense out of it in the face of evil, hunger,
starvation, etc., which he finds in the world. If God is said
to be ““ caring,” this word must be used in a number of different
ways, if the theologian is going to make sense out of its applica-
tion to God. And yet, if its Christian usage is to be meaningful,
it must not be allowed to die the death of a thousand qualifica-
tions.*?

Explaining the technique of religious discourse, then, involves
two aspects. First, what analysts call the “ guidance > of this
linguistic usage must be studied, in order to delineate its con-
sistency. And secondly, the theologian must uncover the
“ depth grammar ™ of this technique, which for Wittgenstein
involves (1) uncovering the tacit presuppositions of religious

current linguistic analysis is addressing to theology. For further clarification, see
J. Woelfel, “* Non-Metaphysical > Christian Philosophy and Linguistic Philosophy,”
New Theology No. 2 (1965), 50-61; A. Flew and A. Maclntyre, eds., New Essays
in Philosophical Theology (1955); A. Plantinga, The Ontological Argument (1965);
B. Mitchell, op. cit.

10 1. Wittgenstein, op. cit., p. 878.

2 H. Hudson, op. cit., 58.

12 Inspired by A. Flew, “Theology and Falsification: A Symposium,” B.
Mitchell, op. cit., 13-22.
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discourse and (2) showing the limits of its logical frontiers.
For example, continuing our above example, when a believer
says that “ God cares,” in what hidden sense is the believer
using this word? If it means exactly what “Mom cares”
means, then why doesn’t God “ care enough” to stop evil, as
a mother would ordinarily protect her child from evil? Such
would be uncovering tacit presuppositions. Discovering the
logical frontiers of religious discourse enables one not to con-
fuse religion with science, with metaphysics, with history and
the like. It involves a program similar to Ryle’s: “ If the seem-
ing feuds between science and theology . . . are to be dissolved
at all, their dissolution can come not from making polite com-
promises but only from drawing uncompromising contrasts be-
tween their businesses.” **

Secondly, discussions of the technique of religious discourse
are not enough. Language analysis also forces theology to
consider the question of the actual existence of the object of
religious discourse. Hudson claims that this question is equiv-
alent to asking “ Does God really exist?,” where “ really exist ”
is indefinable. This is true because knowledge must result
from physical experience. If, then, we say “X really exists,”
what we mean is that “X is a part of physical experience.”
But since X can only be known in the first place as a part of
physical experience, our expression reduces itself to a tautology:
“X (a part of physical experience) is a part of physical experi-
ence.” Certainly we wish to say something more than a taut-
ology when we assert that “ X really exists” or that “ God
really exists,” but it seems indefinable on analytic grounds.
Obviously one can see here, in Hudson’s analysis, the “ opera-
tional ” influence of the verification principle.

Hudson also advances another difficulty in this matter of
“really exist.” Namely, to know whether something “ really
exists ” seems to arise “from the fact that people sometimes
talk as though it made sense to speak of getting outside all
conceptual schemes whatsoever and discoverng what really

**G. Ryle, Dilemmas (1954), 81, as quoted by Hudson, op. eit., 62.
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exists.” ** But to do this on linguistic grounds, we would need
another conceptual scheme which is adequate for ontological
assertions like “ X really exists,” and another one adequate for
metaphysical assertions to justify the ontological ones, ad
infinitum. In other words, we would be caught in an infinite
regress, which, to an analyst, results in meaninglessness. In the
end, all that can be said about the assertions of religious dis-
course is that they are spoken, that this language game is
played. This is as “ ultimate  as linguistic analysis will allow
one to be. As Wittgenstein once said, “Its advantage is that
if you believe, say, Spinoza or Kant, this interferes with what
you believe in religion; but if you believe me, nothing of the
sort.” **

Thirdly and finally, three further questions force themselves
to theological discussion as a result of the above mentioned
issues. First, how do we logically distinguish talk about God
from talk about Santa Claus? Presumably the theologian would
wish to make a distinction. Secondly, in a cosmocentric world
view, in which man sees himself as controlled by forces external
to himself, it makes sense to speak of God as controlling and
providing for the world. But how can religion maintain its
meaningfulness within an anthropocentric culture in which man
seems to look only to himself for answers? Should we apply to
the discource of religious language Wittgenstein’s principle that
some language games become “ obsolete and get forgotten ” ?
Thirdly, how rational is it to maintain a religious belief?
Ordinarily, the rational man can be skeptical and modify his
views as his knowledge grows. But there appears to be a limit
to the skepticism allowed a religious believer. That is, can

4 D. Hudson, bid., 64-65.

*® As quoted by D. Hudson, ibid., 67. Perhaps it would be good to point out
that not all analysts shy away from the metaphysical questions mentioned here.
The movement toward “ordinary” language analysis, as distinct from the
constructing of formal languages, is at least a tacit attempt to give a place to
religion (and the metaphysics it necessarily contains). An analyst positively

inclined toward metaphysics and religion is John Wisdom. See J. Passmore, op. cit.,
434-440.
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one still remain a believer and remain skeptical about the in-
fluence of Jesus Christ?

Thus, the anthropocentric shift in self-consciousness, which
the analytic movement through the above issues seems to
manifest in striking form, forces theology back to the very
foundations of its thought. Back, that is, to its methodology.
For the above mentioned questions are asked, not simply aca-
demically but personally, by a modern man who finds the-
ology’s answers problematic. Gilkey expressed the seriousness
of this situation in these terms: **

When, however, we question the meaning of the statements of faith
or of metaphysics—when we say, “I do not even know what you
mean by the word ‘ God,”” or “1I find metaphysical propositions
meaningless ”—we are not only questioning the actuality or validity
of these conceptual systems as explanatory of the experienced
world. Rather, we are doubting even that they are intelligible at
all as potential modes of understanding the world, we are doubting
their possibility as explanatory or assertive conceptual systems.!®

It seems that theology is back to the three choices expressed
by Karl Barth in his From Rousseau to Ritschl*” Although
Barth is referring to Kant and his challenge to metaphysical
thinking, the thought of linguistic analysis is just as applicable.
As a first choice, theology can choose to “ remain itself,” to
repeat the great theological tradition, and, rather than accept
the current critique of linguistic analysis as an indication of
the real, to sit in judgment upon that critique. Secondly,
theology could accept the current critique, “play ” the lan-
guage game of religious discourse, and act “ as if ” God actually
exists. Here the logical difference between “ God ” and “ Santa
Claus ” is either bracketed or ignored. Thirdly, theology could
accept the critique of linguistic analysis as an indication of the
real, and yet attempt to establish both the meaningfulness and
validity of religious discourse on the terms of that philosophical
method.

L. Gilkey, op. cit., 17.

**K. Barth, From Rousseau to Ritschl (1959), 150-196, as used by B.
Wilson, “The Possibility of Theology after Kant: An Examination of Karl
Rahner’s Geist in Welt,” Canadian Theological Journal, 12 (1966), 245-57.
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Sociological theorists ** have demonstrated, however, the dif-
ficulties involved in the first two approaches. The first option,
known to sociologists as  cognitive defiance,” would seem to
work only were man a-social. But in fact he is highly socially
determined and living within a social milieu which avoids
closed systems of knowledge and accepts open systems in com-
petition and communication with each other. The second op-
tion, too, is fraught with social difficulties. To theologize * as
if ” God exists, but not to really face the issue, is to make a
“tactical modication ” in one’s thought. But such “ tactical
modifications "—as sociological analysis reveals—lead to “ cog-
nitive modification.” That is, if God’s existence is “ tactically ”
ignored, it will soon be “ cognitively ” ignored. As Peter Berger
states: ... once one starts a process of cognitive bargaining,
one subjects oneself to mutual cognitive contamination.” ** It
seems, then, that the third alternative is the only way in which
theology can avoid the two above difficulties and remain soci-
ologically “ plausible.”

But can the above be done? The rest of this essay will be
devoted to Langdon Gilkey’s attempt to answer that question.
A study of all of his basic writings will be attempted in order
to see, first, if he accepts linguistic analysis as an indication
of the real; and secondly, if he is able to effectively answer the
questions put to contemporary theology by that philosophy.
Then we will be in a position to know which alternative for
theology Gilkey accepts, and whether his conclusions are soci-
ologically “ plausible.”

II. A study of Langdon Gilkey’s use of linguistic analysis.

The problem of language has interested Gilkey since the
writing of his first book? However, we can trace a clear
development from his early writings, in which the language
question is quite secondary, to his more recent work, in which

3 P, Berger, A Humor of Angels (1969), 1-34, for what follows.
1% Ibid., 27.

2 Maker of Heaven and Earth (1959).
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it becomes central? Indeed—although too much could be
made of this—Gilkey’s treatment of language exhibits the two
tendencies most striking about contemporary language studies.
That is, the tendencies to see language either as an “instru-
ment,” which aids one in living rationally, or as itself a “ pri-
mary form * of life.?

To explain those above tendencies, we might ask the follow-
ing question: “Has man language at his disposal or is man at
the disposal of language? ” ?* If one chooses the first alterna-
tive, he will have a tendency to view language as an instru-
ment for dealing with the world, a method of rationalizing
one’s life. Clearly the logical positivists and many language
analysts have chosen this option. We can see this, for example,
in their view of language as a system of signs; of syntax, as
the relation of signs to each other; and of semantics, as the
relation of the signs to the thing signified (meaning). A clear
proposition embedded in this option is the classical separation
between thought and language,* the defects of the latter need-

* His earlier writings: Maker of Heaven and Earth (1959); How the Church
Can Minister to the World without Losing Itself (1964); Shantung Compound
(1966); “ Cosmology, Ontology and the Travail of Biblical Language,” Journal of
Religion, 41 (1961), 194-205; “ The Concept of Providence in Contemporary
Theology,” Journal of Religion, 48 (1963), 171-192; his later writings, in the main:
“ Dissolution and Reconstruction in Theology,” Christian Century, 82 (1965), 135-
189; “ A New Linguistic Madness,” New Theology No. 2 (1965), 89-49; “ Secular-
ism’s Impact on Contemporary Theology,” Radical Theology: Phase Two, C.
Christian and G. Wittig, eds. (1967), 17-28; “ Modern Myth-Making and the
Possibilities of Twentieth Century Theology,” Theology of Renewal, 1, L. Shook,
ed. (1968), 283-312; Naming the Whirlwind: the Renewal of God-Language (1969);
“The Universal and Immediate Presence of God,” The Future of Hope, F. Herzog,
ed. (1970), 81-109; Religion and the Scientific Future (1970). Content has deter-
mined whether a writing is “early ” or “late,” not date of publication.

2 For what follows see the highly informative article by F. Mayr, “ Language,”
Sacramentum Mundi, 3 1969), 268-274.

2 Ibid., 270.

24 Seen, in the classical tradition, in Aristotle (names of speech are calculi used
for reckoning); in the Stoic distinction between logos and lekton (meaning as
uttered); in Boethius and medieval logic (signification as a proprietas terminorum);
in realism and nominalism; in modern empiricism and rationalism (language as
based on mathematics and science); and in the modern idea of language as a
caleulus, a tool and information-giver. Vd. ibid., 270-71.
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ing to be eliminated through the construction of a formal or
ideal language.

Although it would be too much to say that Gilkey ex-
plicitly accepts the first alternative, still his earlier writings, in
the main, treat language more as a theological tool, ancillary to
the real business of theology, than as a fundamental manifesta-
tion of theology itself. For exmple, in his earliest book,® in
which he attempts an explanation of the meaning of creation,
discussing the objections brought to that Christian doctrine
by modern philosophy and science, Gilkey will use language
as his instrument for clarifying what theology does and does

not mean by this doctrine (thus avoiding category mistakes) .
He states:

People ask many kinds of questions about the origin of things,
and these are often radically different from each other in meaning
and intention. Consequently the answers to these questions can
be in quite distinct realms of discourse. It is, therefore, in terms of
the differences in kinds of questions men ask that we can most
easily see the distinction between scientific, philosophieal, and
theological answers, and can most easily apprehend the different
kinds and levels of truth that each one seeks.

Throughout this first work Gilkey develops In a progressive
way the kinds of language used by theology to clarify what it
means by the creation doctrine®® After stating that theology
can never escape the essential concerns of philosophy (the
analysis of meaningful ideas and the rules of valid and coherent
meaning), since these are its tools*” Gilkey quite helpfully
explains that the level of discourse used by theology is chiefly
“myth.” This is meant in the technical sense as a religious
language in which personal and historical analogies are used
of God, but used paradoxically,”® to express in a dramatic man-

5 Maker of Heaven and Earth, op. cit., 16.

¢ Ibid., 26, 29, 33-4, 54, 69 ff., 72, 98 ff, 152 n. 14, 163 fI., 253, 316 ff., and esp.
819 fi.

2" My italics; ibid. 83-4.
*One can see in this understanding of religious language as paradoxical
especially the thesis of I. Ramsey, Religious Language (1967), for whom religious
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ner an understanding of God. Such language must be analog-
ical, because theology deliberately denies that its language
can be taken in a literal sense. It is paradoxical, because the
human mind is forced to its limits with an experiential language
meant non-experientially.

Although Gilkey is careful to add that an ontological refer-
ence lies behind theology’s mythical discourse (though he does
not yet attempt to validate this in the light of linguistic anal-
ysis) , he gives five reasons for theology’s need to speak myth-
ically. First, it preserves the utter transcendent reference of
such language. Secondly, it preserves the religious relevance
and validity of theology. The religious relevance, because the-
ology has to do, not with cosmological facts, but with personal
commitment. The validity, because quite clearly, mere the-
ological discourse taken literally would contradict scientific
data. Thirdly, such language preserves the dialectical tensions
or paradoxes of Christianity (God as transcendent and yet
involved in history). Fourthly, such mythical language, be-
cause it is personal and dramatic, is true to the biblical tra-
dition in which God is known in personal and historical
encounters. And finally, such language is true to the manner
in which believers know their God: not as fact, but personally.

Gilkey’s second work continues this “instrumental ” use of
language, although his application of it now is to the Christian
fact of the church.*® The problem he sets out to treat is the
relationship of the current type of American Protestant de-
nomination to its culture. He considers mainly those churches
known as denominations (which grew out of the Old World
“sects ) and sees the problem in the following terms: unlike
the church-type (Roman Catholicism, Lutheranism) most
though not all denomination-type churches (Congregational,

discourse is the peculiarly odd language of discernment and commitment. Cf. also
J. Macquarrie’s God-Talk (1967), 168-248; and I. Crombie, “The Possibility of
Theological Statements,” B. Mitchell, op. cit., 23-52, who tries to establish the realm
of religious discourse as that of the anomalous.

** How the Church Can Minister to the World without Losing Itself, op. cit.,
esp. ch. 6, “ Theological Epilogue: Language and the Church,” 128-146.
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Presbyterian, Baptist, Episcopal, Methodist, Quaker, etc.)
have no sacred hierarchy, no holy sacraments, no holy dogmas;
and unlike the Old World sects, they possess no separated
communal, moral, and intellectual life. “ Having no separated
areas which might be able to preserve the holy from the world,
and thus be enabled to mediate the holy to the world, this
church is in fact in imminent danger of being engulfed by the
world.”

In the light of that problem which Gilkey sets for himself,
he will demonstrate how helpful language analysis can be in
“clarifying” a very complex problem. In contemporary
churchly experience, Gilkey sees, in the main, three different
language systems in use when people speak about “ the church.”
The first he calls “ down-to-earth,” “ operational,” or * empir-
ical.” It is the American denomination as it is in fact thought
to be. We see people speaking on this level when they ask how
many people attend church or Sunday school, how large the
collections are, and how the parish plant can develop more
effectively. The second language system is that used by the
denominational officials to describe themselves. ““ Examples are
the . . . common Methodist definition of the church as ‘a com-
munity of regenerate Christians going on to perfection,” or
the Disciples of Christ view that ‘ the Church is guided in faith
and practice solely by the precepts of the New Testament.”” 5
Gilkey feels that this language is almost a dead one, because,
although it once could have been described as truly “empir-
ical” or “ operational,” few modern church members even
seem to know anything about this level of discourse.** The
third language system Gilkey calls “ecumenical ” discourse
about the churches. Examples would be the following: “ the
Church is one,” or “ it is the fellowship of love among all those
whose Lord is Christ,” or “it exists wherever the Word is
purely preached and heard and the Sacraments duly adminis-

30 Ibid., 19-20.
 Ibid., 132.
%2 Ibid., 188.
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tered,” etc.?® This third system becomes problematic because
it entails a “ category mistake,” confusing symbols which ex-
press God’s relation to the church’s life with the substantial
elements out of which the church is actually made. The ecu-
menical search for the common * essence ” of all churches thus
becomes a universal abstraction, having little or no concrete
relation to what the churches actually (“empirically ”) are.

But, because Gilkey’s criticism is always constructive, he
recommends, first, an empirical investigation of the actual life
of the current American denominational church, and secondly,
an historical and theological analysis of this data in the light
of Seripture and each denomination’s own history. Only in this
way can the denominations relate the “ Holy ” to the actual
life of their members. But the important conclusion for our
purposes is Gilkey’s proposal, quite amenable to linguistic anal-
ysis, that “ if the church’s life has in fact . . . become dominated
by secular activities with secular goals, then it is quite under-
standable that secular operational language about the church
should be used by laity, clergy, and scientific observer alike,
and that any other form of language should become unintel-
ligible for both the ordinary layman and the active minister.” ®
With this last proposal, Gilkey has seemingly set for himself
the task which will cause him to become much more fully
concerned with linguistic analysis and which will cause him to
balance his early “ instrumental ” use of language with a view
of language as a fundamental form of life (and so of religion)
itself. The result will be his excellent work, Naming the Whirl-
wind: the Renewal of God-Language.

It is important to recognize that Gilkey will continually
utilize the helpful distinctions which his early “flirtation ”
with language analysis caused him to develop. He will still

38 Ibid.

¢ Ibid., 145.

8 Examples of this earlier flirtation with language analysis can also be found in
“ Cosmology, Ontology and the Travail of Biblical Language,” art. cit., and “ The
Concept of Providence in Contemporary Theology,” art. cit. However, from a
Iinguistic point of view, they do not go beyond what has been said here.
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remain committed to the place of myth in religious discourse
and simultaneously of the need of myth to be an “ operational,”
living, and empirical language. In fact, showing how that can
be done, and still avoiding a category mistake, could be called
the chief point of his later writings.

One can see the elements for Gilkey’s later writings develop-
ing in the period 1965-1968. First, in his Shantung Compound,
the recounting of his experience at a civilian internment camp
in North China during the war against Japan. His thesis is
that this “ empirical ” experience laid bare life’s essential struc-
tures “ by subjecting life to greatly increased tension.”*® What
results from this experience for Gilkey is a strengthened belief
in the specifically religious dimension of human life, without
which human living becomes impossible. An excellent feature
of this book is its “empirical ” nature, beginning, not with
theological presuppositions but with life as it is actually lived.
This probably helped in convincing Gilkey that the religious
dimension is compatible with linguistic philosophy. Secondly,
Gilkey now becomes much more concerned with the problem of
secularity, and feels that its challenge to Christianity can only
be met by positive experiences of religion on the same level
He also thinks that the attempt of van Buren to radically
secularize the Gospel fails either to do justice to the specifically
transcendent religious dimension of man or to the principles of
linguistic analysis purportedly accepted by van Buren.®® Thus,

¢ Shantung Compound, op. cit., ix. Gilkey’s conclusions from this experience
are the following: (1) man ecannot live meaningfully without an open future; (2)
nowhere is it possible to escape the deeper issues of life; (3) man is immensely
creative, but under pressure he loves himself more than he cares to admit; (4) a
man’s morality or immorality comes from his deepest personal resources; (5) the
real question in life is not whether a person or society chooses to be religious—no
choice is given here—but what kind of “god” one wants to worship; (6) one’s
center of loyalty—if it is to give hope—cannot be a human creation; (7) the
structure of meaning is made possible only by a transcendent God. See esp.
223-242.

37 See “ Dissolution and Reconstruction in Theology,” Christian Century, art. cit.
and “Secularism’s Impact on Contemporary Theology,” Radical Theology: Phase
Two, op. cit.

38 Vd. “A New Linguistic Madness,” art. cit.
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the foundations have been established for Gilkey’s recent turn-
ing to linguistic analysis as his central object of concern.

By way of introducing the “later ” Gilkey, it would be well
to return to our earlier question: “ Has man language at his
disposal or is man at the disposal of language? ” Just as ac-
cepting the first alternative brings one to an instrumentalist
view of language, and so to the concerns of logical positivism,
semantics, and logic, so the second alternative more clearly sees
language, not as a tool but as linked with life in such a way
that it is one of man’s fundamental ways of coming to be. That
is, prior to man’s deliberate use of language (understood as a
tool), one’s language has already in some way constituted
one’s being-in-the-world. Such a view clearly calls to mind
Heidegger’s understanding of language as revelatory of Being,*
but, within analytie circles, it also clearly reflects the concerns
of the later Wittgenstein.

We will recall that one of the concerns of the logical posi-
tivists was the overcoming of the ambiguities of ordinary dis-
course through the formation of an ideal language. Wittgen-
stein himself shared this concern in his T'ractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus. But, owing to the later rethinking of his views,
Wittgenstein was able to notice the one-sidedness of this ap-
proach. Not wishing to separate language from life, he ad-
vanced the principle “ that prior to conscious distinction be-
tween ‘ thinking’ (concept) and ‘speaking’ (word) language
exists in a number of ‘language-games,’ that is, in various
different ‘forms of life > each with its own usage.” * “ Usage
is meaning,” among the analysts, has almost become axiomatic
since the later Wittgenstein. Clearly a slogan which indicates
the close linkage between language (meaning) and life (usage).
Thus, there is a movement among analysts away from formal
languages to “ ordinary ” discourse, as the place where one is

% See his “ Holderlin and the Essence of Poetry,” Existence and Being (1970),
270-291; also K. Rahner, “Poetry and the Christian,” Theological Investigations, 4
(1966), 857-367, and “Priest and Poet,” op. cit, 3 (1967), 294-317, for a
theological application of Heidegger’s themes.

“°F. Mayr, art. cit., 271; L. Wittgenstein, op. cit., pgs. 7, 23, 67, 226, 241,
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in touch with the real. Dallas High ** has brought out this as-
pect of Wittgenstein’s thought by emphasizing (1) that a
“language game does not mean a different set of words, but
a different usage of ordinary words” and (2) that “the dif-
ferences between language games are fully balanced by their
similarities and the great overlapping between different modes
of speech.”

It is, then, in the light of the above that we should under-
stand Gilkey’s quite remarkable Naming the Whirlwind: the
Renewal of God-Language. The work is quite large, and so an
attempt will only be made to explicate his methodology. Brief-
ly, Gilkey is considering the anthropocentric situation facing
theology today. He submits that Neo-Orthodoxy preserves
God’s transcendence at the expense of his immanence; liberal-
ism, his immanence at the expense of his transcendence;
while radical (death of God) theology brings to a head the
radical secular elements of the Geist of today’s man while seem-
ing to compromise the transcendent in the Gospel. Put in
analytic terms, if “ God ” as used by a believer is a particular
use of an ordinary word, Neo-Orthodoxy has threatened its
“ ordinariness,” while liberalism and radical theology have
made it all to ordinary (How is this word different from “ Santa
Claus ” ?).

From the beginning, Gilkey sees theology’s key problem in
analytic terms. It is the problem of meaning. Whereas to ask
whether God exists is true or not at least implies some basic
understanding of this assertion, to question the meaningfulness
of such an assertion is much more radical: It is to doubt even
its very possibility.*? Gilkey continues: “ What the historical
process of secularization means linguistically is that religious
discourse is no longer regarded by secular man as a discourse
either essential for or even useful in the course of his daily
life in the world (except perhaps when he is very upset!), in

“*D. High, Language, Persons, and Belief (1967), 72 1. and 86 fI., as quoted by
L. Gilkey, Naming the Whirlwind: the Renewal of God-Language, op. cit., 236, n. 4.
#2 L. Gikey, ibid., 17.



THEOLOGY'S METHOD AND LANGDON GILKEY 383

politics, economics, family affairs, personal mores, or cognitive
inquiry.”** Gilkey then proposes a quite complex, five-point
methodology to restore God-language to the realm of “ ordinary
discourse.”

First, Gilkey maintains that secular man’s self-understanding
is in tension with his actual existence. Making no non-secular
assumptions but challenging secularism on its own grounds, he
holds that secularism on the level of felt existence raises ques-
tions which only religious dicourse is capable of fruitfully
thematizing. Thus, without religious symbols, secular life can-
not be intelligibly understood or creatively lived. Secondly,
Gilkey uses the distinction of linguistic analysis of the difference
between the question of language game’s meaningfulness and
the validity of particular propositions within that field of dis-
course.** This will enable him to remain on the secular level,
without introducing non-secular assertions, such as “ God ex-
ists.” Thirdly, in order to establish the meaningfulness of the
language game of religion, Gilkey will move to a form of phe-
nomenology. He feels this step is necessary because, although
linguistic analysis will say that use determines meaning, we
need further criteria to show that a particular use is a “ living ”
use, so that the linguistic symbols one uses actually relate to
one’s felt experience as a whole. Language analysis cannot itself
supply these criteria, if it wishes to avoid the metaphysical pit-
falls of the verification principle, and so Gilkey turns to phe-
nomenology. Fourthly, in order to uncover the regions of our
felt experience which religious symbols thematize, Gilkey will
perform an “ontic” (phenomenological) analysis, uncovering
the “ sacral ” dimensions as they manifest themselves through
other things that appear directly (our ontic feelings, the tones

*® Ibid., 237. For what follows, see 147-470, upon which I am relying heavily.

“The evident influence here: M. Schlick, “ Meaning and Verification,” Readings
in Philosophical Analysis, H. Feigl and W. Sellers, eds. (1949), 148, 154; L.
Wittgenstein, op. cit., pgs. 43, 77, 840, 116, 328; A. Ayer, The Concept of a Person
and Other Essays (1963), 17-18; P. Strawson, “ On Referring,” Essays in Conceptual
Analysis, A. Flew, ed. (1956), 30-31—all as quoted by L. Gilkey, ibid., 263, n. 4,
n. 5; 264, n. 6.
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of our living, our behavior patterns, etc.) . In accordance with
phenomenology Gilkey asserts the primacy of “intuition”
through which analysis “ can disclose what is there and point
to it; it cannot prove that it is there.” ** Fifthly and finally,
Gilkey points out that religious discourse is not a language
game separate from other ordinary language games but a re-
ligious and thus unusual use of ordinary words. Unusual, be-
cause it is multivalent, pointing both to an ordinary experience
and through that to a sacral dimension. Thus, along with moral
and existential aspects of religious discourse, we should expect
it to be abstract too (as pointing to a sacral dimension beyond
the ordinary experience) .

In order to more clearly spell out the character of the “ sac-
ral ” dimension, or what he elsewhere names “ ultimacy,” Gil-
key specifies it in four ways. It is, first, the experience of the
source of what we are, known In those moments when we are
aware of our being and its meaning as fundamentally given,
not subject to our control or direction. It is, thus, not an
individual being itself but such a being’s pre-supposition.
Secondly, it manifests itself when we are aware of our limits;
aware, that is, of our fundamental limits, such as the experi-
ences of threat and helplessness. Again, it is a reality beyond
our control and so transcendent. Thirdly, we know it as the
source and basis for our values, because, as the presupposition
of our being and meaning, without it we have no value. Fourth-
ly, because of its transcendent character, it has about it an ele-
ment of mystery, which accounts for religion’s unusual use of
ordinary words.

This character of “ ultimacy ” is then discovered, for Gilkey,
in the secular experiences of contingency, relativity, tempo-
rality, and autonomy. Contingency, the radical experience of
knowing that existence is “ given,” beyond our control, is ex-
perienced by modern man as ultimate when he expresses a deep,
underlying joy at living or when he expresses a fear that he will
finally lose his life. Joy or fear: both are ultimate, because

* L. Gilkey, sbid., 282.
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both are quite beyond our control. Again, the experience of
relativity opens up to the ultimate. For, regardless of how
relative things are, man cannot live without meaning if he is
to be creative and active. Something must become non-relative
for man, to be able to endure the relativity of things, and to be
able to overcome the threat of life’s ultimately being meaning-
less. Again, in his experience of the threat of mortality, or in
his search for what will last, modern man’s sense of temporality
reveals the ultimate. a reality quite beyond his control. And
finally, even modern autonomous man, precisely to be free,
needs relevant possibilities which act as ultimate norms for
guiding his life. Norms, that is, which obligate and judge us,
as well as condemn us.

Hopefully it is clear from the above that these “sacral
dimensions ” of ultimacy can be experienced by man negatively
as well as positively. That is, they can be ultimate threat as
well as ultimate possibility. Thus, faith will always be de-
manded of the secular man, if he is to affirm the positive inter-
pretation of the experience of ultimacy. Gilkey clarifies this:

Our first certainty, then, of the reality of this dimension of experi-
ence comes from our sense of the terribleness of an ultimate
emptiness, from the shattering effect of not finding anything sacred
as the source and ground of our life. And much of what we do,
like the debris on the surface of the ocean, reflects this cataclysm
at the depths of our life.ss

In the light of the above methodological presuppositions,
then, Gilkey is able to make his case for religious discourse.
Fundamentally his case hangs on the fact that the experience
of the “ultimate” is needed by man and society for their
very continued existence. However, those experiences are large-
ly unnamed and unthematized. But if they are to be main-
tained by a culture over the long run, and if a culture is to

4 Ibid., 310. It should be evident that Gilkey’s analysis of the ultimate dimen-
sions has features strongly similar to Paul Tillich, F. Schleiermacher, and others,
and closely approaches B. Lonergan, Insight, 1957; P. Berger, A Rumor of Angels,
1969; and D. Burrell, “God: Language and Transcendence,” God, Jesus, Spirit,
D. Callahan, ed. (1969), 85-47.
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be able to understand itself and so creatively cope with itself,
those experiences must be thematized in symbols. This, of
course, immediately raises the question of which symbols ad-
equately thematize these experiences. And thus we must ask
the question of the walidity of religious discourse, as distinct
from its meaningfulness (hopefully already clarified) .

In approaching the question of the validity of religious dis-
course, Gilkey quite clearly does not consider secular or meta-
physical symbols as adequate to modern man’s need to the-
matize the “ ultimate” in his experience. His argumentation
is complex, but I will try to present the essential features here.*”

Two modern secular myths which attempt to give man a
vision of life as a whole, explaining man’s nature, obligations,
and destiny in the light of that vision, are cosmic evolution and
Marxist dialectical materialism. Gilkey, however, sees two
problems with each, which in the end invalidate their useful-
ness. First, neither can admit its status as a myth but seeks to
appear in the guise of science in order to be credible to modern
man. By doing so, they are forced to meet empirical require-
ments they cannot meet. In other words, they have made a
“ category ” mistake. Secondly, because they seek to imitate
the univocal language of science, these myths cannot adequately
handle the “ sacral ” dimensions of human existence—mystery
and transcendence—for which a multivalent or analogical lan-
guage 1is necessary. Sensing these difficulties, modern man has
tended to replace these myths with a new anthropocentric one
(given above), that of the new scientific man. But this myth,
too, based upon its assumption that a continual increase of
scientific knowledge will open up reality to man, mistakenly
thinks man himself can exhaustively be understood as an
object of study. It, too, overlooks those sacral dimensions of
man, which quite defy scientific analysis.

The case for metaphysical symbols is quite complex, and, as

T Although Gilkey treats the secular symbols throughout chapters three and four
of part two of Naming the Whilrwind, I will more heavily rely on his succinct

“Modern Myth-Making and the Possibilities of Twentieth Century Theology,”
art. cit., esp. 295-308. His treatment of metaphysics: op. cit., 415 fI., esp. 444.



THEOLOGY'S METHOD AND LANGDON GILKEY 387

Gilkey thinks, in form they are no different from religious
symbols. However, metaphysics itself, if it accepts Gilkey’s
analysis of the sacral as truly transcendent, as truly the pre-
supposition of being and meaning, must presuppose and rest
upon that sacral dimension when it speaks of “ God.” If
“ God ” is truly being’s presupposition, then its reality cannot
be an element within any metaphysical system but rather that
system’s ground. It seems, then, that religious symbols alone
can adequately thematize the dimensions of ultimacy in human
existence. First, because they can account for the fact that
man can respond to those dimensions of ultimacy either nega-
tively (as the terrible Void) or positively (as one’s source of
creativity) . Secondly, because where man responds positively,
nothing has intellectually compelled him to so respond, but
rather something “ redeeming * has so entered the individual’s
life through an experience that he does so respond. The appro-
priate language for this experience, then, is not “ proof ” but
“ confession.” And with this we have the validity to which
religious discourse can appeal.

While Naming the Whirlwind: the Renewal of God-Lan-
guage mainly addresses itself to the philosophical community,
Gilkey’s latest work,* while substantially repeating the argu-
mentation of the former book, seeks to relate to the scientific
community. Gilkey’s concerns are still with religious discourse
or myth, but he is now attempting to illustrate that the scien-
tist himself, as scientist, needs religious myth. The book cen-
ters around an analysis of the scientist’s knowing process, which
itself for Gilkey leads to the experiences of the sacral.*®

8 Religion and the Scientific Future, op. cit., upon which I rely here. An
extremely interesting feature of this book is Gilkey’s historical analysis of theology’s
dependence on science: with Enlightenment science, Deism tries to escape
scientific contradiction by relegating theology’s field, not to present matters of fact
but to the past (creation) and the future (eschatology). Uniformitarianism
restricted theology to the past (man’s origin). However, as science became more
historical, and especially after Darwin’s scientific explanation of man’s origin,
theology needed a new self-understanding: it can neither be science nor be
separated from science and maintain meaning.

** The influence of B. Lonergan, op. cit., and M. Polyani, Personal Knowledge
(1964), is evident.
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First of all, even the scientific enterprise itself is increasingly
seen as a human, personal, theoretic act, based on a drive to
know and personal insight. Its purely objective and impersonal
nature is increasingly questioned. Secondly, within this per-
sonal dimension of the scientific act the scientist encounters
the “sacral ” or “ultimate.” We see it first in the scientist’s
affirmation of the fact that knowing is possible. Secondly, in
the scientific community’s shared commitment to know (their
belief in the reality of order, in the need for scientific integrity,
in the desire for utter simplicity, in the trust in evidence alone) .
Thirdly, in the acceptance of an absolute; namely, the validity
of data and evidence, which alone enables the scientist to pro-
ceed. Fourthly, in the pronouncing of judgment, in which the
scientist overcomes the relativily of his own knowing. And
finally, in the compulsion to judge, in the inability to refuse to
judge, and thus in the acceptance of the non-relative and
ultimate, once the data is sufficient. In the light of this Gilkey
then repeats his arguments from his earlier book in which only
religious mythical discourse is capable of handling adequately
this sacral dimension encountered by the scientist.

III. Gilkey’s response to the issues raised by linguistic analysis.

Linguistic analysis, as we have indicated earlier, is modest.
This final section of our essay asks if Gilkey, in his use of the
analytic method, has been equally as modest. Just as language
analysis, by moving away from an instrumentalist view of lan-
guage under the later Wittgenstein’s influence, sees ordinary
language as constitutive of life, so Gilkey has strongly main-
tained that a religious use of ordinary language is equally con-
stitutive of life. And this applies, not just to the ordinary be-
liever but to the scientist and philosopher as well. In the light
of this claim, then, we will examine the answers Gilkey’s anal-
ysis would seem to give to the issues mentioned earlier which
language analysts are addressing to theologians.

Our first question has to do with the “ technique ” of religious
discourse. That is, with (1) its “guidance” or consistency
and (2) its “ depth grammar ” or hidden presuppositions and
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logical limits. For Gilkey the answer lies in the multivalent
nature of religious discourse (“myth ™), according to which
religious language is not explanatory of the relation of finite
events to one another (as in science), and also according to
which such language must express ultimacy to be religious.*
Thus, religious discourse becomes inconsistent whenever it tries
to “ explain ” as a scientist would, or whenever it fails to make
reference to the ultimate. Its tacit presupposition is that, when
the believer speaks, he is using the language of myth (poly-
valent) , and its logical frontier is the region of the ultimate as
experienced in the finite. To the objection that religious dis-
course dies the “ death of a thousand qualifications,” Gilkey
would seem to plead * guilty ” if one limits human experience
to the non-ultimate, and “ innocent ” if one sees human experi-
ence as much richer, with a depth that can only be described as
“sacral ” or “ultimate.” The objection’s limitation Gilkey
would regard as an a priort assumption which takes into ac-
count neither the empirical experience of the scientist as he
faces ultimate horizons nor the experience of secular man as
questions of ultimacy confront him through contingency, rela-
tivity, temporality and autonomy. In other words, the “ tech-
nique ” of religious discourse is dependent for its meaning upon
whether secular man experiences life as one-dimensional (in
which case a univocal scientific language is adequate) or as
multi-dimensional (in which case a multi-valent or “ mythic ”
language is needed).”* Thus, the assertion “ God cares,” al-
though resulting from an experience just as empirical as “ Mom
cares,” brings to expression man’s experience of the ultimate.

Secondly, linguistic analysis forces theology to go beyond
considerations of “technique ” to the question of the reference
of religious discourse. That is, what kind of statement is the
believer really making when he says “ God really exists” ?
Different thinkers, of course, handle this question in various

*®See Naming the Whirlwind: the Renewal of God-Language, op. cit., esp.
422-424.

51 See H. Marcuse’s criticism of language analysis precisely because of its one-
dimensionality: One-Dimensional Man (1964), 123-199.
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ways. R. M. Hare,”® in response to Flew’s parable of the
gardner in which the believer’s assertions are said to “die
the death of a thousand qualifications,” explains the “ really
exists ” as the result of a blik, a kind of religious consciousness
from which the believer interprets life. Flew’s response, that
this does not do justice to the traditional assertive claims of
christianity, seems well taken. R. Braithwaite ** will explain
such assertions as “intentional moral ” assertions, while the
prestigious 1. Ramsey °* neither clearly affirms nor denies the
ontological reference of such assertions. Hudson, as we have
seen, thinks the statement really exists” is either in-
definable or tautological, and to try to define it presumes that
one can get out of his conceptual scheme of reference.

Gilkey’s approach to the above issue, as we might suspect
from his methodology, is quite complex. First, it should be
understood that Gilkey maintains the assertive claims of many
religious statements, and certainly of the statement “ God
really exists.” ** He clearly states:

. religious language is necessarily assertive. It does not, while
functioning religiously, concern merely pretty or salty stories,
fables, or artistic or moral allegorical homilies—religious mythology
beecomes this only for later ages for whom the religious character of
the myth has dissolved. Many propositions, though not all, in
religious discourse claim to say something about the nature of the
real, and thus they purport both to give expression to some form
of cognition and to be classifiable according to the canons of truth
and falsehood; and such a claim is not characteristic of the language
of mathematics or of imaginaiive art.

To Gilkey’s mind, there is no question of “ proving ¥ God’s
existence, since “ proving ” itself is always based an epistemo-
logical and metaphysical assumptions. He rather seeks to show
the meaningfulness of religious language by phenomenologically

52 A. Flew, R. Hare, and B. Mitchell, “ Theology and Falsification,” B. Mitchell,
op. cit., 13-22.

%3 R. Braithwaite, “ An Empiricist’s View of the Nature of Religious Belief,”
ibid., 72-91.

541, Ramsey, op. cit., 103.

58 L. Gilkey, op. cit., 287.
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uncovering the regions of ultimacy which religious symbols
thematize. “ God really exists ” then means “ Man experiences
dimensions of ultimacy,” a statement which is clearly neither
tautological nor indefinable, nor one based on a desire to get
out of the empirical scheme of reference, contra Hudson. In
other words, Gilkey, without accepting the metaphysical im-
plications of Russell’s theory of descriptions,’® has performed
a descriptional analysis of “ God really exists.”

In turning now to our remaining questions, Gilkey’s ap-
proach should be clear. In the first place, distinguishing “ Santa
Claus ” from “ God ” becomes impossible in a one-dimensional
frame of reference, but necessary in a multi-dimensional one,
where experiences of ultimacy possess significance. Thus, the
religious believer can assign “ Santa Claus” to the class of
fables and “ God ” to that of myth (in the technical sense).
In the second place, to the question of whether religious dis-
course can maintain meaningfulness in an anthropocentric cul-
ture, Gilkey will respond with his thesis that secularism, on the
level of felt existence, raises questions which only religious
discourse can fruitfully thematize. The “ultimate” questions
which become all the more pressing in a secular culture are the
“home ” of religious discourse, secular and metaphysical cate-
gories being inadequate to this work. And finally, to the claim
that the rational man is a sceptic at least to the extent that
new data can modify his views, while the believer can admit
of no doubt on fundamental christian issues, Gilkey offers per-
haps his most interesting insight. That is, the “ ultimate”
is experienced not just as the “ Good ” or the “ Meaningful
but as the “ Void ” and the “ Meaningless.” Thus, the ultimate
itself demands “ faith” of the believer. It is affirmed, not as
one assents to the conclusions of a syllogism but as a highly
personal act of commitment despite the Void. And just as the
rational man’s views change with the increment in data, so the
believer’s commitment changes with variations in the experi-
ence of ultimacy.

5¢ See J. Passmore, op. cit., 227-241.



392 WILLIAM THOMPSON

IV. Conclusion.

We have travelled a long route, but there seemed no other
way to enter into a significant thinker’s mind. We might state
our conclusions in the following way. First, from a linguistic-
analytic point of view, it seems that Gilkey has remained
true to the fundamental spirit and principles of that philo-
sophical method. For he has demonstrated a high eoncern for
the empirical, avoiding metaphysical and theological assump-
tions. He has, at least in his later writings, seen language not
as ancillary to philosophy and theology but as a much more
profound aspect of human existence and becoming. And finally,
he has remained true to the strictures of the verification prin-
ciple, at least as we have stated it. Even the possibility of
denying religious assertions has been accepted, for the experi-
ence of ultimacy admits of either a positive or negative re-
sponse.*

Secondly, from a general philosophical point of view, Gilkey
has done at least two things. First, he has avoided affirming
the questionable assumptions upon which all metaphysics are
based, namely, the mind’s ability to know reality and the
isomorphism of thought and reality. Instead he has chosen the
more modest claims of linguistic analysis and phenomenological
“intuition.” And secondly, he has met the, to my mind, best
critique of linguistic analysis, that offered by Herbert Marcuse.
For he has shown to the analysts the possibility of going be-
yond a one-dimensional, linguistically univocal universe to a
multi-dimensional, linguistically mythic universe.’®

Thirdly, from a theological point of view, Gilkey has much
to contribute. He has clearly taken up the challenge to return

57In my opinion Gilkey has changed his mind on this point. In his Maker of
Heaven and Earth he affirms the position that theological assertions cannot be
denied, because they are of an order different from that of science. See 151-2, n. 14.
However, his Naming the Whirlwind: the Renewal of God-Language seems to
accept the possibility of their denial, for experiences of ultimacy can be both
explained as a Void, in which case religious discourse is negated, or as what
Christians call “ God,” in which case religious discourse is affirmed through an act
of faith.

58 For Gilkey’s comments on avoiding these metaphysical assumptions, see ibid.,
esp. 203-228. For Marcuse’s critique, op. cif., esp. 144-199.
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to theology’s methodological presuppositions. In doing so, he
has at least plausibly shown not only what kind of language
theology speaks but also why it needs to be spoken. In this
way he has shown himself capable of belonging to Barth’s
category of those who both accept the current secular Geist as
an indication of the real and yet maintain a really effective
place for theological assertions.

Some problems remain, however. First, by relegating the
“home ” of religious discourse to the experiences of ultimacy,
or to limit situations, has he thereby accepted the view that
one’s faith is operative only in those limit situations? This
need not be the case, for indeed one’s faith—affirmed as the
result of experiences of ultimacy—can play a determinative
part in all of one’s activities, as Hare’s blik nicely illustrates.
And this seems to be Gilkey’s view.** But a lingering question
remains: are man’s datly experiences, and not just experiences
of ultimacy, in themselves experiences of faith, or only faith-
experiences because of the possible influence of experiences of
ultimacy? If the second alternative is accepted, does this mean
that the religious believer is only at times in a faith situation?

And finally, what of the absolute claims made traditionally
by Christianity for the person of Jesus as the real explanation
of the meaning of ultimacy? Can the mythic thematizations
of the Bhuddist or Hindu be as adequate to experiences of
ultimacy as the Christian’s? It seems that Gilkey has not
adequately dealt with this problem.*

In conclusion, we can safely say that Gilkey’s modest claims,
inspired by the modesty of language analysis, have raised im-
modest questions. Perhaps that is the greatness of the man
and his work.

Wirtiam TrHOMPSON, S. S.
St. Michael’s College
University of Toronto, Canada

% Thoughout Naming the Whirlwind: the Remewal of God-Language, but
particularly in “ The Universal and Immediate Presence of God,” art. cit., where
he strongly disagrees with Moltmann’s placing of God only in the future, and
affirms God’s constitutive activity in the past and present.

%% A comment inspired both by C. Davis, Christ and the World Religions (1970),
and by Prof. W. J. S. Farris, Knox College, University of Toronto.
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appears to be overwhelmingly against the soundness of

any theistic arguments; when everyone knows that Kant
or somebody else laid them low once for all; when even the-
ologians decry them as rationalistic subterfuges; when at a
place like M. I. T. one cannot, according to Huston Smith, even
get the students into a decent bull-session on the subject; it
may seem foolhearty in the extreme to proffer still another
argument for the existence of God and to claim besides that the
argument may have something new about it to commend it.
That is the inevitable risk to be confronted in putting up one’s
wares for inspection,

Yet there are reasons for doing so, and I believe they are
reasons not only of the heart. One reason would be that the
argument I propose to present might inject some variety and
altered direction into the monotonous turnpikes of the subject.
While the opponents of the theistic arguments claim to have
brought the runaway proofs into the philosophical slaughter-
house, there is no evidence that they have stopped whipping
the dead animals. Refutations abound and introductory texts
repeat them faithfully so that every new generation of philos-
ophy students will learn of the feeble efforts of theistic rea-
soners. One would think on moral grounds that so embar-
rassing a folly might be allowed to die out in favor of more
fruitful undertakings. But the fracas continues, and as long
as it does one might as well add some fresh booty to the spoils.
Occasion might at least be given for sharpening a different
set of tools.

Such a reason, however, is superficial and open to the charge
of mere professionalism. More justification is needed. It ought
to be a sufficient justification—and doubtless would be in

IN THIS AGE when the weight of philosophical opinion

394
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earlier times—to say that one finds the argument persuasive
and hence commends it to others for acceptance. But such a
reason—so simple and straightforward—is even more suspect
than the other nowadays, is accused of mere subjective ra-
tionalization, and in any case is regularly interpreted, by friend
and foe alike, as an instance of dressing up in argumentational
form what one has already adopted on faith.

Therefore I think the main justification for proposing any
new argument today must be its furtherance of whatever
human value is held to belong to the enterprise of theistic
argumentation. It is widely held that there is some sort of
value in such exploration, even though there is divergence
about the character of that value and about the results of the
inquiry to date. For my part I think that rational investiga-
tion of theism is a value in itself as an expression of the logos
within us and as an inquiry into the logos in nature. In this
context it is well to keep somewhat distinct the question of
the arguments themselves, i.e., whether they are valid and
whether anything at all can be said on behalf of their premises,
and the question of how many folks accept the arguments and
how many of those folks were formerly believers rather than
skeptics.! No doubt these questions cannot be kept apart ul-
timately; but a great deal more needs to be known about the
conditions for accepting arguments. All of this, the whole
matter of the function of theistic arguments, needs a separate
study to present an author’s outlook. I shall not pursue this
farther in the present essay but will limit the discussion to
my proposed argument. On the wider question it must suffice
as a justification to appeal to the generally received, though
divergently interpreted, conception of a human value in the
rational enterprise.?

*1 have considerable sympathy on this point with James Ross’s discussion of it
in his Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion (London: The Macmillan
Company of Collier-Macmillan, Ltd., 1969), pp. 9-20.

? For an interesting new approach to theistic arguments, emphasizing their person-
related character as well as their logic, see George 1. Mavrodes, Belief in God (New
York: Random House, Inc., 1970), especially Chapter II. See also Mavrodes’

comments on Ross in his article, “Some Recent Philosophical Theology,” The
Review of Metaphysics, XXIV, 1 (Sept., 1970), pp. 82-111.
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I Tae ARGUMENT

The perfectological argument, as I shall call the argument
I wish to present (in obvious parallel to the other well-known
arguments), begins from a certain aspect of the world and
reasons to the existence of God. The aspect of the world in
question is its valuational aspect, as distinguished from its
factual aspect. The term * perfectological” is coined from
“ perfectio ” and suggests that perfection is the specific valu-
ational feature employed in the argument. *Perfection” in
this case is used not in a moral sense but in a metaphysical
sense to explicate the general nonmoral notion of “ good.”
Also “ perfection ” is used not in reference to the world as a
whole, as in ““ the perfection of the world,” but only in refer-
ence to particular things within the world. The former refer-
ence would not in all contexts involve an inappropriate expres-
sion, but it is not relevant to my argument in this exposition.

My procedure will be to set forth the basic statements of
the argument altogether in a brief compendium and then dis-
cuss the premises in more detail. In proceeding thus I am not
unmindful of the criticism that theistic arguments reveal a
certain arrogance in their proponents by claiming to accom-
plish so monumental a task, so momentous a result, in so short
a space.® But I shall assume, with all good logicians, that
logical validity is not a function of spatial dimensions, so that
even if the argument could be extended to seven or eight vol-
umes, requiring years to study, it would not gain one whit in
logical validity, though it might have the advantage of not
being read and therefore not being refuted. If an argument
is valid, or has value despite invalidity, its length is immaterial
to that validity or value.

The argument is as follows:

(1) In human life intrinsic goodness is most adequately
interpreted as the perfection of man’s being, i.e., as the ful-

#Ct. J. J. C. Smart, “ The Existence of God,” in New Essays in Philosophical
Theology, eds. Antony Flew and Alasdair MacIntyre (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1955), pp. 29 1.
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fillment of the potentialities of the essential nature of individual
persons.*

(2) It is reasonable to consider other beings, and not just
those with sentient feelings, as having some intrinsic goodness.

(8) All instances of intrinsic goodness must, besides pos-
sessing the perfection constituting Intrinsic goodness, include
that which is referred to by the most general sense of “ good ”
which applies to every sub-sense of “good.”

(4) What is referred to in the most general meaning of
“good ” is the situation of being reasonably favored or ap-
proved by a conscious mind by virtue of some aptness or
fitness for being so favored. The aptness alone would be po-
tential good; the full relational situation including favor toward
aptness is the actual good.

(56) Therefore all actual instances of intrinsic goodness,
including the nonconscious ones, are characterized by reason-
able favor of a conscious mind toward their perfection.

(6) In human instances of intrinsic goodness, which we
experience as intrinsic values, it is possible to account for the
requisite favor or approval by man’s own favor toward the
satisfaction he finds in intrinsic values. But this is manifestly
not possible in the case of nonconscious instances of intrinsie
goodness; that is, these beings could not themselves exhibit
the requisite favor or approval toward their perfection.

(7) Nor could the requisite favor or approval in the non-
conscious instances of intrinsic goodness come from any con-
tingent beings whatever, for then their intrinsic goodness would
be the variable byproduct of the comings and goings of other
beings, which is not what we apprehend its character to be.

(8) Therefore the requisite favor or approval in such in-
stances of goodness can only derive from a noncontingent mind,
which is a considerable part of what is meant by God and may
therefore be called God for brevity’s sake.

(9) While this noncontingent mind might be interpreted as

¢ The name of the argument comes from the central idea in this premise.



398 DONALD WALHOUT

merely a conceptual necessity of our thought rather than as
a really existing being, it makes more sense to interpret it as
a really existing being, since otherwise we should have to say
that real instances of intrinsic goodness are actualized by rela-
tion to an wnreal entity, which appears contradictory.

(10) Therefore the conclusion that God exists is a reason-
able conclusion.

IT Irs CONSISTENCY

The soundness of an argument depends, as everyone knows,
on the reasonableness of its premises and on its internal con-
sistency. I shall focus on the premises, as the more crucial issue,
in greater detail in the next section. Meanwhile what about
consistency?

The first premise is a synthetic valuational proposition ex-
pressing a normative conception of the nature of intrinsic
goodness. It requires a dialectical justification. This premise,
though relevant, is logically independent of the second premise,
which is the real starting point for the argument and the key
premise in it. I have included the first premise only because,
if it is acceptable, it can be harnessed up to lend some addi-
tional support to the second premise.

The argument proper begins, as 1 said, with the second
premise, which is also a synthetic valuational claim, this time
about the ontological status of intrinsic goodness. It too re-
quires a dialectical justification.

The third premise is merely an analytic statement about the
usage of the word “good.” I should like to think that the
fourth is analytic also, simply explicating the most general
meaning of ““ good.” But since this premise is likely to be quite
controversial, and since I do not want to consider it as a purely
stipulative definition, the premise might better be interpreted
as an empirical statement about the usage of “good” or
possibly even a metaphysical assertion. In any case it is to
be considered correct or incorrect and therefore in need of
justification. The statement about potential and actual good



THE PERFECTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT 399

is intended as a linguistic clarification of the main premise
and as such would share in the controversial character of the
premise. It may in fact be the focal point of the controversy.
But that is a matter of substance, not consistency.

The fifth premise is an intermediate syllogistic conclusion
from (8) and (4): since all intrinsic goods are instances of
good, and since all instances of good involve reasonable favor,
therefore all intrinsic goods involve reasonable favor. This is
valid. And since the minor term refers to all intrinsic goods,
it includes, of course, the nonconscious instances of intrinsic
good mentioned in (2). This inclusion could also be stated
syllogistically but is cbvious enough to be taken as implicit.

The sixth premise is an analytic observation concerning the
use and application of the term “ reasonable favor or approval.”
It is an important clarification but does not affect the formal
consistency.

The seventh premise is a synthetic metaphysical contention
and must be independently defended. Its function is to raise
(implicitly) the only two ways of explaining the requisite favor
cited in (5) and clarified in (6), and then to rule out one of
those alternatives.

Proposition (8) then draws the disjunctive conclusion from
(7) and stands as the main conclusion in the argument. It
derives validly from (7) and completes the thought contained
in (5) and (6).

The ninth statement is a piece of informal reasoning coming
from reflection on (8), and the tenth statement puts this result
in a simple, popular form.

The formal rivets of the argument are thus (2), (5), (7),
and (8). The other premises give necessary clarifications or
are materially vital in the argument but are formally sub-
servient. The nub of the formal logic may be summarized as
follows: (2) there is real intrinsic goodness apart from the
human order; (5) the ocurrence of this must include reason-
able favor or approval; statements (7) and (8) deal with the
only two ways in which the requirement of (5) can be com-
pleted, and (7) rules out one of these; therefore (8) is left as
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the only reasonable conclusion. Or, in short, if (2), (5), and
(7) are true, (8) must be true. I shall attempt to argue
informally that (2), (5), and (7) are indeed true and that
therefore the conclusion is true.

Admittedly the argument contains both formal and informal
reasoning throughout, and this is one of its distinctive features
as compared with the attempts at complete rigor in the past. I
shall attempt to make good on the informal reasoning shortly.
But as for formal consistency, I do not see that there are any
formal contradictions or gaps here. More than this, it seems
to me that the beginning of the argument leads definitely
to the conclusion, as contrasted with a random conjunction of
premises. If this is so, we have direct sailing to the premises
themselves as the crucial points to be established. We have
cleared the decks, as it were, for the main controversies.

IIT Irs PreEMISES

My procedure in regard to the defense of the premises will
be to offer some rationale or some gloss, as appropriate, for
each of the premises in turn. The contentions in this section
come under the heading of dialectic in Aristotle’s sense. It
is assumed, albeit dolefully, that deductive proof of the premises
would be out of the question because of the infinite regress that
would be engendered. By the same token, a critics’s dissatisfac-
tion with the premises would not “prove” the adequacy of
his own alternative premises.

(1) The first premise asserts a particular theory of the good,
namely, the perfection theory, as it has been called.? It is in
the Aristotelian tradition. The reason I said earlier that this
premise is logically independent of the second is mainly to
emphasize that the second premise can be held without the
first, which may not be so obvious as the fact that the first
can be held without the second. The argument could just as
well start then from the second premise. More specifically,

5 A lengthier treatment of this theory is given in my article, “A Perfection
Theory of the Good,” Philosophy, XXXIII, 124 (Jan., 1958), pp. 20-28.



THE PERFECTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT 401

one could hold that the concept of the good applies to the non-
human realm, as the second premise asserts, without affirming
a specific perfectivist ¢ analysis of the good, as in premise (1).
For example, one might, as a panpsychist, claim that the good
is a category with universal application because feeling is uni-
versal and the good is linked up with feeling. I myself have
rejected this course, not because panpsychism is repugnant to
me but because the feeling theory of the good does not seem
entirely adequate. And this theory does not seem entirely ade-
quate partly because I think we need a more comprehensive
concept to unify disparate value-feelings, and partly because
of what I shall say in premise (3) and following about the
general nature of the term “ good.”

Why then include the first premise if the argument could
begin with the second? Because if the first is correct it can
be used to help support the second through an analogical argu-
ment, as will be seen.

Meanwhile my reasons for upholding the first premise, i.e.,
the perfection theory of the good, are three.

The first is epistemological. The many value-experiences
that we have and that are named and listed as intrinsic values
makes it necessary for us, if we are to understand the good
generically, to identify some underlying characteristic, some
basic value-trait, which all of these values have in common
and which is the reason why they are properly and as a class
considered intrinsic values. The feeling of happiness has been
proposed by the hedonists as the generic trait in question.
But this tends to be only one feeling among others, e.g.,
moral feeling or aesthetic feeling. And following this lead, there
seems to be no candidate other than perfection or self-fulfill-
ment which does not turn out to be one of the particular values
themselves. So the contention here is that the perfection theory
provides the needed unifying concept by interpreting all partic-

*I prefer the term “ perfectivism” and its derivatives to * perfectionism ”
because the latter term has moralistic connotations not appropriate in the present
context.
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ular values as contributory to the fulfillment of essential po-
tentialities in the self.

The second reason is psychological. It appers to me that
an increasing number of psychotherapists, like Victor Frankl,
Erich Fromm, Karen Horney, and A. H. Maslow, are speaking
the language of self-fulfillment in trying to articulate the goal
involved in the cure of the soul and the health of the soul.”
They may not be very Aristotelian about it, because for one
thing there has been a shift from emphasis on the abstract
essence of human nature to the centrality of the individual.
They may speak not of individual perfection but of self-realiza-
tion.® But I believe the emphases belong to the same family.
Now one cannot argue that the working notions of psycholo-
gists are ¢pso facto a normative account of the good. Neverthe-
less, notions which have proven to be helpful in understanding
the conditions of individual health may be taken as prima facie
or informal support for the theory in philosophy to which they
are akin.

The third reason is moral. The ideal of self-fulfillment, or
the actualization of one’s essential nature as a person, chimes
in well, as Ninian Smart likes to phrase things, with certain
other ideals we hold in the moral sphere, for example, the dig-
nity of the individual, authenticity in being oneself, individu-
ality in personal growth, and the ideals of democracy. Again
we cannot make a strict deduction here; but the perfection of
the individual would seem to be what these moral aspirations
seek and what they presuppose as their normative justification.

(2) The second premise asserts at the outset of the argu-
ment what is perhaps the most controversial thesis of all. What
can be said in support of it?

7For an illustration of this see A. H. Maslow, “The Good Life of the Self-
actualizing Person,” in Moral Problems in Contemporary Society, ed. Paul Kurtz
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), pp. 67-76.

8 Self-realizationism as a theory of the good does not, of course, mean egoism as
a theory of the right. It is quite compatible with altruism, i.e., the belief that
it is sometimes right to sacrifice one’s own self-realization, one’s own good, for the
good of others.
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If the perfection theory of the good is plausible, as main-
tained in the first premise, then it can be utilized in construc-
ting an analogical argument for the second premise, i.e., that
goodness is occurrent in the nonhuman realm. A hasty attempt
at such an argument might run as follows: intrinsic good in
man is to perfection in man as intrinsic good in things is to
perfection in things. This is symmetrical and expresses an
analogy, but it misses the main thesis. That is, whereas in the
first premise we could simply take it for granted that man’s
life involves goodness, so that the only question was to unpack
the meaning of this concept, in the second premise it is the
very existence of goodness in the nonhuman realm that is at
issue and that needs establishing. We need to have not merely
a conceptual comparison but an argument to support an ex-
istential thesis.

The analogy can be restated, however, so as to exhibit the
thesis and its analogical support. We may put it thus: there
is the possibility of perfective attainment in man’s nature,
and this is reasonably asserted to be intrinsically good; there
is likewise the possibility of perfective attainment in other
beings, and therefore this too, by analogy, is reasonably de-
nominated as intrinsically good. That is, if it is reasonable to
make the connection between perfection and goodness in the
first instance, it is reasonable in the second because of the
analogy to the first; and it s reasonable in the first instance
(as argued in the discussion of the first premise), so it is in
the second as well.

One principal objection to this analogical argument might
be that what is essential in intrinsic goodness in man is the
feeling of one’s own self-fulfillment, and since this is absent
in the case of nonhuman beings, at least the nonconscious ones,
there is really a powerful negative analogy or disanalogy which
nullifies any positive analogy. Here the panpsychists face no
problem because of their belief that feeling is in fact universal
in all beings. I have chosen not to employ this belief as the
strategy for replying to the objection. There is another reply.
I grant that it is plausible to maintain that the good is somehow
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related to conscious feeling—a point to be discussed later. I
would not want to claim that a bare natural perfection in a
world without any feeling is intrinsically good, or that a uni-
verse totally devoid of any awareness whatsoever would have
any good in it. But what is not evident, and is only assumed
in the objection, is that the requisite feeling must be the
feeling of one’s own self-fulfillment. Could it not be that the
awareness needed for intrinsic goodness is in some instances
constituted by the awareness in one being of the perfection in
another? We seem to have many experiences of this sort, in
which we feel that things are worthy of existing in themselves,
even though we would not say that their goodness exists apart
from appreciation, any more than we would say that a child
can exist without a relation to parents even though it is a
distinct being from its parents. Not only God looks upon cre-
ations and sees that they are good. If this claim is sound, the
objection need not be fatal.

The second premise is not, however, tied to this particular
analogy. There are other considerations in its behalf, even if
the analogy fails or indeed even if the first premise is not ac-
cepted.

One of these other reasons is to be found, I believe, in the
intuitive valuational feelings of men. I am referring in par-
ticular to the widespread response to nature and to nonhuman
things as if they were value-laden, somehow good in themselves
and not merely as instrumentalities for manipulation. For
every person who is indifferent to nature and the nonhuman,
there appears to be another who relates to it aesthetically,
appreciatively, perhaps even tenderly or awesomely, af if there
were qualities there worth knowing and admiring for their own
sake. For every hardened thinker who sides with Russell in
saying that “ the world of fact, after all, is not good,”® there
is probably a Jamesian who will say: “To anyone who has
ever looked on the face of a dead child or parent the mere

® Bertrand Russell, “ A Free Man’s Worship,” in Selected Papers (New York:
The Modern Library, 1927), p. 5.
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fact that matter could have taken for a time that precious form,
ought to make matter sacred ever after.” *°

For a number of years I have been collecting quotations—
poetic, testimonial, philosophical—which give expression to this
human response to a felt goodness in nonhuman existence.
They come from poets, religious devotees, students, scientists,
even philosophers. The sentiment is extensive, and I am per-
suaded that we have to do here with a feeling that cannot be
regarded lightly in determining axiological truth. Thereis space
in this discussion for only a few of these expressions.

The first indicates a very primordial valuational response:
“It is hard to reproduce the companionship which children
establish with nature, but certainly it is much too unconscious
and intimate to come under the head of aesthetic appreciation
or anything of the sort.” **

The second is a more poetic expression: “As I look at the
hazy, gray shadows on the smooth snow—so pure and bright,
as I raise my eyes to the soft clouds and sunny blue sky under
which bare branches sway in the winter wind, I think how
exciting and yet peaceful are these natural things.”*?

The next expresses the characteristic classical view of the
subject: “All natures, then, inasmuch as they are, and have
therefore a rank and species of their own, and a kind of internal
harmony, are certainly good.” **

And to balance the theologian, here is a statement of what
even materialists can say: “‘If matter is all there is,” they
would say, ¢ what wonderful stuff it is!” And why not, indeed?
If material things can be literally beautiful, why should not the
behavior of material things, and dispositions of behavior, be
literally good? ” **

** William James, Pragmatism (New York: Longmans, Green & Co., 1907),
p. 95.

3 Jane Addams, Twenty Years at Hull-House (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1910), p. 17.

12 From a student paper by Robert Hansen.

3% St. Augustine, City of God, in Basic Writings of St. Augustine, Vol. Two
(New York: Random House, Inc., 1948), p. 182.

**C. A. Mace, “Some Implications of Analytical Behaviorism,” in Contemporary



406 DONALD WALHOUT

To be sure, the response is not universal or unanimous. But
we know enough by this time to realize that there is much
in our being of which we may not be aware, or which we may
even distort, at the level of surface consciousness. Could it be
that a thorough phenomenological understanding of the en-
counter of man with reality would lead us to a primordial
awareness, a prehension, that fact is also value, that being is
somehow also good? If so, phenomenology would yield, not of
course a proof but an inescapable datum which would count
as a good reason in the present topic.

A further reason for affirming the universality of good de-
rives from metaphysical reflection on the concept of being,
leading particularly to what medieval philosophers called the
transcendentals. In seeking to identify what characterizes be-
ing as such, universally, we may accept as fulfilling this designa-
tion any trait for which (a) there seems no ground to limit
it to some special realm of being, and which (b) seems, upon
rational contemplation, actually to be applicable to every par-
ticular being. Thus space, for example, is limited to the phy-
sical realm and is not applicable to all modes of being, e.g.,
number or obligation. Other categories, like unity or individu-
ality, are not thus limited and are applicable to all beings.
The good, understood as fulfillment of potentiality, may on this
basis be conceived of as entering the group of transcendentals,
and so indeed has the Aristotelian tradition interpreted it.

These three reasons—analogical, phenomenological, and
metaphysical-—conjoin, I believe, to support this all-important
premise.

(8) The third premise is a tautology. When we speak of
intrinsic goodness, as in the previous premise, we have in mind
only one of the senses of “good.” There are various other
senses, such as “instrumental good ” or “ moral good.” Every
sub-set of any given set belongs to that set by virtue of what
is common to the entire set. The term “ intrinsic good,” there-

Philosophic Problems, eds. Y. Krikorian and A. Edel (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1959), p. 423.
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fore, as a sub-meaning of “ good,” will have to include within its
meaning the common meaning of “ good ” in general as well as
its own particular meaning. Likewise actual instarces of in-
trinsic goodness will exemplify that which is referred to by the
common meaning of “ good.”

(4) This premise attempts to state what that common
meaning of “ good ” is that is mentioned in the third premise.
To use the word “ good,” in the most general sense of “ good,”
is in the first place to commend or favor something. Thus
“good ” is sometimes spoken of as the most general term ot
commendation. But secondly, there is the connotation that
the word is used with some ground and not just arbitrarily or
fancifully. Not merely favor but “reasonable favor”* is in-
volved. The ground for the commendation, that which makes
it reasonable, is simply the character of what is being com-
mended. The referent is said to be good because of what it is,
its properties and traits; it is commendation-worthy. Thus to
say something is good is to say it is reasonably favored by
virtue of its commendation-worthiness according to the speaker.

I would thus contend that the word “ good ” is both a per-
formative word and an indicative word simultaneously, and
that the two aspects of meaning are inseparable. By using the
word “ good ” we both express our favor toward something and
indicate that that something has qualities eliciting such favor.

If this analysis is correct, it would seem to imply that what-
ever is good has a relation to a favoring or commending con-
sciousness. To be good, in the most general sense, is to be a
fitting object of reasonable favor. But whether all goodness
does involve such a relation to consciousness or not is a con-
troversial point, and more must be said on this.

There is a traditional Scholastic view that goodness pertains
to things themselves and is in no way contingent upon any
favor or approval that might or might not be taken up toward

*® This phrase is from A. C. Garnett, Ethics, a Critical Introduction (New York:
The Ronald Press Company, 1960), pp. 350-51, though the idea, of course, is
very common.
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it. In this view the term “good” is indicative of a thing’s
character in itself, with only a possible relation to conscious-
ness. It involves an aptitude for being valued, i. e., a potential
valuation by consciousness, and not necessarily an actual valu-
ing. The goodness of something no more requires a conscious
favoring of it than would the squareness of an object require
somebody’s approving of the squareness. Thus the most one
could infer from the meaning of “ good ” is a potential relation
to consciousness, not an actual one. The use of the word
“good ” is obviously a conscious act, but in using it we may
refer to either an actual valuing or a potential one. The aptness
for a possible favoring is all that is needed to say something
is good. '

I am sympathetic to this doctrine of objectivity of goodness.
The present argument depends on utilizing, albeit reconstruc-
ing, this doctrine. The question at issue here is, however,
I believe, whether in a context without consciousness of any
kind the term “ good ” could have any referential significance
at all. Tt is not a question of whether specific acts of favoring
or valuing, like yours or mine, are always attached to things
that are good: we may grant that they need not be. It is a
question of whether goodness by its very nature is interrelated
with consciousness as such. “ Good ” is a valuational word even
more primordially—more analytically, if I may speak so—than
it is a favoring word or a grounded favoring word, and the
question is whether such terms are consciousness-entailing as
such.

On this point empirical usage may seem to be ambiguous and
to leave us at a stand-off. We do speak of things as good
without any apparent tie to any actual favoring or valuing.
We speak of a good pen, a good house, a good horse, a good
tree, a good world, or a good God, without intending that these
would lack their goodness if a particular speaker happened to
have different favorings from those he in fact has. Actual
favorings seem to be dispensable addenda.

One way of explaining this usage, however, would be to say
that it is simply a shortcut expression with a reference to con-
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sciousness implicit. Thus a “ good ” house, a ““ good ” world, etc.,
would mean “ good as appreciated by conscious beings,” “ good
as apprehended by an impartial spectator,” “ good as viewed by
valuing beings generally,” or something of that sort. A more
classical way of putting the matter would be to say that, just as
we must distinguish between potential and actual favoring, so
we must distinguish between potential good and actual good.
Without any consciousness there would be potential good only,
or the ingredients for goodness. But actual good is realized
only through the marriage of these ingredients with conscious
appreciation.

This is a claim that we cannot at all assert dogmatically.
In fact, it is difficult to know how to defend it further, except
through a thought experiment reminiscent of G. E. Moore.*®
Let us imagine a completely material universe with no possibil-
ity of consciousness—divine, human, or animal—in it. Could
anything in such a universe be good? Of couse, nothing could
be said to be good or felt to be good; but could anything even
be good? It seems that the very question of good, the very
occurrence of good, does not even arise apart from some appre-
hension or judgment. Natural perfection of kinds of things
there might be (as would be judged by conscious beings) . But
are they good? For example, would it be better that they exist
rather than some other patterns or forms? The question seems
somewhat unintelligible with no consciousness involved. Such
questions founder in a stark valuational neutrality in a com-
pletely material universe. But bring in conscious appreciation
and the questions become meaningful. It is better that the
universe contain conscious appreciation of some forms rather
than of others, as judged by consciousness itself. The union
of the material with the conscious actualizes the potential good.
The two form a union, and the good is born.

One motive for upholding the purely independent status ot
goodness might be the fear that if goodness were related to con-

*¢Cf. G. E. Moore, Principia’ Ethica (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1903), pp. 81-85.
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sciousness it would become merely instrumental goodness sub-
servient to conscious needs and enjoyments; that is, there
would be no goodness of being as such left. But this interpre-
tation need not result. To appreciate a thing’s being, to take
note of its perfection, to acknowledge it as something worthy
to be, to see it as commendation-worthy in itself—all this is
not to view it as fulfilling man’s need or pleasure (though
it may do that as well). We should distinguish between what
might be called beheld goodness and need-fulfilling goodness.
To recognize the involvement of consciousness in goodness is
quite compatible with a beholding situation and not only with
a need-fulfilling situation. Obviously religion thinks this is
so when it accepts the teaching that God looked upon the things
he had created and saw that they were good, not meaning that
their goodness was a contribution to his own needs, nor that
their goodness (or even their being for that matter) had any
existence independent of his own being, but rather that their
goodness was simply a perfection worthy to be as experienced
by appraising consciousness, his own.'” Men can have such
experience of beheld goodness too.

Another motivation in the classical doctrine may be the
fear that making the good depend on conscious favor will also
make it subjectively variable and individually relative. The
theme is brought out nicely in Plato’s Euthyphro.'®* Socrates
insists that piety (or, we may add, goodness, rightness, ete.)
is simply what it is in its own essence, and is favored because
of what it is rather than being what it is because of a pro-
jected favoring. There is something distasteful in thinking
that value qualities have no status of their own but depend on
gods lurking behind the scenes and darting in their rather
fickle favorings and disfavorings. Socrates is surely right, and
the same thesis can be reasonably extended to human approv-

ings and even to a more unified divine will than Euthyphro
could imagine,

7 Cf. Gen. 1:81. This point is, of course, only an illustration and could not be
used in the argument without circularity.
18 Cf. Euthyphro, 10A 1., any edition.
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Yet we must remember that Socrates was looking simply for
an objective meaning, an essence of something, and just be-
cause an essence does not consist in any external, extraneous
favorings, this does not entail that the essence involves no
consciousnes what ever. For example, the essence of piety in-
cludes, whatever else it is, a kind of revering, and this is a
conscious act. Likewise goodness, while not consisting of any
additional external favorings, may nevertheless be bound up
with conscious appreciation as such. Furthermore, if goodness
involves consciousness in some fashion, this need not lead to
subjective variability and individual relativism. There can cer-
tainly be objective judgments, and criteria for these, in matters
involving conscious awareness. In fact, the idea of reasonable
favor based on the thing itself permits a framework for objec-
tivity (though we cannot deny that the word “ good ” is some-
times used for private taste and preference). I do not think,
therefore, that the present view succumbs to the Socratic
criticism.

I suspect that what I have said about this premise will
appear superfluous to the modern subjectivist and insufficient
to the Scholastic defender. Nevertheless, it seems to me that
the view outlined here does considerable justice to metaphy-
sical interest, to valuational objectivity, and to empirical usage.
In any event I hope that more has been accomplished than
would be so in the backdoor tactic of saying that one’s premise
might still be the case even if one’s dialectical defense of it
were missing, which, though true enough (provided there is
no contradiction or known falsity), yields little enlightenment
and no persuasion,

(56) This intermediate inference from (4) and (8) applies
what is true of good in general to intrinsic good in particular,
including that of nonconscious beings. It relates the movement
of thought back to the opening wedge of the argument in pre-
mise (2). It sets the stage for completing the further specific
implications of the view that all good involves relatedness to
conscious mind.
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(6) This premise merely takes note of the fact that, since
reasonable favor is an awareness of conscious minds, it could
not be displayed by lower nonconscious beings. The point in
noticing this tautology is that it highlights the problem now
confronted at this stage of the argument. More particularly,
there would seem to be no problem at all if we could confine
the discussion to human good; for to speak of intrinsic goods
in human experience, e.g., knowledge or happiness or virtue,
is to indicate simultaneously that they are reasonably favored
by the reflective experiencers of these goods. There is no need
to account for the reasonable favor in these cases, for man
himself finds certain values desirable in themselves and favors
them imminently. There is no need to go outside of man to
understand why his human values are considered intrinsically
good: he simply experiences them that way by virtue of his
nature.

But we have contended in premise (2) that there is intrinsic
good in the nonhuman realm as well. And this situation does
present us with a problem, for in the nonhuman realm there are
innumerable beings which do not—because they cannot— ex-
hibit imminent favor toward their own realization or perfection.
Therefore we need to account for this aspect of the good in a
way different from that in the case of human value. We need
to go outside these beings for the answer. The conscious
appreciation actualizing their perfection into complete good-
ness lies beyond their own being.

(7) Still there would be no problem if we could quite plainly
say—as no doubt philosophers of conventional wisdom today
are inclined to say—that any goodness in nature merely re-
flects man’s attitude of favor. In that case there is nothing
good or bad in nature but human thinking makes it so. Man
likes certain things and so he calls them good. This is all the
favor there is, and nothing remains to be accounted for. Pre-
mise (7) maintains that such an explanation is unsatisfactory.
Its purpose is not to suggest that we have direct experience of
divine consciousness. Its function is, firstly, the logical one of
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pointing out that, without imminent awareness in noncon-
scious beings, only two alternatives remain for the requisite
favor toward their perfection: that of other contingent beings.
or that of a noncontingent consciousness. Secondly, the first of
these alternatives is rejected as inadequate, contra the conven-
tional wisdom. It is this rejection that needs defense, since it
is a metaphysical claim and not a tautology.

There is first of all a minor linguistic difficulty in the conven-
tional view mentioned above. This view seems to make intrin-
sic good into instrumental good. The nonhuman becomes good
only when useful to man, only when it suits his likings or in-
terests. But we ought not, I suppose, to switch the meanings
of terms in this way.

Obviously this linguistic remark is insufficient by itself, be-
cause the real question is whether instrumental good is all the
good there is out there. But at least it reminds us that we
cannot begin with an affirmation of the intrinsic goodness of
beings and then treat them as only good for people’s likings
and uses. The phrase “ good for,” incidentally, has a double
meaning: it may mean “good as serving likings and uses,”
or it may mean “ good from the point of view of an impartial
appreciator.” Our present view of intrinsic goodness involves
a “ good-for ”-ness inasmuch as reasonable favor is included,
but only in the second sense and not the first. Good-in-itself
and good-for are not incompatible in the second sense of “ good
for,” but the first sense would make intrinsic good into in-
strumental good.

But what more, of substance, can be said on behalf of the
view that contingent beings like man do not afford an ade-
quate explanation of the reasonable favor involved in the in-
trinsic goodness of nonconscious beings?

If a being’s goodness were dependent solely on the states of
mind of other contingent beings, for example, on human feel-
ings, then apparently such goodness could come and go with the
comings and goings of these other contingent beings (not to
mention the fluctuating and often fickle favorings and moods
of these other beings while they do exist) . Any sense of a truly
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objective good pertaining to the being itself would seem to
vanish. So the crucial question is whether, in our apprehension
of the goodness of things, this is what we apprehend it to be.
We must carry the deliberations of premise (2) further and
ask not only whether there is goodness in being but whether
such goodness is variable with the favorings of contingent be-
ings or whether it is more inherent than that.

The answer to this question must be found, I believe, in
phenomenological description. There is no scientific or a priori
proof that is possible. We can only describe what appears to
be man’s general experience as exemplified in us and then
appeal to others for comparison with what they find in their
attempts at impartial, introspective attention. It is not a case
of one person disclosing secret doctrines which have been re-
vealed to him. Neither is it a case of describing the behavior
or of sampling the attitudes of people who have never thought
about the topic. It is a case of public, albeit introspective,
inquiry into the marks and presuppositions of lived experience,
in this instance man’s valuational response to the world.

I propose (and appeal for corroboration) that there are two
foci In our valuational experience which direct us away from a
mere dependence of a being’s goodness upon other contingent
beings. The first is that in focusing on the goodness of some-
thing we are forced to focus on the thing itself, as if the good-
ness pertained to it and not to other beings. As with appreci-
ating a work of art, where our attention is directed not back-
ward to our subjective reactions but forward to the work of
art itself—its form, qualities, harmony, substance; so too with
a stone, a flower, a cell, an atom, a galaxy. The perfection we
apprehend and favor as good is inherent in the thing. In the
act of valuation we are noticing, we are contemplating, we may
even be spellbound by, the being itself.

The second factor is that in seeking to trace out the locus
of the reasonable favor needed to complete the meaning of
“good ” in these nonhuman situations, we feel a sense of the
utter inadequacy of thinking that our own private feelings, or
those of other finite beings like ourselves, could be enough to
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endow beings with intrinsic goodness. Our sense of finiteness
makes us realize that we are not the masters of existence as
such, not the determiners of what is good in other beings. We
cannot seriously believe that the good of things swims in and
out of existence depending on the favor that we ourselves hap-
pen to bestow upon or withdraw from them. We cannot believe
that the intrinsicness, the internality, the perduringness of the
good is so precarious a shadow of the flow of outer attitudes,
often whimsical, in finite, contingent beings. The intrinsic good
in things would have to be related to a more impartial, stable,
persisting, conscious appreciation, such as would have an endur-
ing grasp of a thing’s nature and what it may contribute to
the universe just by being what it is. This is not an experience
of God; it is simply a realistic awareness of the character and
limits of finite attitudes.

(8) Here we have the main conclusion of the argument.
It follows validly if the previous premise is correct. Assuming
the contingent and noncontingent to be exhaustive, the requi-
site favor or appreciation must emanate from a noncontingent
mind if it cannot be accounted for by contingent ones.

Since this is the main conclusion of the argument, the fol-
lowing summation may be in order: There are nonhuman be-
ings which constitute a fulfillment of potentiality, an integral
harmony, an internal perfection. It is appropriate to designate
such perfections, when they occur, as good.** But since “good
in its most general sense means “reasonably favored or ap-
preciated,” there is no actual goodness totally apart from
conscious mind. The condition of reasonable favor in the non-
human good cannot be fully explained either imminently or
by external contingent attitudes. Therefore the enduring aware-
ness of a noncontingent mind is implied.

Admittedly the concept of noncontingent mind is not equiv-

*® The assertion of this point does not deny the occurrence of evil resulting from
the impingement of beings upon one another. There is no intention here to deny

either the reality of evil or the need, on moral grounds, to curtail some perfections
for the good of others.
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alent to the concept of God. There are certainly systems of
philosophy, notably in India but also Aristotle’s, in which there
appears a supreme noncontingent mind which is nevertheless
not God in the traditional monotheistic sense. One may reply,
however, that noncontingent mind is so considerable a part
of what is meant by God that the transition seems natural and
inescapable. Furthermore, when we recall that what is involved
in this conclusion is an eternal, prehending purview of all finite
perfections by an appreciating, favoring, contemplating mind,
we must conceive of such a mind not only as noncontingent
but also as omniscient and perhaps omnipresent, and this does
bring us closer to the conception of God. In any case, anyone
who has accepted the steps of the argument up to this point
will probably not balk at calling this noncontingent mind God.
In fact, it will probably be granted by all that we are properly
referring in this conclusion to God, so that the main contro-
versy lies not here but with the steps leading to this conclusion.

(9) Still all would not be well unless we arrived at God
as really existing and not as a conceptual product only. An
objector might contend, for example, that even if the argument
held up it would involve only a necessity in our thought and
not an existential claim. Such an objection, however, is more
relevant against an ontological form of argument in which one
begins with something conceptual in the first place. In con-
trast with this, the present argument begins with a feature of
the real or extra-conceptual world, namely, its goodness. This
goodness requires a real favor and not just a conceptualized
one. Hence that real goodness could not be what it is without
that real appreciation, and this could come only from a really
existing being. If such a being must be a noncontingent mind,
then this mind must be real. Proposition (9) makes this point.

Another consideration on this point is that, with a conceptual
necessity only, the needed favor would be located in us, i.e., in
our own imagination or thought. But this would make it con-
tingent, which violates premise (7). The conclusion must lead
then to real existence if the previous steps are correct.
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(10) This concluding proposition is stated in this informal
manner so as to accentuate the point that the argument does
not claim to be a strict deduction but rather purports to be
a reasonable argument in some informal sense. The argument
contains both deductive and informal or dialectical elements;
so it could not claim to be a strict demonstration. The claim
is that the argument renders the conclusion more plausible,
more likely, than its negation. I am assuming, of course, that
if a conclusion is reasonable, then what it asserts is justifiably
held to be true. The reasonableness here is not intended to
suggest merely that the conclusion follows from the premises
in some abstract, formal, nonexistential way. Rather, since the
conclusion is existential, we may say that if the premises are
acceptable and if the conclusion follows from them, then God
really exists and it is reasonable to believe this. That is the
whole point in supporting the premises.

This completes my commentary on each of the statements in
the argument. There is one further matter of exposition that
may be helpful in regard to the argument.

IV Its ANALOGUES

I shall conclude with a brief comparison of the perfecto-
logical argument with other types of argument that have been
frequently discussed.

We may begin by comparing the argument with the five
proofs of Thomas Aquinas. It has a similarity to each of them
but is not identical with any of them.

The perfectological argument has an affinity with all of St.
Thomas’s arguments collectively inasmuch as it begins from
some characteristic of the empirical world and moves to the
existence of God. It might be objected that goodness is not
an empirical characteristic of the world, as is motion or causa-
tion, and that therefore there is a basic difference. It is true
that beginning with goodness makes the argument closer in
this one respect to the fourth proof, where degrees of perfec-
tion is the starting point. Yet it can be reasonably insisted
that none of St. Thomas’s starting points is empirically obvious
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in the way in which sensuous properties like color and shape
are. His starting points are all abstractive concepts coming
from reflection upon the world. Even the seemingly obvious
of them have been denied to be real by some philosophers,
e. g., motion by Bradley, causation by Hume, contingency by
Spinoza. In this sense goodness is like the other starting points.
The ambiguity can be avoided if we say we are beginning from
“ characteristics of the empirical world” and not “ empirical
characteristics of the world.” In any case there is a similarity
here between these proofs and the present argument.

There is a further similarity to the first three proofs in that
there is an eventual appeal to the distinction between con-
tingent and necessary being. The focus, however, is different.
The perfectological argument does not try to show that because
contingent beings exists there must be a necessary being.
Rather it finds contingent beings unsatisfactory as a solution
for another problem, namely, the completion of the nature
and meaning of nonhuman good, and therefore moves to neces-
sary being as the only alternative mode of completion. The
existential aspect of the necessary being is already taken care
of earlier in the argument through the intermediate conclusion
that what is needed to complete the good is conscious mind,
whether it be contingent or necessary. The only way in which
the contingency-necessity distinction comes in is in the decision
as to which is involved in the completion; it is not the direct
point of the argument. In other words, if the requisite being
must exist, and if then it must be necessary, then a necessary
being exists. But the argument does not proceed per se from
contingency to necessity.

There is a similarity to the fourth way inasmuch as the con-
cept of perfection is employed as fundamental to the notion of
good. But there is no movement in the present argument from
degrees of perfection to an absolute perfection. Rather our
argument seeks to complete the very meaning of perfective
good, i. e., what is required for good to exist in actuality.

There is a similarity to St. Thomas’s fifth way in that both
arguments appeal to a conscious intensionality beyond nature
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in order to account for some feature of the natural order of
things. But in the present argument the feature in question is
not teleological activity toward goals requiring a cosmic pur-
poser, but rather a felt intrinsic goodness in things which needs
completion by conscious favor or appreciation. The fifth way
of Aquinas is something of an orphan in post-evolutionary
philosophy: the perfectological argument preserves at least one
strand of this way.

The present argument has a similarity to the ontological
argument in that the idea of perfection appears in both, and
both seek to complete a certain notion by appropriate explana-
tion. But the perfection we are dealing with in our argument
is not the perfection of God, as in the ontological argument,
but rather the natural perfection of finite beings. And the
notion to be completed is not the idea of God as leading to the
existence of God but rather that of the reality of goodness as
leading to God. In this respect the argument is closer to the
cosmological than to the ontological type of reasoning.

There is a similarity to the teleological argument in that both
involve a movement of thought to a being of conscious inten-
sionality which is most reasonably interpreted as purposeful.
But the starting point in the present case is not finite purpose
and order but rather valuational responses to the goodness of
being.*

The perfectological argument is best classified perhaps as a
form of valuational argument. It proceeds from valuational
responses, though it also employs some concepts central to
other arguments.

Downap WaLHOUT
Rockford College
Rockford, Illinots

20 The appeal to consclous intensionality as explanation would seem to make
these arguments belong together logically in at least one respect, namely, that it
would seem to be incongruous to reject the present argument on the ground that
consciousness is not necessary to nonhuman good, and then to accept the teleological
argument on the ground that consciousness #s necessary to nonhuman order.



ARISTOLE’S INCOMPLETE CAUSAL THEORY

[

N THIS STUDY I wish to show that in the Physics
I Aristotle holds what in effect are two incompatible theses
as regards causality., These theses are (A) that actual
causes are simultaneous with their effects, and (B) that the
efficient cause of a thing’s coming-to-be is identical with the
efficient cause of its being (existence) . Further, I want to show
that as a result of his commitment to these incompatible dicta,
Aristotle’s doctrine of causality is schematically or in its broad
outlines incomplete. And yet, it need not be such. For once
the inconsistency is removed by denying (B), the way is then
cleared for making Aristotelian causal doctrine structurally
complete. Third, I shall contend that as a matter of fact it was
Aristotle’s medieval disciple St. Thomas Aquinas who, while
retaining (A), both denied (B) and offered a positive prescrip-
tion for completing the Philosopher’s doctrine of causality.
Finally, I suggest that Aristotle’s commitment to (B) is oc-
casioned by his failure to keep clearly in mind the distinction
between a thing’s essence and its act of existing.

I

In order to bring out clearly the incompatibility referred to,
I shall first spell out the precise meaning of efficient causality
in Aristotle. This is all the more necessary in view of the fact
that, since some scholars deny that Aristotle ever held (B) to
begin with,' they would deny that any inconsistency of the sort
being alleged here can be found in his thought. To help eluci-

*In his The Doctrine of Being in The Aristotelian Metaphysics (Toronto, 1963)
J. Owens, for example, says: * Efficient cause is introduced as a correlate of change,
not of Being. It is repeatedly characterized as ‘that from which movement
originates.” No ground is given in the text for reading into it later notions like
‘that which gives existence.”” (p. 193 n. 108)

420
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date Aristotle’s notion of efficient causality and at the same
time to see why some critics mistakingly deny that the Stagirite
upheld (B) we might answer the questions, (1) “ What, ac-
cording to Aristotle, is the function of an efficient cause? ” and
(2) “ What, generally speaking, is an efficient cause the effi-
cient cause of for Aristotle?” To answer the first question, we
shall find, is automatically to answer the second question.

Aristotle identifies an efficient cause with the agent in any
change or coming-to-be. In his formal definition of the four
causes in the Physics he equates an efficient cause with the
source of change or coming to rest.* And the examples of effi-
cient causes he gives there (or elsewhere) are agents in a
change. The man who gives advice is the efficient cause of
some change in the advisee, and the father is the efficient cause
of the child. In general, he says, efficient causes are “ What
makes of what is made and what causes change in what is
changed.” From this definition alone it is clear that Aristotle
views an efficient cause, as he views each of the other three
types of causes, as a necessary factor in the explanation of
change or becoming. If there is to be becoming at all, Aristotle
commonsensically insists, there must not only be something
which comes into being and something which becomes it, i.e.,
form and matter respectively, but also something which, by
working on the matter, makes a certain form come to be out of
the matter. Thus, by working on the building materials the
builder makes the form of a house come to be out of this
material.

Nor is it sufficient to define an efficient cause simply as that
which actualizes a given potentiality in a thing. For while it
is true that the builder quae building is actualizing the form
of a house which exists in a potential way in the building
materials, still, the potentiality of the builder to build is
itself actualized by the final cause according to Aristotle.* In

2See Physics, 194b 11. 29-31.
® Aristotle holds that the final cause is the cause of the causality of the efficient
cause. See Metaphysics, Delta 1018b 1L. 8-12.
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fact, if the efficient cause causes form to come to be in matter
only because its own potentiality to do this is being actualized
by the final cause, then it follows that the final cause is logically
prior to the efficient cause when it comes to the mater of ac-
tualizing potentialities. To distinguish it from a final cause,
then, we must say that an efficient cause is that which ac-
tualizes a given potentiality in a thing for the sake of achieving
some end. But the end itself or the final cause does not ac-
tualize a potentiality in the efficient cause for the sake of some
end; rather, it is the end for the sake of which a given poten-
tiality is being actualized by the efficient cause. Or, put dif-
ferently, Aristotle’s distinction between an efficient and a final
cause comes to this: an efficient cause is the source of change
in the sense of being the agent or “ that by which ” the change
takes place, whereas a final cause is the source of change in the
sense of being the end or “that for the sake of which” the
change takes place.

Given his own definition of an efficient cause then, and given
the fact that in a work on mobile being Aristotle first introduces
the four causes as necessary factors in the coming-to-be of
anything, it is undeniable that Aristotle viewed the function of
an eflicient cause to be that of actualizing form in matter for
the sake of some end. But from this it follows that his answer
to the second question, viz., “ What, generally speaking, is an
efficient cause the efficient cause of ” ? can only be that an
efficient cause is the cause of the becoming of something and
not that it is the cause of the being or existence of something.
It is, then, with solid textual support that some scholars deny
that Aristotle ever held that an efficient cause is the cause of
a thing’s being or existence to begin with. Hence, these critics
would rule out as groundless the sort of inconsistency here
being ascribed to Aristotle.

And yet, between what a philosopher by the logic of his own
position should say, and what in fact he does say, there is often
a gap. As human beings, even great systematic thinkers are at
times capable of making assumptions which compromise the
consistency of their thought. Specifically, and in the case in
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question, from the fact that an efficient cause in Aristotle is
originally or even primarily viewed by the latter as being a
necessary factor in the explanation of the becoming, and hence
as being a cause of becoming, it does not follow that Aristotle
did not assume that an efficient cause was a cause of a thing’s
being or existence as well. That it is just possible that Aristotle
made this asumption is indicated by the fact that, in the case
of formal and material causes at least, the Stagirite does indeed
hold that these are causes of a thing’s being as well as of its
becoming. That Aristotle as a matter of fact assumed (B),
that he also held to (A), and finally that (B) is incompatible
with (A), shall now be shown.

I

After having drawn his famed four-fold distinction of the
types of causes in Chapter Three of Book Two of the Physics,
Aristotle goes on to make two further distinctions as regards
causality: he differentiates proper from incidental causes on
the one hand and actual from potential causes on the other.
Any of the four causes may be proper or incidental, actual or
potential. And proper or incidental causes may be either actual
or potential causes. Combining these last two sets of distine-
tions and applying them to, say, efficient causality, it is pos-
sible to ask what the efficient cause of something’s coming-to-be
is, say a statue, in four rather specific ways: (1) “ What is the
efficient, proper and actual cause of the statue’s coming-to-be? »
(2) “ What is the eflicient, proper and potential cause of the
statue’s coming-to-be? ” (8) “ What is the efficient incidental
actual cause of the statue’s coming-to-be?”, and finally, (4)
“ What is the eflicient incidental potential cause of the statue’s
coming-to-be? ” The answers to these questions may be read,
respectively, as follows: (1) a sculptor sculpturing, (2) a
sculptor, (8) Phidias sculpturing and (4) Phidias.

It is clear from this example that the actual efficient cause
of anything’s coming-to-be, be it a proper or an incidental
cause, is simultaneous with its effect. The sculptor sculpturing
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or Phidias sculpturing is simultaneous with the statue being
sculptured. Moreover, that Aristotle held that actual causes
in general are simultaneous with their effects or, in other words,
that he subscribed to (A) above is evident from his explicit
statement to that effect in Physics 195b 1.17-21.

That the Stagirite also adhered to (B) is no less clear. For,
as a matter of fact, Aristotle commonly cites as the efficient
cause of the being of a thing the very same thing he calls the
efficient cause of that thing’s coming-to-be. For example, to the
questions “ What is the proper efficient potential cause of the
coming-to-be of the house?” and ““ What is the proper effiicient
potential cause of the being of the house? ” Aristotle would give
the same answer, namely, “ housebuilder.” This is clear from
Aristotle’s explicit statement in the Physics to the effect that
the housebuilder is both the potential efficient cause of the house
being built* (or of the coming-to-be of the house) and also the
potential efficient cause of the house itself ® (or of the being of
the house) . Again, that Aristotle spoke of an efficient cause as
being the cause of thing’s existence as well as of a thing’s
becoming is evident from his account in the Physics of the
various causes of a statue. The Stagirite there tells us that the
art of the sculptor is the efficient cause of the statue qua statue
and not in virtue of anything else that it may be.® But clearly,
to say that the art of the sculptor is not the cause of the statue
qua bronze, qua tarnished, qua dusty, or qua anything else,
but that it is the cause of the statue only qua statue, is to
say that the art of the sculptor is the cause of the being (and
not in this case, the coming-to-be) of the statue. For unless a
statue already existed, it would be nonsense to distinguish

“In Physics, 195b 1l 4-6. Aristotle says: “Ilapd mdvra 8¢ kal T& oikelws Aeys-
weva kal T& kate gukfefnkés, Ta pév bs Suvdueva Néyerar T4 8 s évepyolyra, olov
rod olkodoueicfar oixlay olkoBéuos # olkodoudy olkodduos.” (my italics)

8In Physics, 195b 1l. 19-21. Aristotle says: “ diagéper 8¢ Togodrtoy, 87i & piv
dvepyolivTa kal 78 kaf éxaoTov dua Eo7 kal otk Eori kal &y alTia—olor 88 &
latpebwy T$d% TG Vyiafouévy, xal 83 & olxodoudy T@de T olkodomovuévw—ra 58

kard obvapw obk del. Pelperar yap oby dpa % ducia kal & olkedduos.” (my italics)
¢ See Physics, 195a 1. 5 fi.
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the causes of it qua statue from the causes of it qua something
else that it may be. To distinguish the causes of the statue’s
being brazen or the cause of its being tarnished from the causes
of it qua statue is to presuppose that the statue already exists.
It is, then, by noting textual evidence of this sort, I suppose,
that some observers conclude (as I do) that Aristotle viewed
an efficient cause as being the cause of a thing’s existence as well
as of its coming-to-be.”

But now, just because he identified causes of being with
causes of becoming in the case of potential efficient causes, are
we entitled to infer from this that Aristotle also made this
identification in the case of actual efficient causes? It seems
that we are indeed entitled to assume as much. For clearly, if
the potential proper efficient cause of the coming-to-be of a
house and the being of a house is one and the same thing,
namely, the housebuilder, (which Aristotle claims it is) then
the actual proper efficient cause of the coming-to-be of the
house and of the being of a house must also be one and the same
thing, namely, the housebuilder building. For since any po-
tential efficient cause becomes an actual efficient cause only by
actualizing its potency, and since by Aristotle’s own admission
the coming-to-be of a house and the being of a house have an
identical potential efficient cause (be it proper or incidental),
it follows that they must also have an identical actual efficient
cause. But if so, then Aristotle’s view must necessarily have
been that not only are the potential causes of a thing’s being
identical with the potential cause of a thing’s coming-to-be,
but also that the actual causes of a thing’s being are identical
with the actual causes of a thing’s coming-to-be. In other
words, he must necessarily have subscribed to the general prin-
ciple expressed in (B).

And yet, if he did accept (B), how can he reconcile this with

"W. D. Ross, for example, says of Aristotle’s four causes: “ We have, then, to
think of his ‘causes’ as conditions necessary but not separately sufficient to
account for the existence of a thing. . . .” (See W. D. Ross, Aristotle: a complete
exposition of his works and thought (New York, 1959), p. 75. Needless to say,
Ross’ view on this point conflicts with that of Owens.
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his belief in (A)? For if, following (B), Aristotle holds that
the actual efficient cause of the being of a house is the house-
builder building, how can he simultaneously hold, as he does,
that actual causes are simultaneous with their effects, i.e., that
actual causes exist and do not exist simultaneously with the
existence and non-existence of their effects? For surely, though
it is true to say that housebuilder building and house being
built exist and do not exist simultaneously, it is never true to
say that housebuilder building and the house built exist and
do not exist simultaneously. So long as the housebuilder is
building the house does not exist, and the house exists after
the housebuilder building has ceased to exist. To the question,
then, as to how Aristotle could reconcile his belief of (B) with
his belief of (A) the answer is that he could not do so. And
yet, there can be no doubt that he clung to both (A) and (B)
in the Physics®

Now the effect of this exposed incompatibility is that it
leaves Aristotle’s causal theory fundamentally incomplete. Spe-
cifically, it leaves unanswered the broad question as to what
is the actual efficient cause of a thing’s being, as opposed to its
coming-to-be. For if the incompatibility in question is resolved,
as it must be, reasserting the truth of (A) but denying the
truth of (B), and if, further, we accept Aristotle’s claim that
the actual efficient cause of the coming-to-be is the housebuilder
building, what can then be cited as the actual, efficient cause of
the being (existence) of the house? As we have seen, Aristotle’s
own answer here is really no answer at all since it openly con-
flicts with the obvious truth of (A), a thesis which Aristotle
himself surely could not and would not have abandoned. But
then, how shall this question be answered? Or, what comes to
the same thing, how shall the Aristotelian doctrine of causality
answer questions as to the actual efficient causes of the being

8 Nor is there any reason to believe that Aristotle ever abandoned either (A)
or (B) in later treatises. On the contrary, from his comment at Metaphysics A,
983a 1. 84 we can only assume that Aristotle viewed his own treatment of the
four causes in the Physics as being quite complete and sufficient.
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of things (and hence be made fundamentally complete) with-
out running afoul of (A) or the principle that actual causes are
simultaneous with their effects?

III

Now as a matter of fact it was Aristotle’s medieval com-
mentator and disciple St. Thomas Aquinas who finally rounded
off and completed Aristotle’s doctrine of causality in a way that
not only did not conflict with (A) but that also fully utilized
(A). For, unless I am mistaken, the starting point of the
medieval doctor’s famed argument for the existence of God in
the De Ente et Essentia is that very question the answer to
which would bring the Aristotelian causal theory to completion.
Concretely, what Aquinas is asking for in the fourth chapter
of that work is the actual efficient cause of the being (esse) of
ordinary objects like houses, trees, men and statues. This is
evident from the very language of the proof. Aquinas is not
there asking what has caused or what can cause the act of
existing in ordinary things but what s causing this existence.
This is also obvious from the fact that he there rules out the
possibility of an infinite regress of causes.® And his conclusion
is that this cause can only be God, or more exactly, God con-
serving. The proof reads:

Now, whatever belongs to a being is either caused by the prin-
ciples of its nature, as the capability of laughter in man, or it comes
to it from some extrinsie principle, as light in the air from the sun’s
influence. But it is impossible that the act of existing be caused
by a thing’s form or its quiddity, (I say caused by an efficient

® Aquinas holds that in a causal series in which the various efficient causes and
their effects are not simultaneous an infinite regress of causes is possible. For
example, a man may be generated by another man and the latter by still another
man to infinity. But in a causal series in which efficient causes do not precede
their effects in time but are rather simultaneous with their effects an infinite regress
of causes is impossible according to him (see Summa Theologiae 1, q. 46, a. 8, ad
7.) But only actual efficient causes exist and do not exist simultaneously with
their effects. Hence, if Aquinas rules out the possibility of an infinite regress of
efficient causes in the argument in question it can only be because he is seeking the
actual efficient cause of the esse of ordinary things.
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cause), for then something would be the cause of itself and would
bring itself into existence—which is impossible. Everything, then,
which is such that its act of existing is other than its nature must
needs have its act of existing from something else. And since every
being which exists through another is reduced, as to its first cause,
to one exising in virtue of itself, there must be some being which
is the cause of the existing of all things because it itself is the act
of existing alone. If that were not so, we would proceed to infinity
among causes, since, as we have said, every being which is not the
act of existing alone has a cause of its existence. Evidently, then,
an intelligence is form and act of existing, and it has its act of
existing from the First Being which is simply the act of existing.
This is the First Cause, God.*®

Now since, following Aristotle, Aquinas holds that actual
causes exist and cease to exist simultaneously with their effects
(i e., (A) above) he would insist that when God qua conserv-
ing an object ceases to be the object ceases to be ( and wice
versa) and that when God qua conserving an object exists the
object itself exists (and wvice verse). But unlike Aristotle,
Aquinas denied that the efficient cause of a thing’s coming-to-
be is identical with the efficient cause of its being (i.e., (B)
above) , and 1n so doing he avoided the internal incompatibility
which marred the Stagirite’s treatment of causality in the
Physics. At the same time, by avoiding this same inconsistency
Aquinas was then able to go on to give a genuine answer to a
question like “ What is the actual eflicient cause of the being
of an object? "—a question which could not be answered with
consistency, and hence which could not be answered at all—
by Aristotle himself. Thus, looked at from one point of view
this argument of Aquinas for God’s existence can be seen as
being at once grounded in and as completing the Aristotelian
doctrine of causality. It is grounded in that causal doctrine in
the sense that, recognizing the distinction between actual and
potential causes and the simultaneity of actual causes with their
effects, it asks for the actual efficient cause of some mobile
thing’s existence; and it completes that same doctrine in the

10 Gt, Thomas Aquinas, On Being and Essence, translated by A. Maurer (Garden
City Press Co-operative: Toronto, 1949).
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sense that it answers the Aristotelian question it asks in the
only way it can be answered, even though, as we have seen,

the same question received no such answer from Aristotle
himself.

v

It remains only to show why Aristotle mistakingly assumed
that the efficient cause of a thing’s being is indistinguishable
from the efficient cause of its becoming. One factor which may
have contributed to his making this assumption can be traced
to Aristotle’s own acute analysis of becoming in Book One of
the Physics,—an analysis, by the way, which immediately pre-
cedes his celebrated discussion of causality. For in the first
Book of the Physics Aristotle states that the principles or
causes of a mobile thing’s being or nature are in matter and
form. These are the elements in the definition of a mobile thing.
But this is so only because the mobile thing in question has
come to be from matter and form. For a necessary condition
for something’s having come to be, according to Aristotle, is
that it share a common element with that from which it has
come to be. This, of course, is the thing’s matter. And a further
necessary condition for something’s having come to be for
Aristotle is that the form which that thing acquires be already
present, albeit potentially, in the object which undergoes the
change. For example, the statue which has come to be not only
shares matter (say bronze) with that from which it has come
to be, but it also in a sense shares form with that form which
it has come to be. For, before it actually comes to be, the form
of a certain statue exists potentially in the bronze. Hence,
Aristotle urges, whatever comes to be must come to be from
form and matter both. But since the form and matter from
which a thing comes must be both essentially present in the
thing once it has come to be (otherwise, there could have been
no change), it follows that the principles or causes of a mobile
thing’s being or nature are identical with the principles or
causes of its becoming. Aristotle even voices this conclusion
quite explicitly:
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Plainly then, if there are conditions and principles which consti-
tute natural objects and from which they primarily are or have
come to be—have come to be, I mean, what each is said to be
in its essential nature, not what each is in respect of a concomitant
attribute—plainly, I say, everything comes to be from both subject
and form. ...

There can be no doubt, then, that Aristotle identifies the
material and formal causes of a thing’s being with the material
and formal causes of its becoming. Nor is there any reason to
suspect that Aquinas would disagree with this identification.
But it cannot be assumed that just because the distinction be-
tween causes of being and causes of becoming collapses in the
cases of formal and material causes that it also collapses in the
case of an eflicient cause. And it appears that Aristotle was
lulled into drawing this (to him) all-too-easy inference in the
Physics. But that the assumption in question is false is shown
most readily by the fact that it conflicts with (A), the truth
of which, to repeat, Aristotle himself explicitly recognizes.

And yet, if Aristotle did pass illegitimately from the identity
of causes of being and causes of becoming in formal and
material causes to that same identity in efficient causes, was not
this invalid inference on his part really symptomatic of a much
deeper, if less formal, flaw in his thought? More specifically,
if, as is commonly held, what more than anything else marks
off the Thomistic from the Aristotelian metaphysics is the
former’s investigation of and emphasis on the essence-existence
distinction, then it is not at all surprising that Aquinas did
whereas Aristotle did not refrain from making the erroneous
assumption in question, namely, that the efficient cause of a
thing’s becoming is identical with the efficient cause of its
being ((B) above). What I am suggesting is that Aquinas
more than Aristotle must have been aware of the shift in mean-
ing of the word “being” in the expressions, “formal cause
of a thing’s being” and “material cause of a thing’s being ”
on the one hand, and “ efficient cause of a thing’s being ” on

1 Physics, 190b. 11, 17-20.
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the other. In the first two expressions “ being ” has the sense
of “essence,” whereas in the third phrase “being” has the
sense of “ existence.” Formal and material causes are causes
or principles of a thing’s essence but not of a thing’s existence,
while efficient causes are causes of a thing’s existence but not
of a thing’s essence. Now this sensitivity to the essence-exis-
tence distinction on the part of Aquinas would just in and of
itself have served as a warning signal against inferring from the
fact that causes of being and causes of becoming are identical
in formal and material causes that they are also identical in
moving or efficient causes. For to begin with, it is not the same
sense of “ being ” that is being talked about each time. This is
not to deny, of course, that Aristotle is totally unaware of the
distinction between a thing’s nature and its existence.? In-
deed, since he holds that a mobile object’s essence or nature is
entirely definable in terms of its material and formal con-
stituents, Aristotle could only have meant by saying that some-
thing or other was the efficient cause of some object that it was
the efficient cause of the existence of that object. Still, it is
just because his awareness of the essence-existence distinction
is always implicit instead of explicit, always vague instead of
precise, that he is at times capable of obscuring that distinction
altogether. In most cases, I suspect, the effect of this obscurity
is ontological incompleteness alone, but in the case of his anal-
ysis of efficient causality Aristotle reaps for his blur the dual
evils of inconsistency and incompleteness. As I have tried to
show here, it is because (A) and (B) above are inconsistent
that Aristotle’s causal theory is rendered schematically incom-
plete as well. But what led Aristotle to pronounce (B) to
begin with was his failure to keep clearly in mind the distinc-
tion between being in the sense of nature and being in the
sense of existence. To conclude with a touch of irony, if we
can say with Aristotle that the questionable ontological con-

12 Still less is this to imply that Aristotle was unaware of the thoroughly
equivocal nature of being even within the order of essence. A single reading of the
Metaphysics would quickly dispel any such notion.
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clusions of some of the Pre-Socratic philosophers issue from
their vague conceptions of the four causes, we can also say
of Aristotle that his specific error of identifying causes of be-
coming with causes of being in efficient causes can be traced

to an equally vague awareness on his own part of the essence-
existence distinction.

JoHN PETERsON
University of Rhode Island

Kingston, Rhode Island



SUAREZ’S STRUGGLE WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE
ONE AND THE MANY

[ ]

theologian. This explains his peculiar position with

respect to the unity and the analogy of the concept of
ens. The uproaring optimism generated by a series of striking
scientific achievements based on inductive empirical methods
had indeed restored to the individual the kind of relevance
that Aristotle and St. Thomas had reserved exclusively for
the universals: the status of being the object of knowledge.
On the other hand, Philosophy itself, engaged in a trend initi-
ated by William of Ockham in the fourteenth century, was
following suit and trying to cope with the new epistemological
facts. No philosopher could feel at ease with old-fashioned
metaphysical conceptions any more. Philosophical thought,
one might say, was already bound in the direction of empiri-
cism, and Theology, which seemed to need the old metaphysics,
was losing ground.

Sudrez could not be an exception, except on one count. He
became fascinated by the individual-oriented epistemologies
and by the inductive kind of abstraction which were in vogue,
but at the same time he could not go along with the mounting
disrespect for analogy and metaphysics. He undertook, there-
fore, to reconcile both trends in one theory. The concern could
not be more legitimate, but was it going to lead to a successful
solution? This is the problem that we must tackle. But it
would be unfair to blame him if he were not to succeed, as we
cannot ignore that his self-imposed task was a monumental
one.

FRANCISCUS SUAREZ WAS a man of his time and a

L

Suérez’s conception of the universals is paramount in order
to fully understand his stand with regard to the “ objective
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