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What Is Reason? What Is Faith? =2

The relationship between faith and reason is the theme of
our n.wnwmn book; this chapter has the specific task of further
WMMBEW mra mmamwm. Though it may seem at first glance that
meanings of regson } i ’
the meani mwm& i nmma.m.w& Jaith are obvious, we'll find that
w.u the first chaprer (sec. 1.11), we saw how influential
a ﬁ.mmio: is in framing how people look at reality — what
basic questions they ask and what assumptions they make
about the world. In this chaprer we will see that our ve
mnmmammﬂ&am of the terms rezson and faith is ﬁmOmoas&Q
influenced by particular traditions. We will compare MSM
broad types of tradition as we consider the meanings of
reason and faith: (1) traditions that are open to the mu.mcx
scendent, and (2) tradirions that are closed to ir. T shall ¢
to show how traditions that are closed ro the ﬁmmwnnwmmw
mncmc.nm a narrow view of both reason and faith that actu-
ally distorts the meanings of both. A fuller, more accurate
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understanding of these concepts €an only be regained by viewing the
world from traditions open to the transcendent.

As we proceed in our discussion, we will at times use the word
worldview, meaning the basic way one looks at the world. Thus we
might say that some people have an optimistic worldview, others a
pessimistic or cynical one. .

We can also see how closely worldview and rradition are
related, The cradition in which one is raised profoundly influences
one’s worldview, and so we can speak of 2 Christian or a Buddhist
worldview (worldviews open to the transcendent), bur we can also
speak of a rationalist or determinist worldview (wotldviews closed

to the transcendent).

Traditions Closed to the Transcendent:
Rationalism, Materialism,
and Determinism o

The following description of traditions closed to the transcendent are
necessarily simplistic. Insellectual craditions are complex, and so the labels
that T will be using— rationalism, materialism, and determinism, are
too broad to describe actual historical movements of thought. Few
individual thinkers, for example, are purely rationalistic, materiatistc, or
deserministic. Nevertheless, the rerms do accurately describe a general
and highly influential trend in modern thinking, and we need to be
aware of how this generaf trend has powerfully influenced common
modern understandings of both reason and faith.

Rationalism 2B
The French philosopher René Descartes (1596-1650) is usually
considered a primary catalyst in the development of the rationalist
cradition. Dissatisfied with the conflicting philosophical opinions
of his time, Descartes worked to establish true knowledge on a solid
basis. His first step was a negative one: to “reject as absolutely false
everything in which I could imagine the least doubt, in order to see
whether, after this process, something in my beliefs remained that was
entirely indubirable” [incapable of being doubted].! Descartess method
s sometimes called “methodological doubt”—the process of sweeping

Faith and Reason I

away m.mm uncertain ideas, so thar only solid knowledge remains. After
doubting everything, including the trustworthiness of his oém. sense
observations, Descartes found he was sure of only one thing: that he
doubted! .wE if he could raise these doubts, he himself chm exist as
the conscious subject raising these doubts. This train of thought led o
Descartes’s famous conclusion: “I think, therefore T am.”

Since the truths of mathematics are the most obvious and sure
truths {everyone agrees that 2 + 2 = 4), Descartes chose mathematical
knowledge as his model for all knowing: “In seeking the correct parh
to truth we should be concerned with nothing about which we Wm?
not have a certainty equal to that of the demonstration of arithmeric
and maoBmﬁwy:w This paradigm is also evident in the ritle of a work
v%.Damnm:nmm contemporary, the Dutch Jewish philosopher Baruch
Spinoza (16321677}, Ethics: Demonstrated in Geometric Order

..%Em knowledge must be based on objects of which we nm.n have
certainty, rationalists argue. Following in the tradicion of Descartes
rationalists thus tend 1o define “true knowledge” as scientific wmoér,
edge of the physical world, because this knowledge is based on the
mathematically exact laws of physics and chemistry. Any other knowl-
edge that does not measure up to this standard cannot be called true
knowledge, only opinion. The rationalist thus dismisses any possibili
of true transcendent religious knowledge—since true wgoéwmn_. e n»N
om:.% be grounded in observable, demonstrable facts. A <m1m%.o: of
rationalism is what we might call scientism—rthe belief thar the onl
sure knowledge is knowledge based on strict scientific evidence, ’

Descartes’s thought was a precursor to the highly influential intel-
lecrual movement known as the Enlightenment. mum\:q in reaction ¢
the bloody religious conflicts of the Thirry Years’ War C@mlaﬁwgo
mbmhm?auamnﬂ rationalists such as David Hume (1711-1776) mﬂmnwnh.m
belief in the superpatural as irrational, and thinkers such as Voltai
(1694 -1778) criticized religious belief as blind obedience 1o nraﬁm.m
authority. Rationalists in the Enlightenment tradition thus associate
nrw werm 7eason with strictly logical, empirical, mathemasically based
thinking, and fath with a blind adherence 1o traditional monqmﬁm

Materialism and Determinism BB

T p N .

Srnﬁﬂwﬂnzmrﬂ worldview is one logical extension of the rationalist

\ or <ma§ If one believes chat the material, physical world is the only
s of true knowledge, then it is just one short step further 1o the
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conclusion that the material world is the only true reality. Variations
of the materialist worldview occur in many fields of study. In psychol-
ogy, a strict behaviorist rejects concepts such as mind and thought as
ultimately meaningless and focuses strictly on the facts of observable
behaviors that can be understood as responses to external stimuli. Karl
Marx claimed that his economic philosophy was based on “scientific
materialism®—a view of the world that rejects such vague notions as
spirit and soul in favor of observable, physical realities that provide us
with the real explanation of human behavior.

In neuroscience, tesearch into genetics and brain functdon is
increasingly revealing the physical foundations for mental processes in
che brain and in our genetic makeup. For cxample, we can identify
which parts of the brain control certain functions, and which specific
genes are associated with specific character traits. For the materialist,
the logical conclusion is that there is no difference between mind
and thoughts and their physical foundarion. Thoughts are simply
electronic signals sent by the brain along the human nervous system.
For Sir John Maddox, former editor of the premier scientific journal
Nature, an explanation of what we mean by mind “must ultimately be
an explanation in terms of the way neurons funcrion.™

Similarly, emortions can be broken down to their “crue” material
basis: they are simply the result of certain chemical reactions that rake
place in the stomach or other bodily organs.

Francis Crick, one of the discoverers of DNA, nicely sums up
the materialist conclusion. ““You,’ your joys and your sorrows, your
memories and your ambitions, your sense of personal identity and free
will, are in fact no more than the behavior of a vast assembly of nerve
cells and their associated molecules.”

The strict materialist view is closely allied to a determinist view. If
the material world is all that exists, then it is obvious that everything
that happens in the universe is a result of the strict laws of cause and
effect that govern the physical world. If this is true, human free will
must be an illusion. Again Crick illustrates this way of thinking: “What
you're aware of is a decision, but you're not aware of what makes you
do the decision. It seems free to you, but it’s the result of chings you
are not aware of."® Our choices are determined by our genetic makeup

and the influence of our environment, according to the dererminist. If
one takes away genetics and environmental stimuli, there is no “mind”
or “will” left over to make 2 choice.

Faith and R&ason !l 23

Ethical relativise is one natural con-

and.determinist views, For the. rafi
list, ethical staridards of “fight” and
- wrong” can have no certaifi objec-
“value, sincé they are not baséd
‘oncertain physical knowledge. ,_, y
mist simply be matters of spinion. At
tost, “right” siight be defiried:in a
-pragmatic. way as that which leads
to material comfort for the fiost
;people. ‘For the strict -materialist
and-determinist, of SEH,..HEQW

W

earing, sirice actions afe not chosen,
stermined by forces beyond:

control.

uans miist make their own mgan-
10; “Sineé- no - mianing 7% “givén
JoseptiRatzinger (now Pope Bendict
VIY. s 4 :
self it in: modern biotechriology
geneticmanipulation, in vitro fertliza

“

n o] :m ince there is 1

istechnologieally ossible?- .

Wenoted eailier that although few
‘people are: pure raticnalists, materi-
lists, or determinists, the infligrice

‘Implications of _, A
Worldviews Closed
to Transcendence 2235

seqirerice-of the rationalist, misterfalist,

“right”-and “wrong” -can _havé'no. -

s imiplication -working

- themselves as stict: materialists or

of these philosophies is everywhere

apparent. Consider these examples -

of commion statements, followed: by
the rationalist or “defermifiist logic
biehind each,

* "It is inevitable that teenagérs
wil be sexally active becauise of
their ‘taging hormones:” Translatior:
Hormoriés detérmine the behavior
-ofthe teen,

* “I'm not a momingperson.” Trans-
.mmgn Certain getietic factors de-

fermine whethéror ndt people
fiiriction well .
IR mm_.mmomﬂ.9m money.. Transla-
 tibit: In bosiniess fraNSACHONS, people
amw.._mwm.mw.% ethical-qualitiés-such
as honiesty and integrity, but their
real miotivation-will always be eco-
nomic gain arid fnaténial comfort.
-+ “Ithink _abortion:is a._.“%a. but |
can't judge anyone who thiinks it is
right” Translation: Transcendent or
objective ethical standards do not
exist: mﬂ,ﬁ ards o right aind wrong
are mattersofopinion,

While few: people would see

determinists, many think and act in
ways that presuime’ materialistic and
deterministic principles, whather they
recognize them as siich or riot. ©
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Rationalist and Materialist
Critiques of Faith il

Let us now consider how traditions closed to the transcendent think
abour religious faith. Following is a general-summary of some of the
MoTe COMMOn Views.

The concept of a transcendent God who created the universe
is meaningless. All things in the universe can be explained by mate-
vial causes, so there is no need for God.? Religious knowledge is not
true knowledge, since it is not based on observable, testable evidence.
Thus “invisible” realities such as spirits, the soul, heaven, and hell can
only be accepted by a blind faith thar is the opposite of reason. Brit-
ish biologist Richard Dawlkins speaks of the “overweening confidence
with which the religious assert minute details for which they neicher
have, nor could have, evidence.”

There can be no ultimate meaning to the universe. Ultimate real-
ity is matter, and matter can have no higher purpose or goals.

Religious thinking is based on a prescientific view of reality. Reli-
gion arose as a way of explaining natural phenomena. For example,
with no scientific understanding of electrical charges, the ancients
imagined thac lightning was caused by Zeus hurling thunderbolts
across the sky. As science advances, the need for “religious” explana-
tions will shrink and eventually vanish.

Faith is an irrational way of thinking that can only be imposed
on people by authoritarian churches. Again Dawkins illustrates this
view, “Faith is an evil precisely because it requires no justification and
brooks no argument.”'®

Faith and science are oppeosites. Scientific knowledge can only
advance when it is free of religious restriction. A classic case was when
che Roman Catholic Church forced Galileo to deny his scientific con-
clusion that the earth revolved around the sun, because this contra-
dicted the literal meaning of some biblical passages. A contemporary
example is when a strictly literal reading of Genesis causes people to
reject the scientific theory of evolution."

To sum up: in the traditions closed to the transcendent, faith and
reason have specific meanings. Reason is defined as logical thinking
based on sure, physical, and scientifically provable evidence. Fuith is
defined, at best, as unprovable opinions about highly speculative sub-
jects. At worst, especially as it is embodied in organized religion, faith

Faith and Reason il

: is :E..Bilmdwm&. judgmental, resistant to scientific truth, and insists
3 on blind obedience to its authority.

Critiques of Rationalism, Materialism,
and Determinism oz

Yet the above definitions can themselves be critiqued as excessivel

meno. g &mnom.mnwu and in the end, irrational. Regarding such mmﬁodw
efinitions of reason, the Jewish theologian A

wrote, “Extreme rationalism may be mammm& WWMMMH m%ﬂmwm MWH Mwwrm_

to understand irself”'? In the following sections, we will expl "

broader understanding of reason. “ pes

Critique of Rationalism 2.5

The rationalist view that reason operates with strict logic on scientifi-
cally observable facts actually accounts for only a small percentage of
human knowledge. Humans, in fact, gain knowledge in a ﬂinw of
ways. We have already considered the point (sec. 1.11) that wﬁwmnm
acquire aesthetic, historical, or philesophical knowledge in ways that
cannot be based on strictly scientific methods, and yet such wwow%w

is accepted as reliable rruth. Let us consider some other points ¢

Knowledge through Authority 2841

The vast majority of anyone’s knowledge i -
scientific observation, but nw\ﬂwﬂ on mnnanwM MMMMM”%% MMHMMMH&U
one &.mn. C. S. Lewis writes, “Do not be scared by the word zuthori "
Believing things on authority only means believing them because N”
have been told them by semeone you think ustworthy. ZEQJTM:N
percent of the things you believe are believed on autherity. 1 believe
there is such a place as New York. I have not seen it myself. H.nocE not
prove by abstract reasoning that there must be such a place. T beliew
it because reliable people have told me so. The ordinary Bm.n vm:gwm
in the Solar System, atoms, evolution, and the circulation of the blood
on anthority— because the scientists say so. Every historical statem
in the wotld is believed on authority. No one of us has seen the ZME
- man Conquest or the defear of the Armada. None of us could B,.M
them by pure logic as you prove a thing in mathematics. We muwmaﬁw

2
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them simply because people wha did see them have left writings that
cell us about them: in fact, on authority.”'?

G. K. Chesterton, in typically humorous fashion, begins his auto-
biography by contrasting knowledge gained through authority with
the rationalist’s paradigm: “Bowing down in blind credulity, as is my
custom, before mere authority and the tradition of the elders, super-
stitiously swallowing a story I could not test at the time by experiment
or private judgment, I am firmly of the opinion that I was born on the

14

29¢th of May, 1874, on Campden Hill, Kensingron.

Knowledge through Tradition ZELE

In his reflections on human understanding, Hans-Georg Gadamer
shows how much of human understanding is based not on one's OWn
understanding, bur on taking one’s place in a certain tradicion of
understanding, whether artistic, philosophical, or theological {sce sec.
1.11). The rationalist ideal is that of a completely independent thinker
who has shed the chains of past authority and who dares to think for
himself. While such 2 mode! is noble in many aspects, it hardly cor-
responds with reality. Every thinker has been profoundly shaped by
rradition: he can no more leave tradition behind than he can jump out
of his own skin.

The French philosopher Paul Ricoeur makes the same point in his
analysis of language. Consider a philosopher who wishes to understand
che human condition of guils, suffering, and sin. The very facr that the
philosopher thinks in a certain language (let us say; in English) already
has shaped profoundly his understanding. ‘I'he meaning of these Eng-
tish words canniot be separated from the influence of a centuries-old
religious tradition that stretches back to the practices of ancient Greeks
and Hebrews. Of course the philosopher is able to think critically about
the meaning of these words, or to compare them with similar concepts
in non-Christian eraditions, bur he can only begin to do so from within
the horizon of a tradition shaped by a particular language.’

Knowledge Based On Probability BB

In everyday life our reasoning is constantly based on prob-
abilities, not strict logical necessity. I make preparations to teach
my class tomorrow based on the probability that 1 will have class,
bur I have no sure knowledge of that, since it is logically possible
that the college may burn down in the night, or that 1l the students

Faith and Reason i

will be sick. I lend a close friend some money based on the prob-
ability that he will pay it back: he has always been QCWEGZW i
the past, but it is logically possible that in this parricular case rm% m
be unrrustworthy. "
Any important life decision is based not on stricr logic but on
probabilities. Given what she knows about her interests, abilities, and
talents, and after weighing pracrical considerations mmnm._.mm job o oo
wunidies, Jill believes that nursing would be a good career m_UH rmw wmmz..
this is not logically certain. Given whar he knows abour Martha’s . OMM
character, their common interests, and their five years of datin WM ff
feels certain that his marriage to Martha will be a happy one mm. M
has no logical guarantee. prons TR
The English theologian John Henry Newman shows that even
when we do not have strict logical proof we can still be nnwﬁmms of our
knowledge in various fields, based on an accumulation of sufficien
Hunovuwmxﬂnm.a Thus an Englishman, though he cannot ﬂnwmommxﬁ
prove it, is cerrain thar Great Britain is an island based on a nouan
gence of probabilities: he was raughr this at school; Britain appears a
an island on maps; he has never heard anyone deny the mmmnﬂmu%m o
Newmarn applies his insight to faith: the truth of Owammmﬂm
also can never be based on strict fogic—an argument for the truth N\n

Christianity would necessarily rake the form of an argument from a
convergence of probabilities.?”

Personal Reasoning T
A EEL b

We often make decisions and judgments based on what Newma
calls the illative sense.'® The illative sense is a type of _.Smoazb
Newman insists, but it is not a suictly logical one. It is often memw
on personal, implicit knowledge. Thus a farmer may be able ¢
Mumw_a highly accurate predictions abourt the weather based on EN
o . .

RMMN WMMMMW monM mwmonqmﬂomm. but he might not be able 1o articulate his
. A cook, based on experience, may have a highly developed sense
of just what seasonings to put in a soup and in what amounts, b
would have difficulty in writing out an exact recipe.?? e
. H&.mzw of our judgments cannot be based on precise rules: the
judge instructs the jury that they should only deliver a guilty Sw&.mnn if
.Mrmw find the defendant guilty “beyond a reasonable doubt”—— but the
waamo cannot provide them with precise nules for determining whart
reasonable doubt” is. Yet a decision must be made, and is.2 ’ ’
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Knowledge, Experience, and Emotions 2BLE

a«® ]

Newman makes a distinction berween what he calls “real assents’
and “notional assents.” In a notional assent, my mind accepts an
abseract idea as true. But a real assent involves more: 1 accept some-
thing as true not merely abstractly and intellectually, buc with my
emotions, my imagination, my whole being. .

"Thus, for example, Roger might give a notional assent to the prin-
ciple thar one should wear a seat belt when driving: his mind accepts
the abstract idea that wearing a seat belt makes one safer. It happens,
however, that Roger is involved in a serious accident; the police officer
rells him afterward that wearing his scat belt saved his life. Now Roger
can give a real assent to the principle. When he agrees that people
should wear seat belts, he +hinks not of an abstract idea, bur of his
own personal experience—the slamming on the brakes, the shattering
glass, the sudden jolt, and the immense relief of simply being alive
and well after the accident.?! With his experience, Roger now knows
this principle in a much deeper, more experiential way.

Determinism, Materialism, and Reason pr R

We considered in chapter 1 (sec. 1.4) the point that strict skepticism
is self-contradictory since the person asserting that there is no truth
in fact assumes that his own assertion is true. Strictly materialist and
determinist points of view run into similar logical difficulties.

For example, how can the thoughr, “My thought is simply a firing
of neurons, nothing more,” irself be a firing of neurons? Logically, the
person thinking this thought is {so to speak) standing apart from his
neurons and thinking about them.

Similarly, a strict determinist cannot rationally say, “My every
chought is determined by an outside force” If this is true, how would
the person ever have become aware chat his thought was determined?
The fact that humans are self-aware shows that humans have the
freedom to stand apart from themselves and consider the causes that
influence, but do not fully determine their beliefs and behaviors.

Serict determinism destroys any possibility of true knowledge.
C. S. Lewis quotes a Professor Haldane’s critique:

If my mental processes are derermined wholly by the motion of
atoms in my brain, I have no reason to believe that my beliefs are
wue . . . and hence I have no reason for supposing my brain o be

composed of atoms. ™

Faith and Reason I

The materialist thus has difficulty in explaining self-zwareness or self-
consciousness. Admitredly, consciousness has a material basis in the
physical functioning of the brain, but it cannot reasonably be reduced
to this physical phenomenon and nothing more.

The newly developing science of neuroplasticity also challenges
materialist thinking. Conventional neurology had assumed that “&M:
brains in particular are “hardwired, fixed in form and function.”® Bur
recent tesearch and practice is showing thar carefully planned mental
exercises can in fact change the structure of the brain in significant
ways. This research has caught the attention of religious leaders such
as the Dalai Lama, who finds in it confirmation of his belief that not
only does the brain affect the mind, but “how people think reall
change their brains.”¢ e

Stephen Barr has shown that the materialist belief that all real-
ity is simply physical reality is iself an article of faith that cannot be
proven. How does the materialist know that no reality exists beyond
Bmﬁaamm.amm&uw He simply makes the assumprion and then uses the
assumption to try to explain any evidence against it.”

of Faith . =s3

K  shovis thiat the:com- ~ ‘alone; to convince tHe prian that e
ly accepted idea that thereligiot

s virong. I we:point:out that. 6ther
-peopledeny that théy want tokill him,
he answers that of colirse they deny
ity because they are trying t6 conceal
stheir plot. His version of reality ex-
v plainsthefacts.

: The real problér with his paranoid

s oview of reality is not that it is irational,

-biut that it Is too narfowly rational --it

continued
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\Bzmuumm J
himsalf in. The poet only asks to
get his head into the heavens. It is
the logician who seeks to get the
heavens Into his head. And it is bis
head that splits.>

takes a single idea and uses it in
a stiictly logical vay to explain all
events. The only way to restore the
paranoid.-ffian - and indeed the strict
rationalist and materialist— to sanity
is o help him to sée how cramped
and narrow his worldview is.
Chiesterton conitrasts narrow ratio-
nalism with the ‘imagination of the
post who knows that life is comiplex
and full of mystery. The poet allows
his:rind to move beyond the visible
facté and iragine & mich larger real-
ity. He is open to the transcendent.
The ratiorialist; on the othier hiand, is
convinced that every event must have
a strictly logical explanation, and the
materialist restricts his reality to what

The determinist logically convinces
himself that he has no free will
but the ordinary, less intellectually
sophisticated person very sensibly
takes it for granted that free wil
is real.

The determinist makes the theory
of causation quite clear, and then
finds he cannot say “if you please”
to the housemaid. The Christian
pertits free will to remain a sacred
mystery: but because of this his

Fe cart see and touch. relations with the housemaid
The poet only” desires exaltation become of a sparkling and crystal
and expansion, a world fo stietch clearness®” © \

Reason and Faith
in the Christian Worldview 2 &5

Rationalism and materialism understand faith as, at best, a harmless
opinion about marters chat are not real. At its worst, religious faith is
actively evil: it is intolerant of other beliefs, obstructs rational and sci-
entific thinking, and demands slavish and blind obedience. Dawkins
writes, “More generally (and this applies to Christlanity no less than
to Islam), what is really pernicious is the practice of teaching children
chat faith itself is a virtue. Faich is an evil precisely because it requires
no justification and brooks no argument.””®

Faith and Reason I

How differently do faith and reason look i
Chray differently n look when considered from a

Reason Ultimately Based On Faith =Rk

Chesterton comments, “It is idle to talk always abourt the alternative
om” reason and faith. Reason is itself a matter of faith. It is an act of
faith to assert that our thoughts have any relation to reality ar all.*?
3 .nwﬁmu?ﬁn skeptics are consistent, they must doubt even their o“é
ability to reason: if there is no such thing as truth, how could th i
own mmhﬂvﬂmnm.._. fason am.wﬁnw a true statement? But Muﬂ.ﬂn we mﬂhmoﬂﬂmﬁw
question our ability to reason, then reasoning has come to an gw&w
Chesterton labeled this trend toward complete skepticism i .
strands of modern thought as the “suicide of &cmmrnmmo o
dﬁ.ﬁb scientists or investigators of any kind begin to research
a question, they can only proceed on two articles of faith: (1) that
their own reasoning ability is trustworthy and can achieve mmﬁz& true
results, and (2) that the world is governed by rational laws thar will
allow them to discover true and reliable information. Neither of Hrn_mn
Two statements could be logically proven: they are the presumptions of
faith upon which all reason relies. These two assumptions nﬁw only Mn

ﬁummﬂm na ﬁ mu Hf
3] mmnm.wﬂ& Bw& mﬁm._.nnm un HOQNMVHG ﬂOuuMwhwﬂnﬂﬂ in meﬂ Hm.ﬂ:umwm.m_.
0%- ﬂmu.m iniverse,

Faith in the Rational Structure
of the Universe Bz

The Christian worldview does offer a rationale for its faith in human
reason mm.m in the rationality of the world. Both beliefs are grounded
in ﬁ.rn belief that God —understood as the ultimare source of all rari
smbnw .&Mm order— created both humans and the universe -
. classic expression of the belief in the rational . i
is found ar the beginning of the Gospel of John, annwwwo“nnwwmhwn
was the /‘uﬁo&, and the Word was with God, and the Word iwm Gogm
ﬁn was In the beginning with God. All things came to be &d.ozwm
mma (John 1:1-3}). With this introducrion, the Gospel writer echoes
e first words of Genesis, “In the beginning, when God created the
heavens and the earth” (Gen 1:1). With his reference to the “Word,”
wowm alludes to a theological tradition that described God creatin Hm
universe through God’s own rational power. .
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The Greek for word (loges) was familiar in pre-Christian Greek
philosophy. Tt referred not only to verbal or written communication,
but more generally to rational order, The Stoic philosophers, for exam-
ple, referred to the rational order present throughout the universe as
the logos. Pre-Christian Jewish thoughr applied this concept t© God’s
creation. The Book of Proverbs, for example, describes Wisdom as
God’s “first-born” who was with God when he established the heavens
and fixed the foundations of the earth (Prov 8:22--31). The first-
century Jewish philosopher Philo shows some striking parallels with
the Gospel of John in his understanding of the /foges. For Philo, the
Iogos is the divine means by which God brought order and law into the
universe, giving form and rationality to the original formlessness.

The universe is understandable because God created it through his
season. The rational order of nature.—apparent when an object falls to
the ground, when a seed grows intc a plant, when spring follows
winter, when the planets orbit the Sun in regular patterns—all of
these orderly laws are the result of God’s logos throughour the universe.
God’s order is seen not only in the physical realm but in what we call
the ethical realm as well—in the laws of human nature. Just as nature
has its laws, so o does human nacure: if humans do not lie, steal, or
commit adultery they will prosper; if they break chese laws, disorder
and chaos result.

The human mind can recognize and understand this order
because it participares in the same divine logos. God created humans in
his own image (Gen 1:26—27): one essential aspect of this image is the
human mind's ability to paricipate in God's logos.

g

Faith's Openness to Wonder

For the materialist and determinist, the universe is a closed system,
bound by inflexible and necessary natural laws. There can be no
“meaning” outside of the necessary working out of these laws. The
human being, for example, is simply 2 chance product of the laws of
evolution guided by natural selection.

The beginning point of faich, in contrast, is fundamentally differ-
ent. The person of faith recognizes the same material reality and the
same laws of nature that the materialist observes. But the person of
faith allows some fundamental questions that the materialist simply
glosses over. Granted that laws of narure do exist, the person of faith
wonders, “Why do they exist at ali? Could they have been different?”

Faith and Reason 1

Ormmﬂmwﬁos describes the view of a person of faith: “He is pleased that
snow is white on the strictly reasonable ground that it mighr have
been black. Every color has in it a bold quality as of choice; the red
of garden roses is not only decisive bur dramaric, like suddenly spile
blood.”! Persons of faith allow themselves the simple Eo:amv“ oﬂ.

child as they look above and ask, “Why is the sky blue?” '
. The faith perspective also asks the most fundamental question

Why does anything exist at all?” Persons of faith do not simply ﬁ.mmam mm

.mcw granted that the universe exists (as marerialists do): they know thar
it is possible for it not to be ar all.

Faith in the Goodness of Existence =

2 A
Closely connected to the sense of wonder is a sense of gratitude. Per-
sons of faith have a lively sense thar their own existence, alon .E.mr
the existence of the entire universe, is a giff. I is not momwoﬂvm:m that
we humans have creared for ourselves, and so is not somethin m%mn w
should take for granted. It is something thar might nor have wmnnu i
Again Chesterton captures this sense: .

The test of all happiness is grasitude; and T felr grateful, though I
hardly knew to whom. Children are gratefut when Santa Claus puts
in their stockings gifts of toys or sweers. Could T nor be prateful to
Santa Qmﬂ when he put in my stockings the gift of rwo miraculous
legs? We thank people for birthday presents of cigars and slippers

Can 1 thank no one for the birthday present of birth?* .

The person of faith considers life and all existence a good gift. It is
the .m.mw% of a child who has a natural instinct for the joy and Moo.n_unmw
o.m life. In asking, “Why is the sky blue?” the child is not motivated
%EE% by an intellectual curiosity. The child is delighted thar the sky
is blue, sure that it-is a very good thing thar the sky happens to be that
color. The child’s question is simply an attempt to understand better
the basic, miraculous fact that the sky is blue. Chesterron sums up his
Méz.vmmmn childhood convictions in this way, “The world was a %an
vﬂﬁm w_w _Hmmwﬁ MWMMWNM_% shocking; existence was a surprise, but it was a
. Hamler reflects, “To be or not to be, that is the question.” The
basic orientation of the person of faith is to respond: To w.xwﬂ is
good. Life is a wonderful gift that was given to me in a way beyond
my understanding—17 can only accepr it with gratitude. This memn

3
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orientation can be upheld even when life is difficult, and even when
doubts arise.

Once again, this confidence in the goodness of creation has a solid
grounding in Christian faich: the belief that God, the ultimate source
of goodness, created the universe. In the creation story in Genesis 1,
the phrase, “God saw how good it was™ is repeated throughout the
account, culminating with, “God looked at everything he had made,
and he found it very good” (Gen 1:31).

Faith In an Orderly Universe 265

Sociologist Peter Berger finds a basic faith in the orderliness of the
universe in all religious societies. Throughout most of history, people
have believed that the “created order of society; in one way of another,
corresponds to an underlying order of the universe, a divine order that
suppotts and justifies all human artempts at ordering.”** Rituals mark-
ing sacred space and time (sce sec. 1.3 above) are one way in which
this belief in the correspondence of the natural and supernatural order
is manifested.

Berger also illustrates this belief with an example from everyday
{ife. A child awakens from a nightmare, alone, threatened by nameless
terrors, and cries for his mother. The mother comes, comforts him,
perhaps turns on a light, and assures him, “Bverything is OK.”

Tt is precisely the statement, “Byerything is OK,” that interests
Berger. For it truly is a universal claim: an assurance to the child thar
chere is fundamental goodness and order to the world that we can
trust, in spite of temporary dangers or disruptions. Berger points out
that the mothers assumption is a natural one, but that the assump-
tion cannot be based merely on an empirical observation of the world
as it is. After all, objective observation shows us that life is full of
uncertainty, unfairness, suffering, and eventually death. The confident
asserrion that “everything is OK” can only be based on a faith in 2
transcendent reality that gives order and meaning to the world; the
world seen in irself (characterized by uncertainty and death) would
give us no ground for this confidence.®

Faith Begins with God’s Grace PES

Let us now consider a more technical definidon of faich from a well-
known representative of the Catholic rradition, the medieval theolo-
gian Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). “Now the act of believing is an
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act of the intellect assenting ro the divine truth at the command of the
will moved by the grace of God” (§7°22.2.9).3¢ We'll consider each
part of Aquinas’s definition in turn. ‘

Aquinas argues that faith, the act of belief, begins when the
hurean will is “moved by the grace of God.” The essential meaning of
grace can be summed up by considering the idea of life as a gift, as we
have suggested. Grace is a free gift given by God; by nmammﬁow one
cannot earn this gift. God’s primary, fundamental gift is sim) _“ th
gift of existence. e

Aquinas’s definition describes God’s grace as moving the human
will; in other words, God'’s grace is operating in some sense within the
human person. Aquinas speaks of an “inward instinet of the Divine
inviration” {§72-2.2.9 ad. 3). Farther, an act of faith is “related both
to the object of the will, i.e., the good and the end, and to the object
of the inrellect, i.e., to the true” (2—2.4.1). Both the will and the m:wam-
lece have a natural aptitude to be perfected (2-2.4.2).

We can connect Aquinas’s teaching with our discussion in
chapter 1 aboutr how the human being is natarally oriented toward
the transcendent. We have within us a narural orienration toward the
truth, the good, and a transcendent meaning: in other words, we have
a natural orientarion roward God. u

Karl Rahner.understands this transcendent horizon as God’s offer
of grace to every human being; he calls this offer the “supernatural
existential.” In the very structure of the human person, in our buile-in
desire for eruth, for goodness, and for meaning, God offers each per-
son the opportunity to transcend his or her limitations. Each person is
given the opportunity to respond to this offer from God and in faich
open the self to the transcendent.’” At the same time, each person is

given the opporrunity to reject this offer of grace and remain closed 1o
the transcendent.

Human Cooperation with God’s Grace BET

At the time of the Reformation in the sixteenth century, a grear debate
took place between the Reformers and the Carholic Church precisel
on the issue of how truly free a person is ro cooperare with Qomm
offer of grace (see sec. 7.17.2). In recent dialogue, however, Catholic
and Lutheran theologians have found basic common ground in their
mutual belief that the inirial offer of grace can only come from God
although they continue to differ in their description of how rcmﬁm:m
respond to that offer. (see sec. 7.17.4).
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The Catholic imagination sees the classic example of this coop-
eration with God’s grace in Mary's acceptance of God’s will for her life.
When the angel Gabriel told Mary that she would have a child, Mary
was confused; she diduo’t understand how this would be possible. In
the end, however, she agreed to cooperate with God’s mysterious plan
for her, proclaiming, “Behold, T am the handmaid of the Lord. May it
be done to me according to your word” (Luke 1:38).

In the materialist/determinist view of che world, as Ratzinger
notes, the question of the meaning of life is answered either by deny-
ing that life has any ultimate meaning or by insisting that humans
create their own meaning by their actions. In contrast, the worldview
of faich, following Mary’s example, is open t© accepting the meaning
already present in the world.*®

Faith as Conversion et

The word comversion is derived from the Latin converro: “to tarn
around.” In the Christian view, the fundamental “rurnaround” is when
a person turns from 2 worldview closed to the transcendent to one
open to the transcendent. To believe, writes Ratzinger,

means that man does not regard seeing, hearing and touching as
the totality of what concerns him, that he does not view the area
of his world as marked off by whar he can sce and rouch but seeks
2 second mode of access to reality, a mode he calls in fact belief,
and in such a way that he finds in it the decisive enlargement of his

whole view of the world.

Yer because the human is still naturally oriented toward the physi-
cal world, the world of the senses, this conversion will be a lifelong
process.®
But far from being an irrational turn from the world of the senses
10 2 worldview of blind faith, the Catholic and catholic understanding
of conversion includes a rational dimension. Jesuit theologian Bernard
Lonergan speaks of three kinds of conversion: moral, religious, and
intellectual. The movement toward intellectual conversion might
well begin precisely with the kind of critique of the limitations of the
rationalist, materialist, and determinist worldviews that we have been
considering.*® Such a critique would be the necessary prerequisite to
accepting a viewpoint open to the transcendent.

In his Confessions, Augustine describes how his own intellecrual
conversion helped to prepare him for his later religious conversion

Faith and Reason !l

to the Christian faith. As a follower of the materialist-oriented
Manichean religion, Augustine relates that he had been unable to
conceive of nonphysical existence; it was only when he began to
read Platonist philosophy that he was “prompted to look for truth
as something incorporeal” (Confessions 7.20).41 C. §. Lewis, too
describes his intellectual conversion from an atheistic Emﬁmwmmmwm
view to an idealist philosophy as an important step in his eventual
conversion to Christianity, ®

Faith as Conversion of the Whole Person por R

.\‘V.@Ezmmw teaching that the will commands the intellect o assent to the
divine truch is one way of expressing the truth that faith is a response of
Mrn émorw person, not merely their reason. “After all,” writes Newman,
Bmm is a.% a reasoning animal; he is a seeing, feeling, conremplaring
acting animal. . . . Life is for action. If we insist on proofs for eve .
thing, we shall never come to action: to act you must assume NN&
that assumption is faith™* A person makes decisions based on mnmm or
her fundamental worldview, and this worldview is not chosen by stri
reason: alone. e
Just as the decision to convert w Christianity is never based
wc_.dq on reason, a movement away from Christian faith rarel
involves merely an intellectual decision. Lewis writes that a Ow&mnmmw
will experience times when he will find it difficult o hold to the strict
ethical teachings of Christianity: he will feel pressure to conform to
non-Christian standards, or he will be tempted to tell a lie ro get out of
trouble, or he will have an opportunity to make some mone mwm awa
&mﬁ is slightly unethical. At these times, his emotions and mawmn 3 EM
his intellect, will try to persuade him that Christianity—with i o
ethical standards— is untrue. e
" %H H»mmmbv there will be times when attending church or praying
WM ! M.mw“mmnm: or bothersome, and the person may begin to drift away
.mu hold faith in these situations, according to Lewis, a person
must “rrain the habit of Faith.” This might involve a deliberare, dail
nmmwaﬁ to recall the basic articles of faith through attending wmwﬁnmw
saying prayers, or reading religious books.* A person would have m.n..
discipline his emotions and even his imagination in order to hold sol
idly the Christian worldview. T
. Ms the Catholic view, too, faith cannot be defined as a onerime
decision in which a person chooses to believe in God or to “accept
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Christ” as one’s personal Savior. Rather, faith is an ongoing process
requiring systematic discipline: Aquinas calls it 2 “habit of the mind”
(ST 2-2.4.1). Faith (along with hope and love) is considered one of
the “theological virtues”; as a virtue, it is defined as “an habitual and
firm disposition to do the good” (CCC no. 1803).4

Faith and Objective Statements of Faith BB

Let us return to Aquinas’s definition of faith as the assent of ones
intellect to the divine truth. We must now ask, “How does a person
know this divine truth?” In another passage of the Swmma, Aquinas
clarifies: “The formal objecr of faith is the First Truth as manifested in
Holy Writ and the teaching of the Church, which proceeds from the
First Truth” (ST 2-2.5.3).

The primary object of faith, in other words, is God himseif, con-
sidered as the source of all truth. The person trusts God, and because
God is crustworthy, he can believe in what God communicates.

For Aquinas, God communicates the specific content of faith
through Scripture (“Holy Writ") and Church teachings. These teach-
ings arc expressed as articles of faith {for example: “God is a Trinity,” or
“he Second Person of the Trinity became human”); these articles in tarn
are expressed through the creeds of the Church (§72-2.1 G=10).

In the modern world, the idea chat faith can be summed up in
specific articles of belief is often challenged. Many argue that religion
should be a matter of the heart, and that when theologians draw up
precise definitions in creeds, they make religion too abstract and intel-
lectual, and thus kill the true religious spirit.

In the Catholic view, however, the precise definitions of the
articles of faith in no way contradict true religious devotion. Newman,
for example, recognized the difference berween accepting the theologi-
cal proposition that God exists (by 2 notional assent) and worshipping
God with a loving devotion (a real assent). But the theclogical propo-
sitions are necessary, because one cannot love what one doesn’t know.
Theological propositions are as necessary for the religious mind as
Janguage is for everyday communication.

Lewis makes a similar point in his response to an air force officer
who rejected theological ideas as “perty and pedantic and unreal” in
comparison to his real experience of the tremendous mystery of God
when he was out fiying alone in the desert at night. Lewis agreed chat
such an experience was more real than a theological statement, just as
the Atlantic is more real than a map of the Adlantic.¥
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But the map analogy supplied Lewis with a further point: the-
ology in fact functions as a good map. First, maps, like theological
statements, are based not on the experience of a single person, but on
the combined experience of many thousands of people. Second, just as
when one wishes 1o leave the beach and cravel on the ocean, mvum% is
necessary, so too if one wishes to make any progress in growing closer
to God, then one cannot rely on personal feeling alone; one needs a

more objective guide. The officer’s experience of God in the desert
may have been very real, but

It leads nowhere. There is nothing to do about it. In fact, that is
just why a vague religion—all abour feeling God in nature, and so
on—Iis so artractive. It is all thrills and no work: like warching the
waves from the beach. But you will not getr 1o Newfoundiand by
studying the Adantic thar way, and you will not ger eternal life by
simply feeling the presence of God in flowers and music.®

Lewis’s last point is that theology is practical. In today’s world, Lewis
writes (and his point is even more true in our current Internet-centered
culture), people have access to literally thousands of different—and
often contradictory— theological ideas. Even if people do not make
a disciplined study of theology, they will inevitably have some basic
theological ideas. Withour a disciplined theological study, however,
the ideas are virtually certain to be muddled and no:?mn&.ﬁm “

Returning to Aquinas’ definition, is clear, too, that belief in the
articles of faith is based not only on a trust in God as “first truth”
bust also on a fundamental trust in the authority of Scripture and of
Church teachings as accurate reflections of God’s communication
This should come as no surprise, however—we have seen that RMT.
gious thinking is impossible unless it is done within a specific religious
tradition (sec. 1.11), thus presuming a fundamental trust in the reli-
ability of that tradition {sec. 2.5.1.2)

The Vatican 11 document Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Rev-
elation (Dei Verbumy emphasizes this aspect of faith as an obedient
acceptance of God’s revelation:

“The obedience of faith” (Rom 16:26, ¢f. Rom 1:5; 2 Cor 10:5-6}
must be given 1o God as he reveals himself. By faith man freely
commits his entire self to God, making “the full submission of his
intellect and will 1o God who reveals” and willingly assenting to

the Revelation given by him. {DV no. 5, citing Vatican T's Dogmatic
Constitution on the Catholic Faith. ch. 3)
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Theological statements of faith found in the creeds (such as “I
believe in one God”) or in the Bible {(such as “Christ died for our
sins™) form the more objecrive aspect of Christian faith. They are nec-
essary expressions of faith that all believers can use as a reference point
to clarify the beliefs that they share. They sum up the centuries-old
religious experience and insights of the Christian rradition. They are a
fixed guideline so that believers do not stray off into their own subjec-
tive ideas and opinions.

Catholic Faith: Between Fideism
and Rationalism - d

In responding to rationalism, the Catholic rradition emphasizes the
compatibility of faith and reason. Not all Christian traditions have
caken this approach, however. Some traditions subscribe to what we
will broadly term fideism; that is, they tend to separate sharply the
cealm of faith from the realm of reason. In a fideistic belief, critical
reason has its rightful place in the scientific or other practical realms,
but not in the realm of religion, since religion Is simply a matrer of
feeling and personal faith.®® Tronically, even though fideistic persons
are typically very pious and devout, they share with rationalists the
same definition of faith {that it is simply a marter of personal feeling).

Dawkins cites a contemporaty example of fideism in the Ameri-
can geologist Kurt Wise, director of the Center for Origins Research at
Bryan College, Dayton, Tennessee. Dawkins quotes Wise,

As T shared with my professors years ago when I was in college, if all
the evidence in the universe turns against creationism, 1 would be
the first 1o admit it, but [ would stili be a creationist because that is
what the Word of God seems to indicate. Here 1 must stand.”’

The Catholic Church, however, has insisted that fideism is an
error. Obedient faith in God can never contradict natural human rea-
son, since God himself created our human reason. In the words of the

Vatican I Council (1870):

Though faith is above reason, there can never be any real discrep-
ancy berween faith and reason. Since the same God who reveals
mysteries and infuses faith has bestowed the light of reason on
the human mind, God cannot deny himself, nor can truth ever

contradict truth, 5
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"The Carholic tradition teaches, for example, thar the existence of God
can be known with cerainty withous faith and withour divine revela-
tion by “the natural light of human reason” (see sec. 3.3.1).

Faith and reason are contradictory, or at least exclude one another,
if the terms are defined within the rationalist tradition. Bur in&.&,
from the Carholic tradition, they in fact work in rmﬁmo&\.

Scriptural View of Faith =8

Our focus in this chapter has been on the refationship between faith
and reason, and so our discussion of faith has tended to be theoretical
In the world of Scripture, however, the concept of faith has a 8on
personal meaning, essentially signifying a person’s trust in God
In the Old Testament, the concept of faith is primarily mﬂ.mdanm
up in the Hebrew root word amn. The word has a variety of meanings:
firmness, stability, belief, and truth.® The word is used to n_mwnmwu.m
Abraham’s relationship with God: “Abram put his faith in the Lord
who credited it to him as an act of righteousness” (Gen 15:6) %Tm
relationship is one of trust; in this context, it refers wo gamrmwmw. trust
in the Lord’s promise that he wouid make his descendanrs
ous as the stars. , e
. In this Hebrew Old Testament scriptural view, God is worthy of
this trust because of God’s own trustworthy, faithful narure, ex BW@&
by the same Hebrew root word: “The Lord’s love for E, is mﬁcn
the Lord is faithful forever” (Ps 117:2); “For your love towers to m%w
heavens; your faithfulness, to the skies” (Ps 57:11). )
Another passage brings out the relationship berween the two
mmwnnadom the Hebrew concept, “Unless your faith is firm you shall not
be firm” (Isa 7:9). We see here the connection between trust or faith in
God and the idea-of a person being firmly established, confide d
secure in his own life. , e
'H.To same concept, expressed with the same root word, occurs in
mﬁ scriptural image of God creating the universe through his Wisdom:
.m,.rnm was | beside him as his craftsman” (amon; Prov 8:30). If ﬂrm
universal craftsman of the universe, Wisdom, is firm and .,.EE. in her
work, then humans are justified in their confidence that the universe
also makes sense and can be trusted (see secr. 2.6.2). ,
In his discussion of Isaiah 7:9, Joseph Rawzinger connects this
Hebrew concept with the fundamental principle of 2 worldview based
on faith: that humans cannot make their own meaning, but rather

4
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must be open to the meaning that comes from a transcendent source
(see sec. 2.6.7). He shows further how the basic meanings of amn
(firmness and trust) extend naturally into the concept of under-
standing: we trust what we can understand. Understanding gives us 2
“place to stand,” a firm worldview that helps us to make sense of our

G

existence.5 So, far from being irrational, faich “is a movement roward

the logos, the ratio, toward meaning and so toward the truth itseif, for
in the final analysis the ground on which man takes his stand cannot
possibly be anything else but the cruth revealing iwself”>

Finally, there is Christian faith in Jesus Christ, the key to the
Christian understanding of the meaning of life and of the universe.
We shall touch on some aspects of this faich in chapter 10.

Questions about the Text

1. How would you define rationalism, materialiom, and determinism
as intellectual movements?

2. Why does a materialist or determinist reject the reality of free will?

3. How do the rationalist and determinist worldviews define fairh
and reason?

4. Tn what ways do people commonly accept information on author-
ity without strict proof?

3 <ha Py

5. What are some examples of Newmans illative sense’?
6. Why is a strictly determinist view self-contradicrory?
7. In what way is reason jrself uitimarely based on a kind of faith in
rationality?
3. Does it make sense to define faith as trust in the fundamental
order, meaning, and goodness of the universe?
9. What are the different elements in Aquinas's definition of faith?
10. Tn what ways does a conversion to Christian faith involve an intel-
lectual conversion?

T1. Whar is meant by the objective aspect of faith, and why does the
Chuistian tradition consider this aspect necessary?

12. What is meant by a fideistic approach to faith? How do rational-
ism and fideism share a common definition of faith?

13. How would you summarize the basic biblical attirude toward faith?
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Discussion Questions

1. mﬂmm you .&EW of some examples of the influence of rationalism,
eterminism, or marerialism in your life experience?

2. To what extent do you think your own actions are determined by
forces outside of yourself?

3. In your field of study, how much information do you accept on
authority, without proving it for yourself?

4. mmé much of your own decision-making process is based on
strict logic?

5. Do you have faith in the essential goodness and meaning of the
universe?

6. Do religious people whom you know tend to be fideistic, or are
they open to rational discussions of faith?
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