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3. What arguments can be brought against the concept of distributive (asopposed to
retributive) justice? Arethey convincing?

Many contemporary calls for soda reform rest philosophically on an accountof
distributive judice. Can judice beundestoodin terms of distribution?In this essay, | will
arguetha amodest accountof distributive jugtice is possible. In order to do so, | will (1)
briefly describethe conaept of distributive judice in contrast to retributive judice, (2)
raise three objectionsto such a conaept, and (3) reply to these objections which in some
cases will require incorporating the objector@ indghts.

1)

Wha isjugice? Althoughpursuing an abstract definition of jugiceisan
impossible and unhdpful pursuit, aworking undestanding of jugice can emergethrough
the observation of everyday human activities. Appeals to judice are made when someone
clamsthat an action, Stuaion or intentionis rightor wrong Oneneed nat appedl to an
absolute standad to speak of an action bang correct or incorrect. Such a claim speaks of
arelationship between the actionin question and some sort of standard by which the
action can bejudgeal. Such standads of rightness are the requirements of jugtice.

Traditiondly, jugice has been contrasted with goadness. Both are moral
categories. Both goodnes and judice speak of what should be over agang what is. But
goodnes speaks of what is better and worse, whereas judice speaks of wha isrightand

wrong.Whether ahard-and-fast distinction between goodnes and jugice can be
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meaningfully sugained is an important question. But thisinitial distinction is sufficient
for undestanding what is meant by talk of judice.

Theconaoept of judiceitself can beundestoodin at least two distinat senses. On
theonehand, retributve jugice addresses what is therightresponse to wrongdong.
Different theories regarding the purpose of retributon (deterrence, punishment, reform,
etc.) are united by approaching jugice in terms of responding rightly to wha has been
donewrong.

On the other hand, distributive judice addresses theright respons to awrong
situaion. Certain circumstances can be deemed unjud. Specifically, thejudice of a
circumstance is measured in accordance with the distribution of goods Notice tha the
category of thegoodmug beincorporated in order to speak meaningfully of distributive
jugice. When applied broadly, distributive judice addresses the concernsof soad
judice: theway in which a sodety should be structured with regard to its cumulative
goods

One such broad application of distributive jugice can be seen in thework of John
Rawls. Rawls argues tha, by going behind aveil of ignorance concerning the
contingendies of one3 situaion, personswould abide by certain rationd princples of
fairness that would protect thar own interests and serve the common good Rawls
abdgracts two prindples of distributive jugice fromthis theoretical sodal agreement. The
first istheprindple of libety, whereby each person is given as much liberty as possible
withoutoverstepping the boundaies of another@ liberty. The secondis the prindple of
difference, whereby the only permitted inequditiesin thedistributon of goodsare those

tha serve thecommon good,especially those with theleast goods On thebasis of such
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prindples, Rawls can suppot atheory of judice as fairness, which can beused to suppot
policies of thejud redistribution of goads
2)

Is such an undestanding of jugtice as distributive (in addition to or perhaps
ingead of retributive) warranted? A number of philosophical objectionscan beraised
agang thevery idea of distributive judice. | will outline three such objections drawing
more or less on thework of Robeat Nozck.

First, thenotion of distributive jugice confuses jugice with equality. By
identifying differences between personsconcerning the goodsthey have at thar disposl,
distributive conagpts of judice assume inequdity isinheaently unjug. Althoughitis
difficult enoughto defend, such an assumptionistheresult of a conceptud confuson. If
the problem wereinequdity, then it would beclearer to appeal to the prindples of
equdity independent of the conagpt of judtice. Perhgpsequdity could bedefended asa
goodtoward which to strive, thusmaking the appeal to jugice unnecessary.

Second, conaepts of judice as distributive conflict with liberty. Appealsto
distributive judice inevitably comeinto conflict with thefreedomof theindividud to
make use of oned goodsas onesees fit. Either liberty will be subordinated to distributive
judtice, or distributive jugice will belimited by liberty, or both will be controlled by a
third prindple. Onecould even arguetha judice demandscertain individud liberties by
appealing to basic human rights. Thusthe conaoept of judice as adefende of liberty
severely limits a distributive conaept of jugice.

Third, distributive concepts of judice ignore history. By focusng on an end-state

situaionin which goodsare unfairly distributed, conaepts of sodal judice as distributive
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fail to accountfor the historical process of such digtribution. Attentionto the
contingendes of history would reveal tha there is more to judice than the distribution of
goods Some pearsonscould in fact be entitled to certain goodsin terms of inherent
ownership (e.g., theproduds of muscal creativity). Some personscould in fact have
goodsat thar disposal which doin fact serve the common goodyet were acquired
throughan unjug process (e.g., dondionto chaity of fraudulent assets). Furthermore, in
some cases the history behind a situation of distribution is so complex tha therightness
of the process and result istoo difficult to ascertain.

(3)

Can thenotion of judice as distributive respondadequéely to these objections?
Thefirst objectionis easily answered. The secondobjection calls for some adgptation.
Thethird objectionis seriousenoughtha any viable conoept of distributive jusice mugt
adapt significantly. However, noneof these objectionsrequire a wholesale regjection of
the concept of distributive judice.

First, distributive judice propely undestood does not confuse judice with
equality. In the case of Rawls, inequdities are permitted. The purpo<e of histheory isto
indicate how such inequdities can bejudified, which he does so onthebasis of the
prindple of difference. It isnotthat inequdity isinherently unjud, but rather that
arbitrary inequdities are unjug.

Second, distributive justice does not necessarily conflict with liberty. In RawlsO
case, liberty isclearly subodinaed to soda judice. However, this need notbethe only
option. One could develop an undestanding of the goodsod ety as onewhich seeks after

both distributive jusice andfreedom Protectionsfor each could be advanced by
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prindples tha accountfor thedemandsof theother. So, althougha subodinaion of
liberty to judiceis problematic, it is nota necessary moveto make when developing an
undestanding of distributive jugice.

Third, inasmuch as a theory of distributive judice focuses a-historically onend-
state distribution of goods it will beinadequae. The significance of historical
contingendes mug be acknowledged. In attempting to rid sodety of arbitrary distribution
of goods RawlsOveil of ignomance in fact undemines some forms of rightful inheent
ownership. Contingency is notthe same as arbitrariness. However, history cannotexplain
everything. Some prindples of judice are appropriate for assessing therightness of aend
state situaion. So, atheory of distributive judice tha takes into accounthistorical factors
may continuealso to seek after prindples of jug distribution.

S0, theconaept of judice as distributive can beuphdd, provided it be
appropriately modified in view of some important objections
4. Set out in premises and conclusion one of the traditional argumentsfor the
existence of God and critically examineits validity.

Of themany traditiond arguments for the existence of God, oneof theclearest is
theargument from design. In this essay, | will (1) summarize this argument by putiing it
in logica form, (2) raise some objectionsto it tha can be successfully answered, and (3)
raise some objectionstha cannotbe successfully answered. It will be shown throughthe
course of thisdiscussion tha, despite its strengths the design argument is ultimately
unsuccessful as an argument for the existence of God.

1)

The argument for God@® existence from evidence of designin nature is popukrly
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assod ated with the so-called watchmaker argument used by William Paley. The
importance of this parable is tha it displays theandogical character of theargument from
design. Suppo® onewas walking in thewoodsand foundawatch. By observingits
intricate design, wherein each part serves afundion and all the parts togeher work
toward a clear purpose, onecould rationdly infer that an intelligent bangis responsble
for fashioning thewatch (a.k.a.,, the watchmaker). The existence of such a watchmaker
can beinferred from thewatch withouthaving ever directly encouniered the watchmaker.
This example provides thefirst premise of the argument: (a) the existence of an
intelligent being may beinferred from evidence of design.

Thenext step in the argument comes by way of analogy. Jug asthereis evidence
of designin thewatch, so there is evidence of designin theworld. One can directly
observe the paternsof the world tha togehe form an intricate and purposve whole. The
marshding of this evidence from naure provides the second premise of theargument: (b)
thereis evidence of designin naure.

Theconduson drawn from these two premisesistha, since (a) the existence of
an intelligent beang may beinferred from evidence of design and (b) thereis evidence of
designin naure, therefore (c) there exists an intelligent being tha designed naure, i.e.,
God. These arethe basic componentsin syllogistic form of theargument for the existence
of Godfromdesign.

2)

A nunmbe of objectionshave been raised agang this argument. In his Dialogues

on Natural Religion, David Hume gives sudained attention to this argument and its

problems. Drawing on and devel oping from Hume@® discussion, | will raise three
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objectionsto this argument and respondto each in tumn.

First, concerning premise (@), onecould be skeptical conaerning the ability to
infer theexistence of an intelligent being from suppo®d evidence of design. The
emergence of moden science shows that much can be explained withoutrecourse to
suppogd mindsand wills hidden behind the opeationsof nature. Such bengsare
unnesessary for undestanding the way theuniverse works. Therefore, themovefrom
designto designis unnecessary.

Althoughit isrightto question appeals to imaginary subgances undelinethe
opeaationsof naure, moden science does not require athoroughgong skepticism with
regard to minds causation, and logical relationships One could speak of enduiing mental
realities withoutappeal to imaginary subgances. Such mindswould interact and overlap
with physcal realities withoutbeng reduced to materiaistic explanaions And so the
first premise holdsin theface of this objection

Second, conaerning premise (b), onecould arguetha there is not evidence of
designin naure. Humein fact chdlenges whether there is sufficient evidence of design.
There may bedesignin this pat of theuniverse, but we do not have evidence of design
for therest of the universe. Furthermore, the appaent design may betemporary.
Therefore, thelack of evidence for designin nature undemines the argument.

Such an objection has notwithgoodthetest of time. Scientists have in fact found
much evidence of intricate design throughoutspace and across time. So the second
premise standsin theface of empirical inquiry.

Third, concerning theconduson (c), onecould oyject tha theinferred designe is

not much of a God. For ingance, the suppo®d designer may lack benevolence or
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omnipotence, and so would not bea goodcandidate for GGodCes usudly described.
Hume grants tha the existence of a designe might beinferred from evidence in nature,
buttha thenature of such adesignea isrendered problematic or even remainsunknown.
S0, even if the premises stand, the conduson failsto achieve the purpo< of the
argument.

This objection raises an important matter to which we will return in a moment,
butasit standsit does notundeminethe argument from design. Thedesign argument
aims only to provethat God exists, notwhat God s like. The existence and essence of
God have been traditiondly distinguished. One can follow a certain line of argument for
proving the existence of God, and then follow different lines of argument for determining
the character of this God. And so, even thoughit does not answer the question of the
nature of this inferred intelligent beng, the condusion standsas proving the existence of
thisbeng.

(3)

Despite its capacity to withgand these objectionsleveled at its premises and
condugon, thedesign argument for God@® existence does not succeed. A nurrber of
objectionscan beraised agang thevalidity of itslogic tha cannotbeadequaely
answered.

Firgt, it is questionable whether the design anadogy can be extended to God®
creation of theworld. Hume raises this objection by noting that, althoughwe have
andogousexperience observing the process of watch-making, we do not have experience
observing world-making. Now Hume may notberightin thinking tha we mug have

andogousexperience of any inference, butheisright to distinguish themaking of a pat
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fromthemaking of thewhole. It would seem appropriate to think of the design thewhole
of nature as an utterly different kind of activity from the purposve action of human
ingenuity within tha whole. So the andogy between evidence in nature suppliedin
premise (b) and the kind of inference proposd by premise () is questionable.

Second,thevery character of the andogy employed is problematic. Althoughit
may be possible to infer theexistence of mindsfrom trails of physcal evidence, itis
certainly an oddway for onemind to encounter another mind. Usudly, mindsinteract
with other mindsmentally. In other words if | want to know aboutyou, | would not
follow atrall of evidence, but rather would start up a conveasation with you. Such mental
conveasation does not necessarily rule out physcal processes (e.g., brain activity, vocal
sounds etc.), butit is not redudble to or exhauged by such physcal traces. So, to infer
the existence of God from evidence of designis arather oddway of encounieringa
supreme intelligent being.

Third, an additiond yet unsubgantiated premise has been smuggled into the
concluson of theargument. Althoughnot always explicitly stated, thedesign argument
presuppos theidentity between theinferred designe of theworld and God. Such
identification is explicitly laid outin Thomes AquinasCfive ways (Surma Theologiae, |,
g. 2, a 3). At theend of each of hisfive arguments (which indudetheargument from
design), Aquinas states some version of the phrase Gind thisis what al call God OButis
it? Istheconduson of thisargument immediately identifiable with the notion of God?
There are other conaepts of God that do notundestand God as thedesigne of theworld
(e.g., demigodtheories, some forms of panthesm, etc.). It isnotacoincddence tha these

concepts are indined to use other kindsof arguments for God@® existence. Thisraises
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agan the question of therelationship between existence and essence of God. Although
these can be distinguished, they cannotbe separated. Onel@ modeof proving God3
existence does relate to one® the undestanding of God®@ nature. Design arguments
presuppo® a certain conaept of God tha mug be defended. By smugglingin an
unacknowledged premise, theargument for designisrendeaed invdid.

In view of these problems concerningits validity, the argument for God®

existence from evidence of design in naure is ultimately not successful.

7. Critically examine materialism asa philosophy of mind.

Materialism in both its classical and contemporary forms presents a magjor
aterndive philosophyof mind. In this essay, | will critically examine materialism by (1)
briefly describing the claims of philosophical materialism and ther appeal in contrast
with dudism, (2) reply to the objectionthat such an accountis necessarily redudionistic,
and (3) arguetha, despite its strengths, materialism remainsan inadequae accountof the
naure of mental realities.

1)

Thebasic claim of materialism as a philosophy of mind is tha mental readlities can
be adequaely explained by observable phenomena In other words mindsare to be
undestoodfully as an aspect of bodies, or, more specifically, brains Thecategory
Onental Ois an appropriate concept for discussing the activities of thinking bodies. We are
not merely embodied souls, butrather we are our bodies.

Althoughpresent in the andent period, philosophical materialism has ganed
suppot in themoden period because of its assodation with moden science. Scientific

inquiry has rendeed unnesessary a number of traditiond explanaionsfor phenomena

10
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An older, more GenchantedOworld-view tended to see natural processes as a result of the
direct willing of spiritud redlities. Science has shown tha in many cases, theopposteis
true so tha so-called spiritud redlities are in fact theresult of naural laws. Thetechnical
success of science has been taken by some to imply that in prindple all such spiritud
realities can and should be explained by natural processes. Once such aprindpled
assertionis taken up, onehas moved from themateria orientation of scienceto a
materialistic presuppostion of philosophy.

Such a philosophy of mind has particular appedl in contrast with dudism.
Dudism, whether of a Platonic or Cartesian variety, runsinto seriousproblems. Although
scientific evidence alonedoes not automatically undermine dudism, some contemporary
brain research is congderably easier to accountfor froma materialistic rather than
dudisgtic point of view. More importantly, dudism runsinto seriousinternd
philosophica problems. For indance, once onehas posted two subgances (mental and
physcal), oneisrequired to explain therelationship between thetwo -- a requirement
tha has yet to beadequaely supplied. Dudism aso can beused to fundadismissive
attitudetoward thebody.n view of these weaknesses of dudism, materialism is offered
as amore ssmple and coheaent undestanding of mental realities.

2)

However, the supeiority of materialism over dudism as a philosophy of mind
does not mean it has no problems of itsown. A paticularly important objectionto
philosophical materialism istha it isredudionistic. By explaining the mind by direct
reference to the processes of the brain, themind isin fact explained away by the brain.

Theresult istha thereis no such thing asthe mind. Only the brain remains andthusone

11



JohnL Drury
Philosophy Exam

does not have a philosophyof mindat all.

Such an objectionis nat merely averbd game, but a subgantive problem tha
mug be addressed. The category of mental should open up avenues of reflection
concerning identity, freedom, and creativity. If themental is merely another way of
speaking aboutbodily processes then these questionsare cut short. Oneneed notbe
committed to certain answers to these questionsto be oppo®d to assumptionsthat bar
them from even being asked. So, if in fact materialism isredudionistic then it is
inadequae as a philosophy of mind.

Althoughsome forms of materialism may be quite redudionistic, philosophical
materialism is not necessary so. Some forms of materialism speak of themind as an
epiphenorenon Within such theories, the emergence and continudion of themindis
immediately linked to thebrain, but it neverthdess can be spoken of with acertain
measure of integrity as something GnoreOthan mere brain waves. Themind can bea
result of thebrain withoutbeing reduced to the brain. One can follow the evidence of
brain research into a certain unde'standing of wha mindscan and cannotdo, and within
these limits go onto ask philosophical questionsaboutmental reality. Such an
epiphenomend approach avoidsthe redudionist tendency of some forms of materialism
and therefore standsas the mog philosophically viable sort of materialistic philosophy of
mind.

(3)

Althoughmaterialism is not necessarily redudionistic, isit in fact the best

possible alternative philosophyof mind?As seen above a mgor argument for

philosophical materialism istheinadequacy of itsdudistic aternatives. However,

12
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dudism and materialism are nottheonly other options A full-scale comparison with
other types of philosophy of mind is nather appropriate nor necessary to show tha
certain philosophical questionscan be answvered with equd if notgreater adequecy by a
nonmaterialistic philosophy of mind.

For ingance, wha aboutemotions? Can these be adequéaely explained by starting
with bodily activities? It is certainly truetha psychologica states of sadness or hgopiness
areinfluenced by bodly factors. However, some emotionsare striking precisely because
they contradict theimpact of physcal factors. For indance, someonecould bein astate
of sadness even while doing afavorite activity, because it is an activity tha sheused to
dowith aclosfriend who died. Theimpulses of this activity release endomphinsinto the
brain that usudly promote hgppiness. Y et, despite the endomphins thepersonissad. In
fact, themore fun she has, thegreater the sadness, because of theincreased sense of loss.
Emotionscannotbe explained fully by materia factors. Therelation of influence is not
only fromthebodyto the mind, but can work the other direction or even befoundin
conflict. Themindis notmerely aresult of bodiy influence.

However, theimportance of bodily influence onthe mind need notbe set-asidein
adudistic manne to answer this question. Themind could be understoodas a primary
reality tha isnotexplained primarily by thebody,yet neverthdess overlapswith bodiy
influences. Mindsfor themog part engage with material objects seamlesdy. Materiality
can serve the purposes of mentality. However, at times material objectsresist the
purposes of minds In such cases, the mental comes to be seen in its contrast with the
material. But such a contrast need not be an unresolved diastasis, for themental finds

ways of fashioning thematerial to its purposes. And so themental and the material are
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united (notdudism) and yet may conflict (nat materialism) as they movetoward
recondliation. Such an approach can bereferred to as objective idealism. One need not
be committed to this approach to see how it can account for the conflict between
emotionsand physcal impulses withoutregressing into dudism. Such emotionsare
ingances of the mind seeking after something other than wha thebodyis creating. The
mindis nottrapped by these bodily impulses, nor mug it stay in perpetud conflict, but
rather presses toward bodily activities tha serve the mind® pumpos.

In additionto dealing with the question of emotions, such an aternaive approach
is able to address other important concernsin the philosophy of mind. For ingance, a
focuson mental purposvenessit can better accountfor human uniqueness. Althoughit
may notbetheonly other or even best type of philosophy of mind, this brief foray into an
alterndive approach shows tha materialism is notthe only plausble option. So the
failure of dudism does notrequire acommitment to materialism. Perhgpsit may bea
simple and clear explanation of some mental realities, but materialismisa
philosophically inadequae accountof themind.

10. ORationalism is sympathetic to theology; empiricism is antithetical to it.ODiscuss
thisassertion with referenceto the history of philosophy.

It is often asserted tha rationdism is sympahetic to theology while empiricism is
antithdtical toit. In thisessay, | will arguetha this assertionis nather entirely accurate
historically nor necessarily the case philosophicaly. | will suppot thisthesis by (1)
identifying examples of both sympahy and antithesis within therationdistic tradition, (2)
identifying examples of both antithesis and sympathy within the empirical tradition, and

(3) reply to an important objection to this historical argument.
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1)

Thefirst hdf of thisassertionis notentirely accurate historically. There are
certainly ingances of rationdism tha were intended to aid and in fact did aid theological
inquiry. There are also ingances of rationdism tha ingigaed seriousconflict with
theology. | will briefly summarize and explain oneingance of each.

Descartes, in the preface to his Meditationson First Philosophy, explicitly states
hisintention to offer anew founddion for theological inquiry. His attempt to secure an
indubtable starting-point for thinking and bdieving is offered as arespon® to the
irresolvable conflicts of the pog-reformation period. He beginswith radical doubtin
order to find something tha cannotbe doubed. Wha cannotbe doubgd is the existence
of thedoubtr. Fromthis first-person point of view, Descartes goes onto arguefor the
existence of God in respong to the possibility tha hemay be deceived in his self-
knowledge God as a trusgworthy and omnipotent bengisaclear anddistinct idea that
can be bdieved by reason alone From the existence of theself and God, Descartes
moves to the existence of external objects.

Althoughsome were threatened by his starting-paint in radical doubt others
foundDescartesOphilosophyto betheologically fruitful. Even if hisideas were never
used theologically, DescartesCthenlogical intention should be taken serioudy. However,
DescartesCrehabilitation of the ontological argument for the existence of God in more
modern dress was quite ussful to theological discussions So, Descartes can serve as an
ingance of sympahy beween rationdism and theology.

However, there are also historical ingances of antithesis between rationdism and

theology. In the case of Spinoza, such antithesiswas only partially intended, but certainly
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proved highly controversia. Spinoza himself rejected much of his own received
theological heritage Y et the notion of God was nat entirely expungel from his thought
Rather, theidea of God, alongwith theself and externd world, wasfolded into a
monistic vision of reality. Spinoza, following DescartesOrationd procedure, aimed to
overcome the solipssm of DescartesOmethod. Ingead of beginning from the self,
Spinoza aimed to think of thewhole of redlity as anecessary whole andogousto a
geometric proof. He offered a distinctly third-person perspective tha views everything
simultaneoudy as a whole (sub species aeternitatis [unde the aspect of eternity]). Such a
third-person perspective provided a systematic accountof reality into which thenotion of
God could befit.

Spinoza does notignote theology, andin that sense could be seen as
QympaheticOto it. However, Spinoza@ very attention to God within his monistic system
isprecisely wha created controversy surrounding his work. Thereception of Spinozain
some circles became the basis for amodean form of panthasm. The German discussion
in thelate 18th century surrounding these ideas was referred to as Orhe Atheistic
ControversyOin light of theimpersond character of the pantheism ingired by Spinozan
monism. Such extreme controversy callsinto question the historical accuracy of the
assertion tha rationdism is sympahetic to theology. Clearly, thereis some truth to this
statement, in that some streams of therationdist tradition were well received by
theologiansand tha controversia streams at least attended to theological questions But
the subgantive antitheses created between certain rationdist schools and theology shows

claims of presumed sympahy to be historically inaccurate.

(2)

16



JohnL Drury
Philosophy Exam

Thesecond hdf of the assertion unde investigation is also notentirely accurate
historically. There are certainly ingances of empiricism antithetical to theology. There
are also ingances of empiricism that are postively disposed toward theology. | will
briefly summarize and explain oneingance of each.

A classic ingance of empirical philosophyat oddswith theology is David Hume.
By his attacks on thetraditiond arguments for the existence of God, on miracles, on
immortality, and ahod of other topics, Hume created serioustheological controversy
dunng hislife and especially after his desth. His radical skepticism with regard to causal
linksin reality madeit difficult to speak meaningfully abouteither God or thehuman
person before God. Thesignificant historical influence of Hume is acontributing factor
to the presumption of an antithesis between empiricism and theology.

However, Hume is not the sole representative of the empirical stance. Another
major early contributor to the development of empiricism is BishopBerkeley. Berkeley is
mog well known for his subjective idealism, where the existence of objectsis only
guaanteed by ther perception by subjects. What is easily forgotten istha Berkeley
comes to this conduson from an empirica starting point. His ontology is driven by his
epistemology, asis usudly the case for empiricists. He asks whether onecan arguefor
the existence of objectsin aroomonehasjug left. Since in his mind no satisfactory
argument can be supplied, the existence of externd objects mug rest onthar perception.
Thisneed not, in hismind, result in radical skepticism, for Berkeley argues tha the
existence of a supreme mind who perceives al thingsgroundsthe existence of things
unob®rved by lesser minds This supreme mindis God. Such subjective idealism was

postively received amonga numbe of contemporaneousand subsequent theologians So,
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Berkeley isastriking ingance that empiricism hasin fact been historically sympahetic to
theology. Therefore, the presumption of antithesis is unwarranted historically.
(3)

Given this historical evidence, onecan see tha theslogan Qationdism is
sympahetic to theology while empiricism is antithetical to it,Owhile containing a grain of
truth, is notwholly accurate. However, onemay object tha such historical
counterexamples do not undeminethis assertion because they ignote the necessary
philosophica relationghip between each tradition and theology. Perhgpsthe assertionis
not suggesting that all ingances of rationdism are sympathetic to theology or tha all
ingances of empiricism are antithetical to theology. Rather, it could be undestoodas
claming that thebasic assumptionsand overall trgectory of each traditionleadsto a
certain stance towardstheology. Accordingly, counterexamples are smply ingances of
undedevelopeal forms of thetraditionthat can benomatively critiqued for notfollowing
throughonthetradition®@basic prindples.

Althoughthelogic of such an objection would bevalid, onenotonly would have
to directly engage each counterexample but also would have to defend the presumption
tha the basic character of rationdism and empiricism lead to certain dispostionstoward
theology. Such adefense is hard to come by, because it requires a certain undestanding
of both the philosophical schools and of theology itself.

With regard to thefirst hdf of the assertion, onemight arguetha rationdismis
characterized by system-building, which in turn serves theology. But this connection fails
both as an undestanding of rationdism and as an undestanding of theology. On theone

hand, some rationdist streams work from aradical first-person perspective and do not
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movetoward thekind of system-building foundin some rationdist figures. On theother
hand, not all theologies require the kind of system-building foundin some forms of
rationdism. Therefore, the presumed sympahy between rationdism and theologyis
contingent, not necessary.

With regard to the second hdf of the assertion, onemight arguetha empiricismis
skeptical toward inferences drawn from naure to unseen bengs which in turn
undemines theological claims regarding God® existence. But this connestion fails both
as an undestanding of empiricism and as an undestanding of theology. On theonehand,
notall empiricists take a strongly skeptical stance toward inferences alonga chan of
causation to unob®rvable redlities. On the other hand, not all theologies rest on such
arguments for the existence for God. Therefore, the presumed antithesis between
empiricism and theology is contingent, not necessary.

S0, theassertion tha rationdism is sympahetic to theology while empiricismis
antithdtical to it is nather entirely accurate historically nor necessarily the case

philosophically.
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