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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

Philosophy Can Establish the
Foundation of Theology

#1. The Foundatlon ﬁ Truth {
2. The Iiioundtaqtloh of 'H_bg‘lc J
3. The Iiourlld;altlon of Know, edge

| N

Establishing the Foundation of Theology

Philosophy Can Establish the
Foundation of Theology

#M. The Foundatlon ﬁulb/lorallty 'y
5. The Fourcdiaqtloh 0)] iLI—‘Iurpan Llfé
6. The Eoqu,a‘tlon of GO? t |

|







The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

"And you shall know
the truth, and the

b truth shall make‘you
free" |

]

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

What is truth?"

' ¥ Pontlus Pilate |
‘ n‘w“ '_ John 18:38

i )




The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

"l am the way, the
truth and the life.
P No one comes t@
the' Father e;‘xci pt _
throughme.t g] ‘-"
Jesus of Nazareth
l30hn 14:6

|

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

Theory of truth vs. Test for Truth

-

T
i il mh‘u i
|




Theory of tru‘fk‘m

‘ (]

lr )
it/ |s ralﬁl#rﬂgl" ?!’
"|s that t'rue’?"r\]'ﬁ"‘n]

T '1"., i/

] % ’ r!
statem’eht rlt,ns/n!;
raining wherp]y”/'l ,;,

say that |t IS trqe s ‘




T : ']'!."QHH I 1".

| . kn@w i il |
V}/er';t ’[-'“IS"I’aInI
hii

;is: ycfyurv ast for LL@E’WL; Ji
|} ;-;' ' l'!
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The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

Theory of truth vs: Test for truth

theory of truth - how one [dEjiRes the
terms 'true’ and 'truthi or what one is
saying about a]‘statement when he says §

that it; |strtiejll il 'thji }.J

|

ereby'one
B | Rether a stateiment is true,
regardlless what is meant byf the term

'true’

test for truthi the means wh




The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

‘Correspondenrce
Conerence | { Nl St
-

Functional , 4

Pragmatic

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

lnuthiis correspondence to reality.

» This says that alstatement isitrue

in asimuch asit'corresponds'to
Cornrespondence iealivy

‘; ' » Ihus, thestatement ‘Itiis raining.

i- i v would be a true statement if:it

“ is inffact raining in reality:

1

| v. wouldlbela falselstatement if it
. isiin‘fact not raining in reality:

|




The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

Aristotle

"To say of what is,

what IS not, that itis, &
”|slfalse wh|Ie to say E
¥ of wha*t is, ’!that it is
and'of whatis not, !
it'is not, is true."

that!

Metaphysics, IV, 7, 1001b26-29 Translation by W. D. Ross
in Richard McKeon, The Basic Works of Aristotle (New
York: Random House, 1941).

T say c;fu'&'ar. 19,
that £t is net.or of what iés not, that it
15, t8 ﬁ:ﬁn’-, whife te say of what is, that it
iscr c[‘u'/fat is not, that it i net,

- "
s frue,




The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

ction of Jesus

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

"Another Challenge to the
correspon : ‘th‘edty 1of

proach

truth |s that hlstorlans are

thelr theories and thus
can neﬁer ver|fy,|n the:
,stﬁé{‘e"ét sense! thatitk
‘theorles cn:orrespond

ik
L'Mlke Licona;
Jesus: A New Historiographical
Approach (Downers Grove:

_InterVarsity, 2010), p. 90

10



The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

"As with the chellenges
affiliatedwithcpereeptions,

Appro.

the |nab|I'|'t'§/ of historians to

! | nature @f truth |tself

45 %
! ;«- g
M|eL|cona

emphaS|s-|n

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

“In addition to defining truth
ina lc:orre ence Jesus

sproach

hical Ap
sense “realist hlstorlans

sense Hlstorlans s,hould
.rgot cha'hge thelr theory
'if

’trutmn orper to

agcommédate‘the £




The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

. » Definition: A statement is true when
" : . 4 itcoheres with oris consistent with
Coherence { ‘ a body of other statements.

N

|

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

Stephen W. Hawking
"A scientific theory is just a

mathematical model we » A

fmake to describe our obiet (&
obser\_:/atlons;é it _only ems}t%_mlm : )I]" N
our minds. ..-ltis %lmllx. elwl‘ -
matter of whi;’%h is the ﬁw@re v r" ‘.
useful descriﬂ‘tion." { " ]

Stephen W. Hawking, A Brief History of Time: [ 4
From the Big Bang to Bfack Holes (Toronto: e
Bantam Books), 139. 7

i‘\:‘ i

12



The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

. » Definition: A statement is true when
it coheres with or is consistent with

Cohere‘nce* i i a body of other statements.
; ‘ L ’ > Truth cannot merely be coherence

! because by this theory, even a fairy
’ tale could be "true."

| |

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

- -
% . 4 ~ Definition: A statement is true in as
4 ,@ much as it fulfills its intended
i i “ purpose.
Functional { "5 Sometimes known as the
! intentional theory of truth.

13



The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

"Although the mustard seed (see Matt.
13:32) is not the smallest of all seeds,
yet Jesug,referred to it as such"
because "to have gone contrary to
|r-m|nd o'h} what was the'smallest
. Jseed Wogld hgfve e diverted their

aﬁentlon from th% knowledge that

‘ 4 would bring salvation to thelr souls that
they might well have failed to hear

Daniel P. uIIer these aII-importantbreveIational truths."

Daniel P. Fuller, "Benjamin B. Warfield's View of Faith'and History," Bulletin of the
Evangelical Theological Society 11 (Spring 1968): 81-82, quoted in Norman L.
Geisler, "The Concept of Truth in the Inerrancy Debate," Bibliotheca Sacra (October-
December 1980): 336-337.

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

_— .
X . A~ Definition: A statement is true in as
4 much as it fulfills its intended
i 1_ “ purpose.
Functional { "™, Sometimes known as the
! intentional theory of truth.

because it needs the
correspondence theory to define
itself.

! » Truth cannot be merely function

14



The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

; l > Definition: A statement is true in as
much as it works or is practical.
“ » The pragmatic theory gives rise to

the notion that something can be
“true for you but not true for me."

Pragmatic
|

The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

“Trie
FurYlu

?ﬁi@i&éﬁm But Not ]

el THAT LEAE "i
- CHRISTIANS FUP ME
3 fpa” SPEECHLESS
Professor an !i Pledger Family

Chair of Philosophy and Ethics

Palnl1 Beacrlw Atlanti)é: University, PA”L [;[]PAN

West Palm Beach, FL

15



The Foundation of Truth: Theories of Truth

Ed

y i > Definition: Astatemen-t is true in as

much as it works or is practical.

1- " » The pragmatic theory gives rise to
| = the notion that something can be
’ “true for you but not true for me."

because it, too, needs the
correspondence theory to define
itself.

Pragmatic > Truth cannot be merely pragmatic
1

The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth
Tests for Truth

CPAREUT

16



The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

Reality

| PhHosophy

The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

Two Serious Mistakes
in Philosophical Thinking

l1 Lesser: taking the methods of inquiry and
tools of anaIyS|s f@r ong aspect of reality

and |II|C|tIy usmg,theLn 'for anothenaspect of §

reallty‘ ‘” : ”I" i Jl

| |
|

17



The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

Two Serious Mistakes
in Philosophical Thinking

l1 Lesser: taking the methods of inquiry and

tools of anaIyS|s f®r ong aspect of reality |
and |II|C|tIy usmg theLn 'for anothenaspect ofs

reality ‘“ ' HI‘ .' ;;

. Greater: taking the methods “of inquiry and
tools of!anaIyS|s for one aspect of reality
and illicitly using for reality as a whole

18



The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

"Metaphysical adventures are
doomed to fail when their

i -
’ ‘ B authors substitute the
= fumgamental concepts of any

|part|cular science for those off

i" 4|metaphy3|cs Theology, Ioglci

“ physm%s 'blology, psychology, F
somology, eoonomlcs are fully
competen;t o solvé their own!
problems by,their own
methods; !

. T

Etienne] Gilson

19



The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

. "on the other hand ... as
’ ' ¥ metaphysics aims at
B transcending all particular
@’ kn@,wledge no particular
. ]'l ”sc|ence is.competent either to

J|solvehrg1etaphy3|cal ‘problems
I orto judge trselr metaphysmal

(Etienne Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Experience, pp.
309-310).

-~

"\ ' solutions." §

EtienneJ Gilson

The Foundation of Truth: Tests for Truth

Etienne Gilson

EtienneJ Gilson

20



21



The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

The Laws of Logic
A. The Law of Non-Contradiction |
B. The Law of |E§Xﬁilude;ﬁd|M|ddle !
C. TheiLawiof Jdentlty h ; i ‘
’ { | | LA

| |

The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

The Laws of Logic

A. The Law of Non- Contradlctlon

-» Athing cannot, be both Ag and ! inon- -A' at the same |
' tlmegand in tTés‘ame sens ‘ ‘ F

|
> Athlng cannot’both egst and.mot ;emst at the same

{
time and in the same sense|

> A statement cannot be both trt!e and not true at the !
samé time and in the same senseé.

22



~(x - ~X)
It's not only a good
idea, it's the law.

The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

Avicenna

Those who deny a first
principle should be
beaten and burned

P until they admit that to |
be beaten is not thel!} |
same as to|not bel- 4,1/
beaten and, to be “

.

burned is not the same
as not to be burned.

Metaphysics |




The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

1} AWasimoneictinnin@gthan any
:.th.e E‘@R G@d m@f]@?,&m Bepsaid

%
,

2 en the«s rpent ' A
surely diel ! j‘-fFor b d. Qlﬁﬂ@:@h]@ﬂ&]y
eyes WI|| et opened and

Pen -s(‘m@re u@rﬂmo han any
m@J@m fiegsaid
b7 :
I @' oF

Q{(}U sha ,

"en thie -_s-e‘rpen saud

24
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The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

The laws of logic

B. The Law of Excluded Middle
'i'ﬁwlllc;r '-noWA.' |

1 ' b E Iy
> Athing eitihe%_ 'xiﬁfg'b'r‘jgi?é lnc&_t exist. | ‘
> A statement i{s either tfue or !n'Ot trEje. i '

<> A thing is eithei

The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

25



The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

The laws of logic

C. The Law of Identlj%
> Ifa thlng is ' tahen( |t is 'AI
>lfa thlng exét! then it emstﬁs‘

F

> If a w.‘tatemeq‘t !s true then it |s true.

\'

| |

|

The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

- T
- - o s tﬁ.%s -
L e e
3 i'-..‘f“_.--‘" SN
Y .'."ﬁin‘. .‘-,. n \

q__ M@ses ‘L@ @@d
'G@,‘ h'-|-@|e Israel p

"Thu's;.fjou shal say,
AM has,sent t@

£ \.\ \\,§. é_;\

&

/ !
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The Foundation of Logic: The Laws of Logic

The relationship of logic and reality.

Al The laws of Iogic are undeniably true.
k

v One has to us I@glc to;.say that the laws of logic are,

not truei— {I. R mhh i

B. Reallty is knowable | i !!

|

v If somedne says that reality & unknowable, this is a!
knowledge claim about reality.

C. Tests for truth vary with the typé of thing
that is being proven.




The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

1. What about Isaiah 55:8-9?

{8} "For My thoughts are not your thoughts, nor are

your ways My ways," says the LORD. {9} "For as the
" heavens are hlgher th’ the earth, so are/My ways |
higher than yOUJl tays am My, thoughts tt}an your E

~ thoughts." 4( mh J‘t F |
dl

| ,4 '} '

|

The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

1. What about Isaiah 55:8-97

' Isa 55:6-9 {6} Seek {HEMLORD while He:may be

- found, Call uporﬂ H|m whlhe‘He iS near. {7} Let the

. Wicked forsake hIS way, An d the unrlghteous man

- his thoughts t’hlm roé‘-tu to the{L ORD, And He
will I-!zve merc§ on him; An to ou?‘God IFbr He will
abundantly pardon (! !
{8} "For '.Vly thoughts are not yourthoughts, nor are §
youri/ays My ways," says the LORD. {9} "For as the
heavéns are higher than the earthf, so are My ways
higher than your ways, and My thoughts than your
thoughts."




The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

2. It puts logic before God.

> response: There is a difference between "the

order of knowing gd "the order of belng

The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

3. It puts our logic before God.
» response: It is not "our" logic.

> Logicis an expresﬁn(an of the nature of God
Himself e /

i

i

- h”l ,I' E i'

29



The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

4. It is a form of Rationalism.

> response: There is a difference between being

rational and Rationalism.
-

Rationalismijis the V|ew maintains that all B
knowledg talnab% be reason apa]rt from the i

0 yS|caI éens’es - t

L

owever the notions of seIf— gldent ;truths or
ratlonatlly inescapable truthls do not constitute !
Rationalism. (e.g., Declaration of Independence) |

The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

5. It limits God. Can't God do the
impossible? Is there anything God
cannot-do? K

> response G‘o |canno,}hV|oIate His own nature. i

l

> |_§-OQIC S a{ iexpressmn]‘oft he nature of God

Iilmse“f {“ g | i

|

|




The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

6. Can't God break the laws He creates?

> response: Logic was not created by God. Itis an
expression of Go ‘(Ilke goodness)

alu:#
l
|3

|

The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

7. Don't some doctrines involve
contradictions, like the Trinity? -

. » response: There isgpothing in the doctrine of the
Trinity . (or any other biblical doctrlne) that is

|Ilog|cal i ( "‘l‘ ,
i 1 |"' HJ‘ § 5 :

There1s a d‘ﬁeren@e betw omething being

0 yond reason and somet’hlngifbelng against

reason} ] ' 4 !

| ¥




The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

8. If logic is so helpful, how can such a
great logician as the atheist
philosopher Bert‘@nd Russell be so far

from the truthﬁ A ‘R

; sponseé &yod staﬂ'@l‘r‘é'ce facmg the‘ wrong
) rectléJn thén the"f"éster yoﬁj _n run the qwcker

The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

11th August, 1918

It is quite true what you say, that you have never expressed yourself
- but who has, that has anything to express ? The things one says are
all unsuccessful attempts to say something else — something that per-
haps by its very nature cannot be said. I know that I have struggled all
my life to say something that I never shall learn how to say. And it is
the same with you. It is so with all who spend their lives in the quest of
something elusive, and yet omnipresent, and at once subtle and in-
finite. One seeks it in music, and the sea, and sunsets; at times I have
seemed very near it in crowds when I have been feeling strongly what
they were feeling; one seeks it in love above all. But if one lets oneself
imagine one has found it, some cruel irony is sure to come and show
one that it is not really found, (I have come nearest to expressing my-
self in the chapter on Education in Social Reconstruction. But it is a
very long way from a really full self-expression. You are hindered by
timidity.)

‘The outcome is that one is a ghost, floating through the world with-
out any real contact. Even when one feels nearest to other people,
something in one seems obstinately to belong to God and to refuse to
enter into any earthly communion — at least that is how I should ex-
press it if I thought there was a God. It is odd isn’t it ? I care passion-
ately for this world, and many things and people in it, and yet . . . what
is it all ? There must be something more important, one feels, though I
don’t believe there is. I am haunted ~ some ghost, from some extra-
mundane region, seems always trying to tell me something that I am to
repeat to the world, but I cannot understand the message. But it is from
listening to the ghost that ene comes to feel oneself a ghost. I feel I
shall find the truth on my deathbed and be surrounded by people too
stupid to understand - fussing about medicines instead of searching

32



The Foundation of Logic: Objections to Logic

r1th August, 1918
It is quite true what you say, that you have never expressed yourself
= but who has, that has anything to express ? The things one says are
all unsuccessful attempts to say something else ~ something that per-
haps by its very nature cannot be said. I know that I have struggled all
my life to say something that I never shall learn how to say. And it is
the same with you. It is so with all who spend their lives in the quest of
Even when one feels nearest to other people,
something in one seems obstinately to belong to God and to refuse to
enter into any earthly communion - at least that is how I should ex-
press it if I thought there was a God. It is odd isn’t it ? I care passion-
ately for this world, and many things and people in it, and yet . . . what
is it all ? There must be something more important, one feels, though I
don’t believe there is. I am haunted - some ghost, from some extra-
mundane region, seems always trying to tell me something that I am to
repeat to the world, but I cannot understand the message.

something in one seems obstinately to belong to God and to refuse to
enter into any earthly communion — at least that is how I should ex-
press it if I thought there was a God. It is odd isn’t it ? I care passion-
ately for this world, and many things and people in it, and yet . . , what
is it all ? There smust be something more important, one feels, though I
don’t believe there is. I am haunted - some ghost, from some extra-
mundane region, seems always trying to tell me something that I am to
repeat to the world, but I cannot understand the message. But it is from
listening to the ghost that ene comes to feel oneself a ghost. I feel I
shall find the truth on my deathbed and be surrounded by people too
stupid to understand - fussing about medicines instead of searching
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The Foundation of Logic: Presuppositions

» The riddle of the surgeon's son

» "John and Marsha lie dead on the living
room floor .. ‘.‘

i i

i > Deuteroﬂllsaﬂl@I ,
> Tihe d@ts{ “

!

|

The Foundation of Logic: Presuppositions
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The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

ACADEMIC ALERT
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The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

A~ranraaic Al opT
SIRE: What does your book do that other evangelical books

on postmodernism have not done? For example, Tom Oden’s
After Modernity . . . What?, Dennis McCallum'’s The Death of
Truth and Gene Edward Veith Jr.’s Postmodern Times?
GROOTHUIS: I think my book is the first rigorous philo
sophical treatment of the postmodernist view of truth offered
m an evangelical perspective, which is largely negative on
postmodernism. I show how the collapse of objective,
absolute and universal truth is irrational and leads to u"nn]
and cultural decay. When our understanding of truth decays,

everything else decays as well.

The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

"We must get our hermeneutics
(principles of biblical interpgetation
fand understanding) fiom the Bible §

otherwise we're lost | Hnlrlelatlwsm'"

\
(caller to] radlé t?lkgéhovx'fj‘ h | t E N

| e A




The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

C.Behan McClilagh

!

"First, scientistsitell us that
our perceptionslare caused
by things in*the ‘world

. stimulatingloligsense

| @
4
our perceptlons are best

descnbed as prowdmg us
with mformatlon about-
reality, but not necessarily
mirroring. it Qrec:sely‘

LY
A

reele,ptors.“%‘. lhis'being so,

The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

"Second;touriperceptions are
influenced bylotricditure. ...
So our perc‘eption‘s"of the

] world are nofjplre sense

" lmp“‘_ssmn ltr__

15
: ‘!l

C.'Behan McClilagh

l

--‘Rv'v-;g*ur; —
_1" o —
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The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

"Finally, ouriperceptions are
influentel Bylolrineeds,
interestszand desires. ...

C.'Behan McCUilagh

The Foundation of Logic:-Self-Refuting Statements

"For thesetthreekeasons, at
least, itAS]Wron §ite Sy that
our perceptlons"5|mply

- correspond ,e world (p-:
4')‘.”& - 3

C.'Behan McClilagh
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

"Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility for
eIaboratlng a comprehensive and
¥ coherent worldview, based OT
experlence, reasoni and sue‘:njcef :
and for defendlng sf@-lence S | i
exclusive r’ght to explore and ', ¥
theorize about all of reality.” '

john Shook !

"The Need for Naturalism in a Scientific Age" http://www.centerforinquiry.net/blogs/entry/
the_need_for_naturalism_in_a_scientific_age/, emphasis added.
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

"Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility for
elaborating a comprehergve and
‘coherent worIdwevxibq\sed N
experience, rea 0{1 nid. sueun e
and for def ndlil ienc®s |

i explore and
theorize about all of reality.”

john Shook !

"The Need for Naturalism in a Scientific Age" http://www.centerforinquiry.net/blogs/entry/
the_need_for_naturalism_in_a_scientific_age/, emphasis added.
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The Foundation of Morality

In CONGRESS. Juy 4, 1776,

o~ ; : -
fie ttmantinons Declarafion 1 s we Stafes

When in the Course of human events, it becomes
necessary for one people to dissolve the political
bands which have connected them with another,
and to assume among the Powers of the earth, the
separate and equal station to'which
Neturs znd of Neturs's Cod SR EBER ISl
respect to the opinions of mankind requires that
they should declare the causes which impel them
to the separation. We hold these jijliil SEo e S E il
that all men are [er€ated equal, that they:
areiendowed by their Creatorjwith certain :
nalienakieliRighes, that among these are Life,
Liberty andfthe pursuit of Happiness. That to
secuﬁé tlhe e rigﬁts, Goverfnrrfents are instituted
among Men, deriving their!jus‘t powers from the
consent'of the-governed, That whenever any
Form of Government becomes destructive of these
ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to §
abolish it, and tgjinstitute new Government, laying
its foundation o psuch principles and organizing its
powers in such form, as to them shall seem most
likely to effect their Safety and Happiness.

The Foundation of Morality

Ehe New York Eimes
disoday, Dronie 15,2058

Opinion

Clarence Thomas and "Natural Law'

41



The Foundation of Morality

HOME PAGE | MY TIMES | TODAY'S PAPER | VIDEO | MOST POPULAR | TIMES TOPICS LogIn | Register Now
P P Search All NYTimes.com
Ehe New Jork Eimes n—

Monday, December 15, 2008 0 pln I0n
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Clarence Thomas and 'Natural Law'

B emaiL

‘What is really at stake in the nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas S PRINT

to the Supreme Court? While any candidate nominated to replace B smeLerace
Justice Thurgood Marshall would likely accelerate the Court's

rightward trend, Judge Thomas's adherence to "natural law" as a

judicial philosophy could take the Court in an even more troubling [ sHare
direction.

Most conservatives eriticize the judiciary for expanding its powers, "creating” rights rather
than "interpreting” the Constitution. These critics talk of returning issues like abortion to
democratically elected and politically accountable bodies.

Clarence Thomas, judging from his speeches and scholarly writings, seems instead to
believe judges should enforce the Founders' natural law philosophy -- the inalienable

HOME PAGE | MY TIMES A LogIn | Register Now
Ehe New Hﬂfk Times L Search All NYTimes.com
Monday, December 15, 2008 0 pln IOn

U.S. N.Y./REGION BUSINESS TECHNOLOGY SCIENCE HEALTH SPORTS OPINION ARTS STYLE TRAVEL JOBS REALESTATE AUTOS

What is really at stake in the nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas
to the Supreme Court? While any candidate nominated to replace
Justice Thurgood Marshall would likely accelerate the Court's
rightward trend, Judge Thomas's adherence to "natural law"” as a
judicial philosophy could take the Court in an even more troubling

V
t
J

direction.

ISR IO, T e AOTTET T T T T AT T A T oAV

judicial philosophy could take the Court in an even more troubling SHARE
direction.

Most conservatives criticize the judiciary for expanding its powers, "creating” rights rather
than "interpreting” the Constitution. These crities talk of returning issues like abortion to
democratically elected and politically accountable bodies.

Clarence Thomas, judging from his speeches and scholarly writings, seems instead to
believe judges should enforce the Founders' natural law philosophy -- the inalienable
rights "given man by his Creator” -- which he maintains is revealed most completely in

ohin Thnlmantinm ol Fodamin davna

42



The Foundation of Morality

The Foundation of Morality

Biblical Morality or Morality?
L

’ -
- l (] I
G W & s
E!\, 0'»..,4 i.‘-‘ .__—m
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v
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The Foundation of Morality

"It is widely assumed that the
analysis and justification-of
fundamental moral claims can be
condu@ed without reference to at .
'IEepst the rgw’ore ‘contentious issues off
% Jetaphys"lcs Nothlng could be t
1 ’f,urther from the spirit of]Thomas
for whom natural law ..l-is 'natural’
precisely because it derives from
Edward Feser  human nature, canceived of in
| Aristotelian essentialist terms."

The Foundation of Morality

Natural Law. Theory

A 'nature' (or essence) Is a
}  metaphysical Sonstltuent ofa |
thing in terrﬁ'éw'of V\%'hlch that thlngf
|s§thé ihd of thmﬁ it is.

’ &

|
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The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

As a living thlng grows and
mature's it does SO, |f
ummpede‘d ‘towards its proper

tenc’i off goal or'telos |
| =

| N

The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

What a thing's end or goal or
telos i s, IS; det rmmed by its

h: |

i 5 unatgr’%:} i |
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|
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The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

The 'natural' in Natural Law
¢ refers to the fact that human
il
belngl 1are what ;they are
beoaﬂjse we possessfa human
" nature. |

| |

The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

A human being s end, goal, or
} telos can be, understood initerms |
of dlfferelnt?aspec’%s; of his single |

reallity, vizll his nutrgltlfve (i.e.,
physmal) his sentient (| e.,

|

!

conscipusness), and hjis ratlonal.
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The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

To these three (Aristotelian)
c:ategorles.| Aqumas (as a
Chrlstlan) reco‘gmzes the

addiltlonafllsplrltual (feternal)

I aspect. |

| |

The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

What is "good" for a thingiis the
actuallzatlon |ts potentlalltles

|

!

accordlng{t:o the {el@s it has by ;

‘vw’tue‘ of its nattﬁre;
| =

1 ¥
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The Foundation of Morality
Natural Law. Theory

These actualizations are known
- as |ts pe_rfectlons
{i ‘*l’ 'h‘J[ F x‘

i }1" r'

| |

JtisiFasiaslanite’’s a "baelkmiicaiidils
CamMOt Cuf;,_ Well, SINCE it 1S @
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The Foundation of Morality

The Natural Law Ethics of
Thomas Aquinas

|. Eternal law -
F A God's prowdentlal worklng
i thegunlverse i
B. the plan by wh{ 11 God
goveris creatloq

!

The Foundation of Morality

The Natural Law Ethics of
Thomas Aquinas

[I. Natural Law -
P A the participation in Eternal
: Law by rational @ éééures i

by virtlie of b e1ih rational "‘h

. that agpect fth ,eternaw ‘
law wﬂereby tHe Creator ) e )
governs and guides the  § i

moral actions of humans @ &

such that, when obeyed, it ?\g‘s&m
leads humans to their i\ W
proper end

C. discoverable by reason




The Foundation of Morality

The Natural Law Ethics of
Thomas Aquinas
[l1l. Human Law
A. a particular.appliecation of |
: natural law'to loghl U|: ;
‘communities 1. ik
B. the "cdurt ot-appal”
regar&ng moral disputes

!

|

The Foundation of Morality

The Natural Law Ethics of
Thomas Aquinas
V. Divine Law
A. the revelation of God's law,
: through Scriptureyio | M
Dbelievers § 1. E "‘1‘
. usually not possiBle to v
imposg these | ws on
society in géneral

|
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The Foundation of Morality

DECIARAT [ON

How the Bt
and Christianity
.’)I//I.f: piced the Whitnig
of the Decleanation
o Dndependlence

GarY T Avos

The Foundation of Morality

WRITTEN

ON THE

HEART
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The Foundation of Morality

NATURAL LAW

JESSE COVINGTON, BRYAN MoGRAW,
anty MICAH WATSON

The Foundation of Morality

Real Essentialism

;9
N
>

B David S. Oderberg

i
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el
b by ‘er
David S. Oderberg
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

Establishing the Foundation of Theology

Real Essentialism

David S. Oderberg
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

The Infinite Regress
Argument of al-Ghazalr

P1: Everything that begins to exist
requires a cause for its origih@

P2: The world, began to e.%g[_l“

| . l"" s
C1: Thereforel the Wor 11&’5‘ a
cause forgits oriéin:“itg(:reator.

!
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

The Modern Kalam
Cosmological Argument
of William Lane Cralg

FPL: The Universe began to eX|st

»,
P2: Whatever] ibegins tg |£t‘hasa

cause of its oxidteAck. (! v h_ /A

C1: Therefores the unlvie Se has a
cause of its eX|thence

|

Establlshlng the Foundation of Theology
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Establishing the Foundation of Theology

The "Five Ways" of
Thomas Aquinas

Argument from Motion

Argument | from Eff|C|e ‘M .
N 2

Causallty il =

|

Argumentrom Necc—zj§sary

Being

> Argument from Degrees of
Perfection

Argument ,rom the
Governance of the World

Establishing the Foundation of Theology

Edward Fese'lr
Associate Professor of
Philosophy, pasadena City
College, P%sadena (07:
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