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Chapter One

What IsaWorldview?

1.1. Introducing worldviews.

Everyone operates with a body of assumptions about what kind of world thisis, who we
are, what isimportant or valuablein life, and what ends or goals are most worth pursuing.
Thiswe may call aperson’sworldview. Y our worldview provides both your most basic
view of reality and your moral compass. Everyone has aworldview in some sense of this
term. Having aworldview is not a matter of formal education. 'Y our worldview need not
be sophisticated like what you would expect from a professional philosopher. It may be
vague and half-articulated like the man who espouses “ street wisdom” at the local pub, or
not even articulated at all. But it still colors your beliefs and your actionsin avariety of

ways.

The very range of possibilities here—from the more-or-less precise to the not-articul ated-
at-all—makes the discussion of worldviews potentialy hazardous. But if you try to think
carefully about what you believe about what kind of world thisis, or about the human
condition at the deepest level, or how you should live your life and what goals are really
worth pursuing, including whether there is anything worth dying for, you can begin to
outline your worldview. Thisisn't hard, although for most people it does involve
stepping outside their ordinary way of thinking, which is usually about whatever is most
immediate. For the philosophically curious, the processis natural. But ajarring
experience or confrontation with major adversity can prompt the right mental stepsin
amost anyone. Those not prone to philosophizing may still find themsel ves wondering,
“Why me?’ Or to ask why “lifeis so unfair.” Trying to gain perspective on how the
world works and why it works as it does, why it seems to dole out favors to some and not
to others, can be agood point of entry into adiscussion of worldviews. Eventualy, if
you proceed systematically, you get to the big questions and can articulate your most
basic beliefs.

Let us take an (obvious) example. One of the most basic beliefs one can have is whether
or not there is a persona God to whom the believer can pray, who hears and answers
prayers and has a plan for our lives. Those convinced that God exists and cares about our
day-to-day affairs will have a quite different worldview from unbelievers or those who
see the issue as meaningless or pointless. One of the major dividesin our cultureis
between those whose worldview places God at the center of existence (theists) and those
who either explicitly deny God'’ s existence (atheists), claim no one can really know one
way or the other (agnostics), or believe the whole question to be meaningless
(positivists). All except for the first, of course, tend to put man at the center of their
system of values (humanists).*



1.2. Christian theism and materialism.

A worldview, in this case, offers a comprehensive view of redlity if articulated to its
fullest extent. C.S. Lewis, the Christian essayist and novelist, contended that Western
civilization had provided two basic worldviews: naturalism and supernaturalism? As
Lewis cashed these out, aworldview is naturalistic if it sees physical reality—nature,
experienced through our five senses or studied with scientific instruments—as the sum
total of everything that exists. The naturalist conceives of reality as a single grand sysem
of interlocking causes and effects (or the equivalent) discoverable and explainable by
science. The supernaturalist usually agrees about the existence of nature as a system of
causes and effects. He also believes that at |east some entities, such as God, and certain
events that have occurred in the world of experience, e.g., miracles as described in the
Bible, and the free will and moral agency of human beings, both exist and are not
governed exclusively by the rules of this system.

Instead of supernaturalism this essay will focus on Christian theism, and instead of
naturalism | will speak of materialism. Both latter terms seem to me more descriptive at
the philosophically deepest level of the options taken most seriously in Western culture.
All variants of Christian theism take the Christian God’ s existence to be abasic
metaphysical fact (metaphysical here means theory of reality in the broadest sense of this
term). Christian theists see physical reality as created. Christian theism, in other words,
maintains that physical reality is only one component or kind of reality as awhole.
Physical redlity in thisview is not self-existent but dependent on original creative acts
taken by God. All interesting variants of materialism deny God's existence.® A
materialist sees physical redlity as self-existent aswell as exhaustive of reality generdly.
Although the universe—and our world—may have changed enormously over time it was
not created in the sense the Christian uses that term.

Christian theism and materialism as | cash them out here are fundamentally Western
worldviews that reached the height of their devel opment in the Anglo-American world.
There are other worldviews, of course. Thereislslam. The mgor religions and
philosophies of the East also offer worldviews. One might also consider so-called “new
age” thinking to be aworldview, although much of it is vague and its content hard to pin
down even when articulated. Doubtless there are others. | am leaving them aside mainly
due to considerations of length, and to the fact that relatively few people in the West
consider them live options (although mass immigration may be gradually changing that).
I’ ve no doubt that an essay comparing and contrasting various forms of 1slam and various
forms of Christian theism point by point would be useful, but | am not the person to write
it.* Also, there are writers (the philosopher Ervin Laszlo comes to mind) who would
promote systems theory or systems thinking as a Western worldview differing in
significant ways from both materialism and Christian theism.” Something similar can be
said for the British philosopher Alfred North Whitehead' s philosophy of organism.®
Worldviews are not just abstract philosophies, however. Both systems theory and
Whitehead’ s philosophy of organism are difficult and technical. A worldview islived,
not just written down or talked about. In an important sense, you are immersed in your



worldview; it isliterally apart of you. You employ it as part of your concept of self,
conscioudly or not, as well as your concept of what the world around you islike. The
point is, your worldview isintegrated into your life. The two form a seamless whole.
Most academic product is ssimply too far removed from most peopl€’ s livesto influence
their beliefs and actions in any significant way. What it gainsin precision or
acceptability to specialists, it loses in accessibility to people generally. So despiteits
usefulness in a number of areas (ranging from health promotion and medicine to the
study of organizations and even entire civilizations), systems theory is not really a
worldview. For the same reason, neither is Whitehead' s philosophy of organism.

Areworldviews then just religions writ large? Not exactly. If materialism can be
considered areligion (and it may well be for some) then perhaps worldviews are
religions. Otherwise not. The man on the street may not have areligion, though. But he
has aworldview. He may not have cause to evaluate it. To do so, he would have to
articulate it, i.e., make it explicit, and discover how it works or failsto work in hislife.
We suggested already that reasons to articulate and evaluate one' s worldview may
emerge out of confrontation with adversity, or intense personal crisis. A woman who
finds herself unexpectedly pregnant may be tempted by her circumstances to have an
abortion. She may set aside the legalism surrounding Roe v. Wade, genuinely agonize
over her need to make a decision, and ask herself, “Is having an abortion really the right
thing to do?” She might decide against the abortion, based just on the realization that she
would be killing something that would otherwise grow into a human infant, and that this
iIswrong. If she takes a cognitive step to the next level and asks, “What isit that makes
certain actions right and others wrong?’ she is beginning to think philosophically. She
soon might be in a position to start articulating the relevant portions of her worldview.
After thinking the matter through she might well conclude that there is something about
human life—all human life—that repudiates killing except in the most dire circumstances
(e.g., self-defense). Again she has her baby and gives the child up for adoption.

1.3. The questions worldviews answer (worldviews and philosophy).

One of the things philosophy as a discipline can do is help people articulate their
worldviews, supplying precision where needed. While there are any number of accounts
of what worldviews are and what they do, most focus on the same basic issues. | have
settled on an account holding that when devel oped, worldviews set out to answer six
kinds of questions. Some are implicit in the above discussion; all should eventually come
out in any effort to articulate aworldview in detail.’

(1) What kind of world isthis? Or (again once we' ve stepped up to the next level): what
makes up reality? What are its constituents or components? How do they interact
with each other and with us?

(2) How do human beingsfit in; and how and why did we come to be?



(3) What things are of valuein life, what goals or ends are most worth pursuing, and
what are the best or wisest means of pursuing them? Are there any objective values
that emerge out of one’s account of what kind of world thisis, or are all values
including ethical values the creations of subjective human needs and interests?

(4) What isthe best possible society? In what ways does thisideal differ from what we
see around us, and how do we best diagnose the differences between our ideal and the
actual?

(5) Can we build a better human world, and if so, how? What actions can we take—if
any—that will bring society more into greater alignment with our best ideals?

(6) One'sbest answersto (4) and (5) will invariably presuppose an answer to afinal
guestion: what is human nature like, however we understand the phrase human
nature? |s human nature fundamentally good but corrupted by the institutions of
society (as the French philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau believed), or is human
nature fundamentally sinful and the cause of al corruption (as the Christian Bible
contends)? |s human nature rational at itsideal best (as an Aristotelian would argue)?
Or isit necessarily irrational (as an existentialist might conclude)?

Thismay seem like alot, given the conception of worldview | articulated at the outset.
The common man is not a philosopher, of course. He doesn’t look at things this
systematically. Many of the above questions might never even occur to him. But
perhaps | may assume that many thoughtful people who aren’t trained philosophers have
working answers to at least some of them. Their understanding may well be (to borrow
Michael Polanyi’sterm) tacit—unstated, but implied in how they live their lives® A
person doesn’t have to be a philosopher or any kind of intellectual or writer to have a
worldview, though obviously some classical liberal arts education may bring one’s
worldview to light and provide a basis for evaluating it. Such knowledge may turn out to
be an important component of your manual of political self-defense. There are those with
agendas who have explicit answers to the relevant questions and use them in furthering
specific policies. They will not necessarily have the common man’ s interestsin mind.
Thisis especialy true if a specific worldview is dominant among those in a society’s
political classand is used to justify massive interventions into the lives of its citizens. So
it behooves us al to obtain the right kind of education. A lot of individuds find such
discussions as this uncomfortable. They prefer to be disengaged, hoping the issues will
go away or resolve themselves or be resolved by others. That is a person’s choice; but as
Periclesis supposed to have said back around 430 B.C., “ Just because you do not take an
interest in politics doesn’t mean politics won't take an interest in you.”

Inthislight, let us take some time to cash out both Christian theism and materialismin
more detail, even if everyone who has read this far knows which side of this fence he sits
on. Christian theism and materialism offer mutually exclusive answersto our six
questions. To alogical mind, if you embrace one you must reject the other: not just in
thisor that form but in all forms. This doubtless explains the longstanding “cold war”
between the two.



Chapter Two

Christian Theism asa Worldview

2.1. Christian Theism expounded.

Christian theism, as we said, places the God of the Christian Bible at the “ center,”
metaphysically speaking, of all existence. For the Christian, God is one’s ultimate
foundation. Physical redlity is seen as having been created by God ex nihilo by extra-
physical or supernatural means. It is dependent on God in the sense that had there been
no sequence of creative acts by God there would be no physical reality. Consider the first
versein Genesis: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.”® Biblical
Christianity takes God' s existence as given. God was there at the time of the ‘beginning.’
The Bible does not offer a proof of God’ s existence, it asserts God’ s existence as abasic
proposition to be acknowledged, accepted and acted upon. (Scripture, of course, has
occasional choice words for atheists—the best known being Psalm 14:1.) In Genesis,
God' s nature as a creative Intellect who pre-existed physical reality, space and timeis
proclaimed (“1n the beginning God created...”). Having creative power of the magnitude
required for the act described in Genesis 1:1, of course, presupposes a God that is not an
intellectual abstraction but a conscious Being, both infinite and eternal, with enormous
power, a capacity for action,™® and a personality. God is also characterized by perfect
justice and rightness, or moral perfection (Deut. 32:4 and el sewhere)—often contrasted to
man’ s lack of justice and rightness (Rom. 3:23 and elsewhere). Christianity asserts that
God created man (Adam) perfect, but with the capacity to follow God’'s commands by
choice or rebel and go hisown way. Man chose to set God’ s commands aside (sin), and
reaped the consequences (Gen. 3:14-19, Rom. 6:23). Also of crucial importanceis that
the God of Christian theism is a God of love (John 3:16 and elsewhere). The Evangelical
Christian version of Christian theism understands the matter asfollows. God allowed the
sacrifice of His son, Jesus Christ, on the cross, so that al sinful man need do to be
redeemed (saved) is recognize his sinful nature (Rom. 3:23), trust and accept on faith that
when Jesus died on the cross He took the sins of all persons upon Himself, and was
resurrected, all our sins paid for (Ephesians 2:8-9, | John 1.9, elsewhere). Then one must
repudiate one’ s sin nature and set out to follow the commands laid down by God,
however imperfectly one actually does so.

In other words, Christian theism as aworldview answers the six questions as follows.

(1) The most basic metaphysical fact or truth is God’ s existence as an eternal, creative
Being of infinite intellect, infinite consciousness, action and moral perfection (i.e.,
perfect goodness), and love. God is separate from physical reality, the world of
measurable space and time, as He must have been in order to have created the world
(“pantheism” isfalse, that is). Nor does He reside in some sense ‘in each of us' as
new-agers have been known to assert while pointing toward their hearts. The Creator



obviously must be independent of the creation, outside of space and time in afashion
none of usisin aposition to comprehend. The physical or material created universe
exists as a system of causes and effects of various kinds in space and time.

(2) Among spatiotemporal entities are human beings, created in God’ s image but finite;
they, too, have the power of action, creativity, intelligence, and morality, al of these
powers being correspondingly finite. These features distinguish us from the animal
kingdom. Animals behave instinctively; human beings are capable of choosing
consciously between different courses of action. We fit into the world as beings to
whom God originally gave responsible “dominion” over the world. We cameto be
because we were created by God who has a plan for each of our lives asindividuals
aswell asfor history asawhole. Inthelast analysis, dictators and empires may rise
and fall, but God remains eternal; the world is His world.

(3) Moral values, to the Christian, originate with God as a being of love and moral
perfection. Sound morals can have no other source. God communicated a set of rules
to Moses when he handed down what became known as the Ten Commandments.
These stand as central moral tenets of Western civilization: do not worship any other
gods (neither Baal nor Mother Earth), honor your father and your mother (in which
the nuclear family becomes the most basic socia unit), do not murder, do not commit
adultery, do not bear false witness, do not covet your neighbors possessions, and so
on. Tomy ears, theinjunction against covetousness in Exodus 20:17 suggests a
Biblical basisfor private property rights.

(4) The best earthly society would be a society in which everyone did his honest best to
be obedient to God' s commands, instructing one’s children in the same way (see
Deut. 6:1-9, Prov. 22:6). Obviously, none of usisreally obedient to God's
commands no matter how much we try. We simply can't doit. The world
everywhere reflects the consequences of disobedience to God’s commands. The
ultimate reason for the difference between the real and the ideal is human sin—the
congenital choice of our own ways instead of God’' s ways.

(5) Thereisno means of completely bridging the gap between theideal and thereal. We
can make the human world better through the various specific improvements offered
by science, technology and medicine, and have done so. We have conquered many
diseases and extended the human life span. But neither science nor technology can
provide moral guidance, as contemporary issues from physician-assisted suicide to
stem-cell research and cloning all demonstrate. Science can tell uswhat is, but not
what ought to be. Technology can show us how to do something; it cannot tell us
whether we should do it. Technology, moreover, has a built-in capacity for abuse.
An undercurrent of fear of technology can be gleaned from myriad science fiction
novels beginning with Mary Shelley’ s classic Frankenstein down through, e.g., the
popular Terminator movies. These represent the fear that technology will be abused
by the unwitting or the powerful and unscrupulous—or that some new technology
itself might run amuck and turn on its creators. In the real world, of course, our
weapons technol ogies have the capacity to destroy us several times over. According



to the Christian theist, efforts to improve the human condition materially and
technologically are ultimately hollow unless accompanied by efforts to as many
people to Christ as possible and nurture them in leading Christian lives. Christians, to
be sure, are not made perfect by Christianity (witness the scandals among
“televangelists’ and in the various churches, or the nasty fights between, e.g.,
Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland). The Church as an ingtitution is as
corruptible as any other institution entrusted to fallible human beings. We cannot
change our basic nature. We can only be redeemed from it by God’ s grace.

2.2. Christian Theism, human nature, and the paradox of liberty.

Thisbringsusto (6). The Christian theist’s answer to this should be clear already.
Because of sin, human nature is fundamentally evil. Our natural tendencies, left to
themselves, are toward depravity, not goodness or justice or honorability (Rom. 3:10-18).
Works of literature such as William Golding's Lord of the Flies (1954) illustrate this
vividly. In thisgripping and disturbing novel, a group of seemingly innocent children are
shipwrecked on ajungleisland. Cut off from civilization and its restraining traditions,
they revert to savagery. Thistendency toward depravity manifestsitself in many ways,
including in some adesire for power over others. The historian Lord Acton, in this case,
got it partly backwards. It isnot power alone that corrupts; we are born with a tendency
toward corruption, and alust for power is one of the ways this tendency manifests itself.
Actual power then feeds the tendency toward corruption and makes it worse. In this case,
Rousseau was wrong. We are not corrupted by our institutions but by sin. Most societies
in human history have been tyrannies of one sort or another. For centuries, emperors and
kings did pretty much asthey pleased. Our struggle in the Anglo-American world to
establish arepublic with free institutions and checks on the naked power of the rulers
took centuries. A free society must place checks on power. Its members must then
remain vigilant. They must be able to pass their wisdom on. Checks on power must be
respected by future generations. Otherwise freedom is gradually lost. Thomas Jefferson
observed that the natural tendency is for government to gain ground and for liberty to
yield. Members of afree society must find ways of checking the natural tendency of
those who are fascinated by power, and will begin corrupting institutions as a means of
seeking it—as automatically as the children, |eft to themselves, turned to savagery in
Lord of the Flies.

Free societies are superior to tyrannies, because the need for freedom is also part of our
basic nature. To believe in freedom isto take the high road, so to speak. According to
Christian theism God created us with free will. Part of Hiswill was that we choose to
follow His commands. The first humans chose otherwise. Following man’s expulsion
from paradise after the original rebellion it became necessary for man to labor in order to
feed, clothe, and protect himself from hostile elements (see Gen. 3:17-19). We form
communities because they improve our ability to do this. Its members can divide their
labors. Asdifferent people develop different natural abilities, they may trade goods and
services with one another and give rise to economic liberty—within alarger context that
maximizes personal freedoms. But because of that basic tendency toward sin, even
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freedom has to be limited. It cannot be the freedom to do absolutely anything we please.
Liberty, that is, cannot be confused with license. Liberty isasocia phenomenon that can
emerge only under certain conditions, the most important of these being that individuals
have placed voluntary restraints on their own appetites and impul ses and can pass these
voluntary restraints on to their children. Freedom, that is, cannot be an out-of-context
absolute. This may be called the paradox of liberty: genuine liberty in society is possible
only by individuals' placing specific chains on complete freedom. According to the
Christian theist, then, the only effective away to bring about genuine liberty in a stable
socia system isthrough citizens' learned adherence to God’s moral laws, where the latter
are part of the warp and woof of the community and built into the education of its
children. The alternative is that impulses (including those to power) will slowly grow out
of control. Eventually checks on our freedom will be instituted from without, by an ever-
enlarging governmental structure. These latter will eventually be believed by the
majority to be necessary to contain mounting corruption, dishonesty and depravity—
which discredit institutions and eventually destabilize societies. Those who want power
are thus ableto obtain it and will be supported by those who see centralized power as the
only means of maintaining order—however futile thisisin the long run.

According to most Christians, the closest we came to finding the right balance between
the need for freedom and the need for external checksto ensure that freedom is not the
freedom to do whatever we want was our original Constitutional republic. It instituted a
system of checks and bal ances between the three branches of government, the executive,
the legislative and the judicial, as well as embodied the dual sovereignty inherent in
federalismas originally conceived. Theidea of states' rights originated within the
paradigm of federalism (not with resistance to civil rights laws or even with the
Confederacy). The architects of this system did not trust concentrations of power. Thus,
they delegated specific enumerated powers to the federal government and general
unenumerated powers to the states and the people (Ninth and Tenth Amendments). This
was to ensure that power would be dispersed as widely as possible rather than centralized
in one institution or location. The Constitution had its critics (the so-called
Antifederalists) who warned that it would still give the federal government too much
power. Subsequent history supports their evaluation to a great extent. Given human
nature as the Christian theist seesit, however, a perfect balance of powers with no
loopholes or vulnerable spots whatsoever isimpossibly Utopian. Itisathesisof this
work that the fundamental problems of political philosophy reduces to a single question:
how does society control power? In any society, some individuals almost automatically
come to think in terms of power, measuring their successin itsterms. How do we place
checks and controls on those whose natural tendency isto think in terms of power? What
history shows is that we were unable to control this minority’s desire for power. Those
entering politics could be bought, and eventually as the industrial revolution developed
there were wealthy people able to buy them. Astime passed, a political class devel oped;
elites of privilege helped support it and were aided in return. The political class found
ever more ways of making end runs around the Constitution’s limits. Government grew
by leaps and bounds. We may single out the following presidential administrations as
periods of quantum leaps in government growth: that of Lincoln, that of Wilson, that of
Roosevelt, those of Johnson and Nixon, and practically everyone since. Today the
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federal government is aleviathan that isliteraly everywhere. Corporations cooperate
closely with government—sometimes to seek unearned advantages. Below we will
explore the most likely reasons for all this, in the coerced retreat of Christian theism as
the guiding worldview of what used to be called Christendom and is now simply called
Western civilization.

God' s existence and perfect goodness, human sinfulness and its consequences, and the
opportunity for redemption through Jesus Christ are the touchstone propositions of the
Christian theist worldview. Thereis much else, of course. Thereis God's supernatural
creation of the world, and His actions throughout history conceived as having agoal,
namely, the eventual establishment of God’ s Kingdom on Earth. There are the many Old
Testament prophecies of the coming of Jesus. Then there are the disturbing prophecies of
the End Times, especially in Revelation but also in Matthew’s Gospel, in Daniel and
elsewhere, prior to the return of Christ. Some Christian theists believe the End Times are
rapidly approaching, if they are not already here. There are, of course, many variations
on al of these, due to disagreements over how to interpret Scripture on such matters as
the interrel ationship between salvation, grace and works, or over the meaning of
prophecy, including about End Times. There are differencesin application. We will not
get into these differences and disagreements here. Because of them, though, we have
different Christian denominations as well as non-denominational Christians. But al
are—or should be—united in the basic answers above that define Christian theism as the
most influential worldview having guided the rise of Western civilization.
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Chapter Three

Objectionsto Christian Theism

3.1. Failure of arguments for God' s existence.

Many thinkers have not been happy with the notion that God’ s existence issimply a
given, to be accepted on faith. Nor with theidea of sin and the limitationsit implies.

Still less with the miraculous nature of creation and Christian salvation. Itis
characteristic of acertain kind of mental temperament to insist on proof, and to believe
that proof can be had. Inits place, this temperament is both healthy and necessary;
science would be impossible without it. But it was never intended to be a methodol ogical
universal. Prior to therise of Christianity, Aristotle questioned its universality,
maintaining in his Metaphysics that to demand proof for everything is to show “want of
education,” because the sequence of proofs and prior proofs would continue ad infinitum;
still one would not have proof.** In other words, every chain of reasoning must begin
somewhere, with at least one premise that is given. Much of modern philosophy,
however, and even, to some extent, that of earlier centuries, is based on the contrary
assumption that everything both can and should be subjected to rigorous proof. Thus
philosophers and theol ogians ranging from medieval giants such as St. Anselm and St.
Thomas Aquinas down through those of the dawn of the scientific revolution such as
René Descartes set out to offer explicit arguments intended to prove that God must exist.

Very briefly: St. Anselm’s and Descartes' s arguments try to prove that God must exist
on the grounds that His necessary existence isimplied in the idea we supposedly have of
Him. Inthe version specific to St. Anselm: God must exist, because our ideais of the
greatest conceivable perfect being. Nonexistence would be an imperfection in God's
perfect nature, and hence our idea of a greatest conceivable being who does not exist is
self-contradictory. We call such efforts ontological arguments. Aquinas offered five
arguments, sometimes called the ‘five ways.” One of the most important borrowed a ploy
going back at least to Aristotle and concluded that God must exist because there must
have been a First Efficient Cause of al things, and of the universe itself. Otherwise one
has an infinite regress of causes and effects, and no explanation of how the sequence
began. We call these cosmological arguments. Another of Aquinas' s arguments drew
attention to apparent design for purpose in nature. This argument has had impressive
staying power. Sincetherise of science and its discovering myriad patternsin physical
nature, some theologians (William Paley, in the early 1800s, is one of the best known
examples) argued that the existence of apparent design in the natural order implies a
Designer. If we see awatch, we do not assume that the adjustment of its components one
to another for the purpose of determining the time happened by accident. Obviously the
watch—a machine—had to have adesigner. Living systems such as the human eye or
brain are vastly more complex than any timepiece. Hence they, too, must also have had a
Designer whose abilities are proportionately much greater than those of any human
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artisan. These are called teleological arguments (or arguments from design). There are
physicists who would concur with thislast: order cannot emerge spontaneously out of
disorder; the natural tendency isfor disorder to increase (the law of entropy). Among
physical scientists are afew Christian theists who maintain that such arguments are
entirely credibletoday. Consider astrophysicist Hugh Ross's ‘just-right universe.’
According to Ross there are some 25 natural constants which, if they were even dlightly
different, life on Earth would be impossible.*? Other arguments for God' s existence have
been put forward, such as the argument from direct religious experience, but the three
arguments sketched briefly above have been the ones philosophers have found the most
interesting down through the ages.

None, however, are decisive. The first and weakest is vulnerable to an objection such as,
“1 have no such idea; prove to methat | do.” Even having an idea of God wouldn’t entail
that the idea referred to anything real, as contemporary critics of the ontological argument
were quick to point out. The ontological argument seemed to ‘define’ God into existence
by making His existence a necessary component of His perfect nature, treating it as one
of God's properties. If thisallegation istrue, then the argument cheats. When
considering the cosmological argument, it isimportant to note that it originated not with
Christianity but in Aristotle' s pre-Christian philosophy. To the extent it may be
successful, it may prove not the existence of the Christian God, a Person, but an abstract
entity, a‘First Efficient Cause.” Thusit only does part of the job. Thomistic philosophy
sees Aquinas as having succeeded in uniting the two major streams of thought of his
time, the Aristotelian one and the Christian one, suggesting to my ears that this argument
Is somewhat better than the first although not decisive. The argument from design has
seemed vulnerable to a variety of objections. These range from disanal ogies between
human contrivances and living things, or the universe itself—as the 18" century Scottish
philosopher David Hume had little difficulty pointing out—to problems such as
presumably preventable evil and the seemingly pointless suffering and death in the world
God supposedly designed. The latter would mean that the design is flawed, and this
would reflect back on the nature of the Creator, if indeed there was a Creator. Skeptics
reject the ‘just right universe’ argument as sophistical and frivolous. of course we can
identify arange of physical constants that must be ‘just right’; were they not ‘just right,’
we wouldn’t be here to identify anything!

Many thinking persons who become agnostics or atheists, however, either cite the
problem of evil as a decisive objection to Christian theism or argue that we do not need to
resort to the supernatural to explain the origins of morality. The first argument proceeds
asfollows: if Godisall powerful and has the power to prevent evil but evil exists, and if
God is morally perfect and is therefore motivated to prevent evil but evil still exists, then
we should infer from the existence of evil that there smply is no such being. If God
existed, the world would be a different sort of place. The second argument maintains that
morality could have an exclusively natural origin, perhaps as atool for long-term cultural
survival in an indifferent universe. Certain traits—committing murder, lying, stealing,
cheating on one’s mate, etc.—tend to disrupt the cultures in which they occur, reducing
their likelihood of surviving if such behaviors become sufficiently widespread. Those
peoples and cultures that have set out injunctions against them are more likely to survive
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and pass their practices down through the ages. These practices became codified as
moral principles. According to the skeptic, we have moral principles not because of
revelation from a divine being but because it has always been in our best interests as
members of communities and of a speciesto have them. Long ago, our remote ancestors
invented a divine being to explain what they could not explain any other way. Butina
scientific age, those days are past. For skeptics, all such arguments reinforce one another.

3.2. God and the human intellect.

Let us pause to consider a brief Christian theist response to this. Isit an objectionto
Christian theism that neither philosopher nor theologian nor scientist has figured out how
to reason hisway to a conclusive, decisive proof of God’s existence? If by some chance
Christian theism’ s account of who and what God is (an infinite being of absolute
perfection) and of human nature as not just finite but sinful and in rebellion against God
istrue, thisis what we should expect. The failures of the classical arguments neither
prove nor disprove God’'s existence. It isvery possible that effortsto prove God's
existence are misuses of our intellects. The finite and sinful by its very nature cannot
grasp the infinite and sin-free. The relationship between logic and Christianity isan
interesting issue. Some philosophers (for example, the German philosopher Immanuel
Kant) place such demonstrations outside the limits of what logic can accomplish. Kant
held that logical thought operates properly only in the spatiotemporal reality defined by
its categories. Its use to prove metaphysical assertions such as those dealing with God's
existence (or, for that matter, assertions about the beginning of time or the beginning of
the universe or the limits of space) leads to sets of equally provable contradictions he
called antinomies.*® On the other hand, a handful of modern theologians (Gordon H.
Clark is the pre-eminent example) see fundamental logical truths—including such truths
as Aristotle identified (e.g., the principle of contradiction)—as essential to God’ s nature
and thought, to the point of their being one and the same.** In this view, these laws’
discoverability by rational insight and their applicability to everything real including
human cognition is the most direct evidence possible of God's eternity, creative power
and ultimate sovereignty over everything. Thisincludes the laws governing reason (John
1:1, which in the original Greek used the word Logos for ‘word’). We must, of course,
be willing to see logic in those terms and not as a mere set of conventions or abstractions.
The point, however, isthat in thisview, it isamisuse of logic and reason to use them to
‘prove’ God' s existence. Their human purpose is to address human problemsin a
spatiotemporal universe. God, according to the Christian theist, is not a part of this
universe. Hence neither our five senses nor any of our cognitive tools can be expected to
do the job.

3.3. Isreligious belief a sign of weakness?

Should we rest content with this, however? That our employment of logic and
demonstrated proof or evidence is confined to this world seems awfully convenient for
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the theist who contends that in the last analysiswe must accept the existence of God as a
given (on faith).

Late in hislife Sigmund Freud, the originator of psychoanalysis, penned along essay
inveighing against Christianity entitled The Future of an Illusion.® He (along with most
of the founders of psychology and psychiatry) saw religious belief as a sign of weakness
and psychological immaturity. In 1873 Freud had observed in aletter to afriend that
“For God' s dark ways, no one has yet invented alantern.” He held that Christian belief
represented a kind of metaphysical narcissism, which foolishly continued to pretend that
mankind is at the center of the universe. Modern science had thoroughly debunked this
idea. The scientific revolution in astronomy and physics from Copernicus through
Newton had removed the Earth (metaphorically speaking) from the physical center of the
universe. More recently, Darwin’stheory of the evolution of life by natural selection—
and its obvious implications for the origin of the human species—had removed us from
the biological center of things. Now the time had come for us to accept these scientific
findings psychologically, recognizing that in no sense are we the ‘favorite’ of some god.
Nothing in any scientific or empirical findings, once we looked past superficialities,
appeared to disclose evidence of adivine plan. A close study of how the natural order
operates indicated a world in which animals prey ruthlessly on one another in anatural
food chain. Thissystemisentirely indifferent to the suffering that goes on within it.

Darwin’s chief competitor, Alfred Russell Wallace, had developed atheory of evolution
identical to the onein The Origin of Species, except that Wallace believed an exception to
the rules of natural selection had to be made for man. Wallace refused to believe that
purely natural processes could generate the human species. But Wallace's views quickly
fell out of favor. Asfar as the growing assemblage of Darwinian biologists was
concerned, the handwriting was on the wall. Human beings are unique in having
developed higher-order intelligence, but the new Darwinian biology saw no evidence of
anything supernatural going on. We had developed intelligence to meet the challenges of
our natural environment, just as had other species devel oped other traitsto solve their
main problem: adaptation to their physical surroundings. The biologists asked, in effect:
is there any need to invoke both God and adaptation to explain how we came to be?
Occam’ s Razor seemed to apply. Given a specific body of fact and more than one
hypothesis, choose the one with the fewest independent postulates. Or, as Ellie Arroway
(played by Jodie Foster) elegantly put it in the movie Contact, “The simplest theory tends
to betheright one.” Inthis case, the simplest theory is the one that removes God from
the picture as an explanatory device, either of ourselves or of natural phenomena
generally or of our moral lives.

Why doestheillusion of religion persist? Freud believed it persisted in large part
because of our sense of helplessnessin the face of the forces of nature and in the face of
our own mortality. Children, when afraid, automatically turn to their parents for comfort
and protection. By analogy, Freud reasoned that even adults, faced with what they
cannot control, had always turned to imaginary supernatural agencies they tried to placate
through prayers, offerings, humility and obedience: gods or God. Death, of course,
remained the most uncontrollable fate of al: the great unknown, which could strike a
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person down at any time. Once we understood the psychological mechanisms involved,
however, we could set them aside and face the truth. Science had failed to disclose the
existence of supernatural agenciesjust asit had failed to unveil a soul that survivesthe
death of the human body. Given the successes empirical science had enjoyed since the
time of Newton, it hardly seemed likely that science could be so completely wrong about
this.

Freud was touching on atheme that had been articulated by Auguste Comte, the mid-
eighteenth century sociologist and founder of positivism. Comte claimed to have
identified three distinct stages in the development of Western civilization. Thefirst wasa
religious stage characterized by overt supernaturalism and superstition, when human
beings explained the origin of the world and the events of nature through the actions of
gods, demons, and other such agencies. Human beings could attempt to placate such
agencies with service, prayers or sacrifices, but understanding or controlling them wasin
the last analysis out of the question. In thiskind of environment, science was impossible.
The second was a metaphysical stage characterized by philosophers explaining the world
through grand systems spun out of their imaginations instead of basing their conclusions
on empirical findings. One of the consequences was that every philosopher had his own
system, which contradicted that of every other philosopher. Metaphysics had nudged
religion aside, at least among the intelligentsia, but in the absence of definitive results of
its own comparable to those of physical science, its days were numbered. Thethird
would be a scientific stage in which the findings of the sciences and the principles
subsumed under the term scientific method would be fully developed. This method had
already achieved impressive results in the physical sciences, results that would otherwise
have been unobtainable. Its applications to human life via technology were already
promising, via such inventions as the steam engine. Soon, reasoned Comte, the empirical
method of science would be applied to all the problems of society, including human
behavior, and would be regarded as the only valid method: positivism, which took an
optimistic, positive view of science and its possibilities for improving the human
condition. Comte never claimed these stages existed independently of one another; there
were plenty of adherents of stage one religiosity even as the Western intelligentsiawas
undergoing the uncomfortable process of advancing from the second stage to the third.
Eventually, though, we would al make the transition to the scientific stage. To mitigate
the transformation he recommended areligion of mankind: athoroughgoing rational
humanism.

To Enlightenment sophisticates and their intellectua heirs, the claim that we cannot
reason our way to God due to limitations on the human intellect seemed a convenient
rationalization that would soon be out of date. Asthe history of ideas—especialy
scientific ideas—moved forward, the things God had been invoked to explain would
more and more be shown to be explicable naturally, within a universe governed by
efficient causation. This, the psychologists soon concluded, would be true of everything
Christianity had associated with human sinfulness aswell. They sought explanations for
cases of maladjustment to our environment and within society in terms of poverty, poor
education, corrupt institutions, sexual repression, and so on. All of these things, they
held, could be fixed. Once you are outside the Christian theist framework, there simply is
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no such thing assin. Thereisno fixed *human nature.” The Enlightenment social
philosophers and psychol ogists began to work under the assumption that human beingsin
society areinfinitely improvable, if not perfectible—so long as the social philosophers
and psychologists are placed at the helm of society’ s institutions, of course.

Such observations place us in a perfect position to begin examining the primary
challenger to Christian theism in Western culture: materialism. It isfrom this challenger,
after al, that much of the above draws itsimpetus.
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Chapter Four

Materialism Asa Worldview

4.1. Materialism Expounded.

Materialismas | am using the term is a comprehensive worldview just like Christian
theism is a comprehensive worldview. The term does not mean obsession with or
exclusive pursuit of money or of material goods—although materialism may include that,
of course. Itisabody of thought that affects lives and societies. Asaworldview, it
provides a quite different set of answersto our basic six questions.

(1) Materialism asserts, first and foremost, that there is no reality other than physical
reality—the physical universe experienced through our five senses or their
extensions, scientific instruments such as the telescope, the microscope, etc. The
senses and their extensions may disclose awide variety of kinds of things, but in the
final analysistheir behavior can be completely explained by resort to afew basic
scientific laws. Modern science has proven itself to be areliable source of theoretical
knowledge. Itisfalible, but self-correcting in ways religious dogmais not. Thus
according to most materialists, science should be regarded as the only source of
knowledge, offering the only reliable method for obtaining it and then improving our
account of reality. The exceptions here would supplement science with pure reason.
Nothing in either experience or our reason supports the idea of any supernatural
beings or agencies or events. Here materialism meets up with Comtean positivism
and its offspring, such aslogical positivism. Logical positivism, which grew out of
the school known as the Vienna Circle, based at the University of Viennain the early
decades of the twentieth century, attempted to combine Comtean positivism with the
powerful new symbolic logic being developed on the Continent by figures such as
Gottleib Frege and later in Great Britain by Bertrand Russell and Alfred North
Whitehead.’® Logical positivists would concern themselves with the analysis of
language and the logic of science. In their view it made no sense to talk about
anything—a God or anything el se—existing ‘ outside of space and time.” What could
it mean, anyway, to say that something existed ‘ outside of space and time'? How
would one verify a statement about some such entity? Aslogical positivism
developed, itstest for what was intelligible, much less real, came down to scientific
verification and replication. What could not be observed, tested, and validated
through replication (preferably with quantifiable methods) probably did not exist.
Materialists need not deny that the fundamental constituents of physical redlity, if
there be such, are very different from what our sensestell us. But these constituents
are not the supernatural products of a God or some other immaterial agency
completely out of the reach of modern science. Statements about God might have
emotive but no cognitive meaning.
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(2) Materialists see the human race as having emerged naturally as just one result of a
long, continuous, ongoing process of biologica evolution. It has taken evolution
perhaps a billion years to proceed from moleculesin a*“primordial sea’ capable of
interacting with their environment so as to make copies of themselves (the first form
of reproduction) to something as complex as a human being. Scientists, especially
biologists and paleontologists, are piecing together the details of how this happened
just alittle at atime. Thetask is extremely difficult, because the physical conditions
for fossilization are rare. But again, we can be assured that nothing supernatural or
inexplicable in principle was involved in either the origin of life itsalf, its
development through hundreds of millions of years, or our own eventual appearance.
We are merely the most complex of the primates. There was no “cosmic plan” laid
out by a supernatural being that placed the human race at the pinnacle of creation.
All it took were the laws of physical, chemical and biological nature—variation plus
natural selection—operating over eons of geologic time. When one getsto the
bottom line, one has to concede that the human race—and your own existence as an
individual—are fortuitous accidents without cosmic significance. Why do | exist, in
this case? Because my parents met, married, reproduced, and my mother delivered
normally. The question why has no other answer. To the materialist, no other answer
IS needed.

(3) Asfar asmorality and its origins go, materialists disagree with one another. Some
hold (as Charles Darwin seems to have) that our tendency to develop moral systems
in society isasurvival mechanism. We encountered thisidea above; it might be
called the evolutionary theory of the origins of morality. Morality isakind of “glue”
that sustains communities by encouraging forms of behavior in individuals more
likely to help the community survive and propagate, while discouraging forms of
behavior that do not. One might also cite the near-universal moral injunction against
practices such as incest that happen to be biologically and genetically unsound as
evidence on its behalf. Some philosophers, however, have held that we are capable of
reasoning our way to amoral view of society. The late John Rawls, philosopher at
Harvard University, espoused this kind of view in his highly influential A Theory of
Justice.r” Rawls s theory held that when reasoning about moral matters one must
follow two crucial steps. Thefirst involves removing on€’ s own private interests
from the scene by placing oneself behind a“veil of ignorance”; once no longer knows
what on€e’ sinterests or position in society are. The second involves justifying all
inequities between individual s with the requirement that the inequities benefit the less
well off. Rawlsthen infersthat all conscientious individuals would then endorse
certain basic rights as conditions of fairness. Whether Rawls can be considered a
materialist in my sense, | am uncertain. | do not know that he addressed the subject
directly. He was surely no Christian theist, though. Few major academic
philosophers of the past century have had worldviews including God, and many are
probably implicit if not explicit materialists. Rawlswas akind of Kantian. Kant,
whom we encountered above, was atheist in the broad sense but believed morality
could be divorced from revelation and deduced from the structure of human reason
itself. This Enlightenment notion is one that evolutionary naturalists no longer see as
incompatible with their views. They see our ability to reason logically asjust one
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more product of our biological evolution. Logical reasoning, that is, isasurvival
mechanism like any other survival mechanism. Still other philosophers have pointed
to our natural tendency to seek certain goods such as happiness or pleasure as offering
abasisfor a utilitarian theory of morality—John Stuart Mill is an example (as was his
father, James Mill, and the latter’ s associate, Jeremy Bentham). Utilitarianism, in one
version or another the idea that we should seek the greatest amount of happiness for
the greatest number of people, has also commanded a sizable following and a great
deal of respect among professional philosophers. Finally, there are libertarian and
neo-Aristotelian philosophers who argue that moral conduct and basic individual
rights can be inferred from our nature as rational beings who must use their rationality
to survive and improve themselves. Tibor R. Machan, one of our leading libertarian
philosophers, takes this kind of position. So do Douglas B. Rasmussen and Douglas
J. Den Uyl.*® All three were influenced by the |ate philosopher / novelist Ayn Rand.*™
Objectivism, as Miss Rand called her philosophy, could possibly be a candidate for a
worldview. Her explicit atheism and denial of any transcendent realities or truths not
capable of perception by the senses or inferable through abstraction from sense
experience, though, places her essentially in the materialist camp. There remain some
differences between Objectivism, libertarianism and neo-Aristotelianism on the one
hand and other forms of materialism on the other, however (over the existence of free
will, for example, which she and her followers embraced and which most other
materialists deny). The point is: whatever their differences none of these writers
believe morality either has or needs a divine pedigree. The view that morality isin
some sense human in origin—whether it evolved as a uniquely human survival
mechanism or was a cultural invention or a philosophical discovery—istypically
called humanism (or secular humanism). All theories of morality that see morality as
irreducibly human in its origin and formulation, and not communicated to us by a
supernatural agency, may be subsumed under thislarger category.

(4) Materialists believe we have it in us to make a better human world through the
possibilities of science and technology. We have noted that materialism does not
recognize sin as something inherent in human nature. Many materialists see the idea
of sin aspernicious. Thisleadsthem to seek the causes of ‘bad behavior,” however
we understand it, in a person’s environment, e.g., in society’ s institutions (Rousseau
again), negative childhood experiences and repressed sexuality (Freud), or
prescientific approaches to human behavior (Skinner)—and not in the person himself.
“Man is born free,” wrote the 18" century French philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau
famously, “and heis everywherein chains.”® Rousseau’simage of the ‘noble
savage,’” fundamentally good because untainted by the corrupt institutions of Western
society, set the stage for agreat deal of modern political philosophy—especially on
the Continent. Again, pinning the label materialist on Rousseau is problematic; he
wasn’t much concerned with metaphysics. But he was a key Enlightenment figure,
and had been captured by the spirit of humanism. He was responding to Thomas
Hobbes, who clearly was an explicit materialist whose political philosophy presented
the reader with achoice: powerful central state (Leviathan) or condition of anarchy
where life, as he put it, is “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short.”?* Other early
Enlightenment thinkers such as Julien Offray de la Mettrie and Baron d’ Holbach
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defended explicitly materialist views of man, all long before Comte and Freud.
Their intellectual descendents, heirs of rapid scientific progress, seemed justified in
offering science as our best hope for improving human nature by improving the
Institutions they saw as the central determinants of human behavior—especially
educational ones. According to Enlightenment rational humanism, the use of science
in society should eventually bring about more and more improvements because of
increased understanding of ourselves, leading us closer and closer to a Utopia of our
own design. Randians and secular libertarians of various stripes would add the use of
pure reason and free market economics as essential keys to an elevated human
condition. While the latter would deny being Utopians, they would maintain that the
human condition isimprovable indefinitely through better and better uses of nature’s
(not God's) gift to us: our rational faculty.

(5) Thereason for the difference between our best ideals of a perfectly just society (one
in which we are both completely free and completely equal) is not sin but ignorance
and unreason—perhaps coupled with the will of the ignorant to remain in ignorance
or theirrational to remainirrational. This suggests materialist answers to both (5)
and (6). For the materialist sin ssimply does not exist, only bad determinants of
behavior exist and only unreason exists. With the right methods applied at the right
times and places by the right people, especially again within the right educational
institutions, we can begin to bridge the gap between society asit is and society as we
(i.e., enlightened political and educational intellectuals) believe it ought to be. The
problems, as already noted, include poverty, repression of various kinds, corrupt
institutions, and poor education. The right methods are those of applied empirical
science and reason—and, for secular libertarians, the unhampered free market.

(6) According to materialism ‘human nature’ is neither inherently ‘good’ nor ‘evil’; itisa
product of avariety of factors. familial, educational, economic. It changesasits
environment changes—and if the right people are allowed to modify the social
environment, changes in human nature are possible. In other words, materialism
leads logically to the idea that human beings—armed with the right scientific ideas
alongside the right technological know-how and will to use it—can redesign society
and create a‘new man’ toliveinit. A materialist can be comfortable with a question
like, “What isthe ideal form of society? He believes that the judicious application of
scientific ideas and methods, especially those of experimental psychology, to such
fields as early childhood education and to the raising a certain kind of citizen, isthe
best way to create a better human world. With the exception of secular libertarians
whose influence in this area has been minimal in any event, materialists are unafraid
of the application of what may seem to be coercive methods to achieve these ends if
necessary. The materialist may not advocate them openly, because he believes that
most people live in ignorance and superstition and are apt to oppose what they do not
understand. He will usually advocate keeping them as humane and painless as
possible, and ask usto judge the prospective Utopia not by what we think of it but by
whether those living in it will be happy, as celebrated behaviorist B.F. Skinner did
when writing a utopian novel, Walden Two (1948). Gaining control over educational
ingtitutions is the only means of carrying this out, so that the right or desirable
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behaviors can be inculcated in people from early childhood on up. If allowed to make
their own choices exclusively, most people will inevitably choose the wrong things
and take society in the wrong direction.

4.2. Classical and Cultural Marxist Materialism.

M echanistic materialism conceived of the universe as akin to a machine and saw physics
as the most fundamental science. Thiskind of materialism no longer dominates. Marxist
‘dialectical materialism’ combined the basic idea that nothing existed except physica
reality with the metaphysics of the German philosopher G.W.F. Hegel, who did most of
hiswork in the early 1800s. Hegel’ s peculiar ‘diaectica logic’ led to the idea of entities,
situations, economies (e.g., capitalism), generating opposites (thesis and antithesis, such
as capitalism creating both enormous wealth and enormous poverty) followed by
synthesis (communism, once capitalism has been destroyed by itsinternal contradictions
and itsinstitutions dismantled). This became known as Hegelian dialectic, and has
remained highly influential. Classical Marxists used such language as ‘ the material
forces of production’ and regarded all our ideas and philosophies as having a purely
economic basis: economic determinism. Cultural Marxists speak more broadly of
cultural determinants such as the differences between masters and slaves, oppressors and
oppressed (dichotomies present in Hegel), in ways that step outside the boxes supplied by
classical Marxist economics. The pivotal figure in the shift from classical to cultural
Marxism was the Italian communist Antonio Gramsci, whose Prison Notebooks was
written between 1929 and 1935.2 Gramsci realized that there would be no Marxist
revolution in capitalist societies unless the cultural forces that kept the bourgeois outlook
firmly in place even in the minds of the proletariat were removed. Among the most
important of these was the Judeo-Christian tradition. The removal of thistradition could
not be accomplished overnight. That would prompt an equally sudden and devastating
reaction. So Gramsci recommended operating by methods of infiltration by stealth.
There might be no violent Marxist revolution, but Marxists could initiate a‘long march
through the institutions,” infiltrating them slowly and quietly but steadily, eventually
attaining positions of influence and control. (At least some of these institutions were tax-
exempt foundations such as the Ford Foundation with billions of dollarsto dispense.) In
thisway, Gramsci advocated not violent revolution but what has been called ‘ capturing
the culture.” Hence the term cultural Marxism.

Such ideas a so animated the analyses of the so-called Frankfurt School, which
eventually produced the most important recent philosopher of cultural Marxism, Herbert
Marcuse, sometimes called the father of the New Left. 1n 1965 Marcuse penned an essay
entitled “Repressive Tolerance.”?* This essay openly defended theidea of ‘special
rights for American society’s minorities. ‘Colorblindness' would just reinforce the
status quo because of the natural advantages of those born white and privileged.

Marcuse' s work, some of which sought to integrate Marxist and Freudian thought, was
studied fervently by a generation of leftist students. When that generation graduated
from college in the late 1960s and early 1970s, some of its number became professors,
some went into law, some into government, and some into university administration.
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They brought Marcusean ideas with them. We soon saw the rise of preferential
admissions in colleges and universities, and preferential hiring in the workplace. One
cannot really understand the trgjectory of affirmative action programs, the embrace of
notions such as ‘ disparate impact’ in the early 1970s (embodied in the Supreme Court’s
1971 Griggs decision), the gradual development of the ideologies of victimization in the
1980s, or finally therise of political correctnessin the late 1980s and on into the 1990s,
without studying Marcuse. “Repressive Tolerance” had openly advocated suppressing
the thoughts and speech of the ‘privileged’ as a condition of ‘genuine’ tolerance.
Eventually those who followed his cue began to remake the social order as awhole—
intent on making omelets even if it meant ‘ breaking afew eggs along theway. To be
sure, opposition to the Judeo-Christian tradition has remained a constant here. As
cultural Marxism has spread through our institutions (protected by its enforcement arm,
political correctness) it has meant the slow de-Christianizing of American society, often
in the name of tolerance. These ingtitutions now include corporations and the military.
The de-Christianizing of Americadid not originate with Marcuse, of course. It was
around already, for reasons that will become clear later. It hasinvolved campaigns to
remove prayers from government schools and Christian symbols from, e.g., town squares.
It now includes such changes as the widespread use of neutral phrases such as Happy
Holidays or Seasons Greetings instead of Merry Christmas. Innocent people do not
realize that when they advocate a‘moment of silence’ instead of a Christian prayer at,
say, the beginning of a meeting, they are helping further an agenda with itsrootsin
materialism and its goal the removal of Christian theism as aworldview capabl e of
exercising influence in American society.

4.3. The Leipzig School and Beyond: Materialism and the Destruction of the American
Mind.

At least one more school of thought merits our attention. It isn’t aswell known as
cultural Marxism, but has probably been just as influential if not more so because it has
actually been around longer. What is becoming known as the Leipzig School devel oped
around one Wilhelm Wundt, sometimes thought of as the *‘father of experimental
psychology.” Wundt believed that human beings and human behavior could be studied
and understood empirically, under laboratory conditions, just like any other animal. An
instinctive positivist, he focused on what could be measured and quantified. Everything
that defined a person had been completely shaped by the person’s experiences, i.e.,
environment. 1t would follow that if the psychologist made specific patterned changesin
the environment under controlled conditions, one of the results would be a changed
person (that is, a person exhibiting different and perhaps more desirable behaviors).
Theories about conditioning and reinforcement proceeded from such insights.

Wundt’ sinitial research facility was located at the University of Leipzig, in Germany. It
datesfrom 1879. A popular lecturer and researcher, students came not just from around
Europe but the United States as well to study under him. Among his students was G.
Stanley Hall, who would organize his own laboratory at Johns Hopkins University in
1887 and later become mentor to John Dewey, who of course would go on to found
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progressive education. Of interest to Wundt and his followers especially in the United
States was the possibility of producing a population of a certain type, from having been
educated in light of the principles of the new psychology. Another of Wundt’s students
was James McKeen Cattell, who became the patron saint of psychological testing. Other
Wundtians became enormoudly influential in both American psychology and education:
James Baldwin of Princeton, Andrew Armstrong of Wesleyan, Charles Judd who became
Director of Education at the University of Chicago which became John Dewey’ sfirst
home base, and especially James Earl Russell, President of Teacher’s College at
Columbiawhich later became the national launching pad for progressivism when Dewey
arrived there. Unlike traditional schools, which taught academics, the schools soon to
emerge would be permeated with systems of rewards for exhibiting the desired behaviors
and punishments for not doing so—as with Pavlov and his dogs, trained to salivate at the
sound of abell. Wundt rejected the idea of an immaterial human essence or soul. Here
arehiswords: “...it truly appears to be a useless waste of energy to keep returning to
such aimless discussions about the nature of the psyche ... instead, rather, of applying
one's energies where they will produce real results.”® Although more reflective of
positivism than materialism per se, thisled naturally to a methodology of education that
assumed an operational materialism (i.e., proceeded as if materialism were true):

...learning is the result of modifiability in the paths of neural conduction.
Explanations of even such forms of learning as abstraction and
generalization demand of the neurones only growth, excitability,
conductivity, and modifiability. The mind is the connection-system of
man; and learning is the process of connecting. The situation-response
formulais adequate to cover learning of any sort, and the really influential
factorsin learning and readiness of the neurones, sequence in time,
belongingness, and satisfying consequences.?®

One might as well assume that there is nothing more to a human being than a body, brain,
senses and central nervous system.

Wilhelm Wundt was thus the philosophical godfather to both behaviorism in psychology
(Watson, Thorndike, Skinner) and progressivism in education (Dewey)—Comtean
positivism being the bridge from the former to the latter. Behaviorismissuesin a
completely materialist account of human beings and denies that they have any free will at
all. A personisexclusively aproduct of hisor her environment. Progressive education,
by ratcheting down the teaching of academics and emphasizing adjustment to society,
was instrumental in bringing about the long-term decline in modern education until
government schools were turning out functiona illiterates. Dewey once wrote: “The
mere absorbing of facts and truthsis so exclusively individual an affair that it tends very
naturally to passinto selfishness. There is no obvious social motive for the acquirement
of mere learning, thereis no clear social gain in the success thereat.”?” Behaviorist
Edward Thorndike would state of the schools of histime: “Artificial exercises, like drills
on phonetics, multiplication tables, and formal writing movements, are used to a wasteful
degree. Subjects such as arithmetic, language, and history include content that is
intrinsically of little value.”?® In other words, the school’ s primary focus had been on
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education. It needed to change its focus toward the production of skilled, obedient
workers and consumers. Thus was furthered a brand of anti-intellectualism the nature of
which we will probe in more detail below.

In sum, that the terms reality and physical reality are coextensive is the touchstone
proposition of all forms of materialism. Thisleadsto the rejection of God’ s existence as
well as al that follows from this, including the kind of moral foundation that Christians
have always taken for granted. According to most materialists empirical science supplies
the only reliable method for generating knowledge. Materialists hold that sin in the
Christian sense of the term is a prescientific myth. Enlightenment-influenced materialists
had become consummate optimists by the end of the 1800s. With religious-based

recal citrance shunted aside, and with increasing knowledge of our own evolutionary
heritage, it would be possible for man to take charge of his own social evolution. Our
problems were not caused by original sin but by poverty, ignorance, unreason, and
corrupt political institutions. Empirical psychology was revealing the environmental
causes of human behavior, one experiment at atime. The time to begin applying this
knowledge to education had come. If we could change the human socia environment by
changing the way we educate our young, we could change *human nature.” Unlimited
socia improvements, therefore, were just around the corner.

Whether this optimism was warranted, and how long it would last, we will find out
presently.
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Chapter Five

Three Objectionsto Materialism

5.1. Materialismand Modern Science.

We discussed afew objectionsto Christian theism. It would only be fair to discuss
objections to materialism at this point, especially since some doubtless will have occurred
to readers who have followed me this far. One strategy might begin by questioning the
identification of the scientific attitude and commitment to materialism we found in so
many Enlightenment thinkers and their descendents. There are a number of questions
about the nature of science that are relevant here. Should science be regarded as
exclusively empirical, for example, or doesit involve substantial a priori components?
Unfortunately, exploration of these issues would take usfairly far afield, away from our
main topic which is the comparison of two worldviews: Christian theism and modern
materialism.?® Suffice it to say, a number of historians of science such as Edwin Arthur
Burtt (in his The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science®) note that science did
not originate with amaterialist stance. It was the product of committed Christian theists
such as I saac Newton, whose writings are permeated with theological references. Inthis
view, Christian belief was necessary before science could even get off the ground. [t
constituted the original nonempirical component of science which the materialist will
insist presumes auniverse of order. Christianity originally supplied the notion of an
ordered universe created by God, comprehensible to the human intellect because the
human intellect, too, was a creation of God’s. The early modern scientists were all
devout believers and would likely have been horrified by approaches such as Wundt's or
Skinner’s.

This objection, while interesting, does not seem particularly strong. It issurely possible,
and materialists will argue the point in detail, that more and more of the subsequent
discoveriesfirst of physical and then biological science simply pushed the ideas of God
and creation further and further off stage by making them unnecessary. Some have
referred derisively to the * God of the gaps'; we invoke the idea of God to explain the
gaps in our understanding science has not yet closed. The materialist will remind us of
Occam’ s Razor (see above). Thus when explaining the events of either physical or
human nature, materialists accept the statement attributed to Pierre LaPlace regarding
God: “I have no need of that hypothesis.” LaPlace, with his late eighteenth century
effort to develop atheory of the origin of the solar system involving physical processes
only, was anticipating the evolutionary thinking just a half-century away. To the
materialist, saying God created it has no explanatory power whatsoever. Why, he will
ask, should anyone believe such a claim explains anything? |s needing such explanations
not—as asked above—a sign of weakness?
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L et us observe, however, that while materialism might well offer explanations (e.g., the
Big Bang hypothesis) for how the universe came to be and even how space and time as
contemporary physics understands them came to be, it does not explain where the
original entity that ‘banged’ to create the universe came from. The ‘oscillating universe’
hypothesis, suggesting a universe that ‘bangs and then runs out of steam and contracts,
‘bangs’ and then contracts again, repeatedly, just pushes the question back a step (always
assuming this kind of cosmology isn’t dated). The irreducibly metaphysical question
attributed to the French existentialist Jean-Paul Sartre, “Why is there something rather
than nothing?’ goes unanswered by the materialist who must invoke positivism to declare
the question cognitively meaningless. Physical reality is self-existent, he will retort; what
more can one say? We simply have not answered the final question of cosmology.

The problem is worsened by the second law of thermodynamics or principle of entropy,
also mentioned above. The second law is among the best confirmed of all physical
principles. It has been invoked to dispute the theory of evolution. According to the
second law, the amount of entropy (randomness) in the universe tends to increase,
leading to progressively more disorder. According to evolution, the amount of localized
order in the natural, biological world has tended to increase, not decrease, as evolution
has yielded progressively more complex forms of life—the human brain being the most
complex entity we know of. The second law of thermodynamics, however, appliesto
(relatively) closed systems. The ecosphere not being a closed system, and particular
ecological nichesin which species presumably evolved not being closed systems, this
argument against biological evolution probably falls short. However, isthe universe
itself a closed or an open system? If materialism asserts that physical redlity isall there
is, then physical reality must be in some sense a closed system—doubtless very, very
large and all-inclusive but still finite. If the universe is a closed system, then the
argument from entropy increase applies at thislevel. The universe could not ‘ oscillate’
indefinitely without eventually running out of steam. Thisimplies a definite beginning—
we might aswell call it acreation! A creation implies a Creator—and destroys the idea
that physical reality can be al thereis. If the universeis an open system, this again
circumvents the argument from entropy but again implies something outside of our
universe—outside of physical, spatiotemporal reality. That ‘something’ might just be
God! Either way, materialism isin more trouble than we originally thought. In any
event, mechanically identifying it with the scientific outlook just will not work. Nor will
the claim that scientific progress has closed the door on Christianity.

5.2. Materialismand Moral Breakdown.

A second and much broader objection begins by observing the moral confusion that
results once materialism is accepted. For the Christian theist, morality comes from
God—differences of opinion, when they occur at all, occur over details of interpretation
or application. But once God is removed from the picture, morality itself becomes a
problem of some magnitude, Darwinian-type arguments notwithstanding. In what sense,
if any, isthe universe of materialistsamoral universe? Modern moral philosophy has
experienced a ‘ strife of systems’ already noted: Kantians who believe morality can be



28

deduced from human reason versus utilitarians who derive it from our natural desire for
happiness, neo-Aristotelians and secular libertarians who derive morality from our nature
as rational beings (although not in Kant’s sense!). For atime, positivist philosophers
proclaimed moral judgments to be cognitively meaningless expressions of emotion (the
theory known as ethical emotivism). Later analytic moral philosophers assigned them
somewhat more sophisticated roles, such as persuasion (a theory known as
prescriptivism). Intoday’s hypertolerant, politically correct times, passing moral
judgments of any sort Christians would recognize as such has fallen out of favor. It
should be clear that when the intelligentsia rejected Christian theism and embraced
materialism, morality and its foundations became a problem. The problem, moreover,
did not remain a problem to be debated by philosophy professorsin their office cubicles.
It spread to every corner of society. Richard Weaver wasright. Ideas do have
conseguences.

That Western civilization has deteriorated morally is not open to rational doubt. Itis
common horse sense. The evidenceisall around us. The deterioration did not happen
overnight, of course. For quite awhile, materialist and humanist thought was confined to
the universities and their laboratories. But as Gramscians and Wundtians among home-
grown American materialists exercised increasing influence over the legal system, the
media, education, and especially the entertainment industry, the effect was the slow
transformation of American culture into something its founders would not have
recognized.

Most of this transformation has occurred over the past 50 years. The decay of our society
corresponds roughly with its increasing secularization. There were turning points such as
the Engel v. Vitale Supreme Court decision in 1962 that forced prayer out of government
schools on avery dubious interpretation of the Establishment Clause in the First
Amendment. But consider the immersion of our culture in sexuality that had already
begun. A certain amount of sexual promiscuity has always existed, of course. At one
time, however, it and out-of-wedlock pregnancies were stigmatized. This has changed
over the past half-century. The change began with two reports published right around
mid-century by ateam of ‘sex researchers' led by Alfred C. Kinsey of Indiana
University’ s Institute for Sex Research. These reports were Sexual Behavior in the
Human Male and Sexual Behavior in the Human Female.® Kinsey’s studies broke the
ties between sex and Judeo-Christian morality and offered a purely materialist account of
sexuality. Inthisaccount, no particular sexual behavior had any special standing.
Kinsey’s approach, like Wunadt’s, was entirely empirical. No brand of sexual conduct or
proclivity was prejudged as ‘abnormal.’” Kinsey’s methods included ‘ experimenting’ on
small children and engaging in other forms of conduct of questionable legality. Kinsey
also used sexual criminals, including pedophiles. All thiswas kept highly confidential at
thetime. Kinsey generalized, quiteillogically, from the highly atypical cases and
situations at the Institute for Sex Research to conclusions about the sexual proclivities of
the American population generally, and presented his conclusions to the public. His
results, which seemed to portray traditional Judeo-Christian views of sexuality and
matrimony as nothing but cultural prejudices and hang-ups, shocked the populace of the
mostly austere 1950s but gradually found adherents in popular culture. The latter
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included Hugh Hefner, who went on to found the Playboy empire. Kinsey soon found
adherents among the intelligentsia. Advocates for the Kinseyite view of sexuality
included groups such as the Sexuality Information and Education Council of the United
States, which taught that children were sexual beings and began advocating for ‘ age-
appropriate’ comprehensive sex education in grade schools.*

Sexual liberation soon became a watchword in the 1960s, but like al forms of license, its
dark side soon became manifest. Out-of-wedlock pregnancies had already begun to
multiply, particularly among society’ s more vulnerable groups. Today, we have reached
the point where seven out every ten children in the black community is born out of
wedlock; many black teenagers grow up having no idea of who their fathersare. The
problem of out-of-wedlock births existsin white communities as well, just not to the
same extent asin black communities. Today sexual promiscuity is being rolled back at
least somewhat. Teen pregnancies are dropping. Thisis not due to moral arguments,
however, but the fear of sexually transmitted diseases, especially AIDS. Graphic
pornography, meanwhile, has become a multibillion-dollar-a-year industry on the World
Wide Web. One need not fear getting a disease from downloading pornography. But one
can observe every form of sexual perversion and degradation imaginable, including
pedophiliaand bestiality (sex between humans and animals!). It issafeto say that tens of
thousands of people are living out their Kinseyite fantasies online! We should note,
finally, this culture’ srelatively sudden embrace of homosexuality, which began during
the politically correct 1990s and has also spread into every area of American life
including elementary schools (think of the flap over children’s books such as Heather
Has Two Mommies). Among the dogmas of political correctnessisthe moral equivalence
of homosexuality and heterosexuality. Homosexual sex, however, is not just condemned
in Scripture (Lev. 18:22, Rom. 1:26-27) but physically dangerous and disease spreading
(the diseases can include hepatitis as well as the range of conditions associated with ‘full-
blown AIDS," the full breakdown of the body’ simmune system). Our bodies simply are
not put together in such away that a man can really have sex with another man. Men
who do this tend to have shorter lifespans—almost as if the practice of homosexuality
reflected a degradation following the loss of respect for human life.*

But both respect for human life and the quality of human life have deteriorated in a
variety of ways, creating a culture safe for such practices. Abortion existed prior to Roe
v. Wade, of course, but again there was a strong stigma attached to it. Today, in popular
culture, stigma has been largely replaced by acceptance. Well-funded organizations such
as Planned Parenthood and the National Organization for WWomen have long encouraged
acceptance of abortion under the euphemism of choice. Many women and girls (somein
their early teens) have had multiple abortions, but unlike the hypothetical woman at the
outset above who struggled with her choice, they do not give the matter a second thought.
They have eliminated an inconvenience, not a human life.

Our society has witnessed other changes, some of them responses to a diminished quality
of life. Atfirst glance, thiskind of complaint is hard to pin down. Medically and
technologically, we are better off than at any previoustimein history. Our life
expectancies are longer, and we suffer from fewer deadly diseases. A cancer diagnosis,
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for example, is no longer necessarily a death sentence. Other diseases, such as polio (a
nemesis of the 1950s) have been eliminated. We have more gadgets and creature
comforts than ever before. The Internet has placed a quantity of information at our
fingertips that would have left al previous generations stunned speechless! At one time,
amessage to arelative in adistant city took daysif not weeksto arrive. Today | can send
an email to Thailand and its recipient may have it in minutes!

Y et the third leading cause of preventable death among young people ages 15 — 24 is
suicide.® A dull and mostly suffused boredom and low-grade anger fills many lives.
There is a sense of emptiness, of something essential that is missing. Some young people
takeillegal drugsto fill the emptiness and still the boredom. Anger manifestsitself in
such phenomena as ‘road rage’ (for example). Occasionaly it explodesinto deadly
violence, and we have aworkplace shooting or a Columbine-type massacre (the second
leading cause of death among ages 15— 24 ishomicide). Today’srock musicis
considerably angrier than the rock music | grew up with. With ‘rap’ and * hip-hop,’
popular among today’ s young black men, the situation isworse. The latter has almost
become synonymous with violence, and it is not unusual to hear gunfire outside ‘ hip-hop’
nightclubs. Thisisnot aracial phenomenon. All one need do is contrast the profane
lyrics and anger-driven rhythms with the soul that blacks enjoyed back in the 1960s and
early 1970s. Politicians and government officials, asif trained never to look beneath the
surface of events, blame drug use on the availability of drugs and pursue afutile and
expensive ‘war on drugs.” Or they blame deadly violence on the availability of guns and
advocate ‘gun control.” Or, in the case of the ‘hip-hop’ subculture, they invoke the
legacy of ‘white racism’ (even though nearly al of the victims of this brand of violence
are black).

Finally, while politicians have never been our noblest or most honest, | do not believe
most people today even expect much in the way of honesty or personal integrity from
those seeking or holding high public office. They see politicians as pragmatists and
judge them accordingly. That is, they will say of aBill Clinton, ‘ personally flawed but
politically effective,” since the 1990s were the scene of supposedly good economic times.
And to be fair, George W. Bush' s changing parade of dubious justifications for the 2003
invasion and occupation of Irag—itself awar of choice, not necessity—were accepted
pragmatically by Republican loyalists no less than Clinton’s shenanigans were by
Democrats. Both dominant parties became repositories of pragmatism and expediency
instead of principle and honorability long ago. Both see massive government actions as
the solution to problems, disagreeing only on the details—and again never looking
beneath the surface of events or questioning premises.

5.3. Our Society’s Turbulent * Adolescence’: a Materialist Reply.

Above, we allowed the Christian theist to interrupt the materialist; we shall now permit
the materialist to interrupt. He will respond at once that these are not objections showing
that materialism is false—even making the (tall) assumption that we can somehow blame
all these problems on the rise of a materialist worldview. He may respond that given



31

what we have learned of the universe and of our placein it, creating an adequate moral
compassisuptous. That isthe great challenge and great anxiety of our historical epoch.
The materialist may remind us of the considerations raised above regarding our
knowledge of our placein the universe, which isin no way privileged. The abstract
arguments of the first section hardly establish the credibility of belief in a supernatural
God. If anything, it comes dangerously close to a fallacious argument from ignorance!
We are not moving as a civilization from Comte’' s stage two to his stage three for no
reason at al, he will scold. Critics of materialism thus far don’t respond to the contention
that careful, empirical investigation of the world around us, and of ourselves, has failed
to disclose the existence of any gods, an immortal soul, or any other nonphysical entities
Rejecting superstition is therefore still in order, and a part of our species growing up—
like jettisoning the childish belief in Santa Claus or the Easter bunny. Naturally we are
going to have a period of severe social anxiety, as our civilization moves through its
turbulent *adolescence.” It isadangerous period, between two ages—religious childhood
and secular maturity—and we have to do what we can to ensure that our entire
civilization doesn’'t crash and burn. There are many risks and no guarantees, particularly
if people choose to remain ignorant.

And so the fact isinescapable: we must recognize the need to take charge of our own
moral lives and accept that morality isat most asocial phenomenon—possibly a
condition of human lifein the physical universe. This means assuming responsibility for
ourselves instead of depending on something no one can demonstrateisreal. Thus
embracing ‘ secular humanism’ just means outgrowing the superstitions of our
civilization’s childhood, as LaPlace, Comte, Darwin, Wundt, Freud, and so on, all said in
different ways. A civilization that bases its worldview on empirical science and reason
cannot abide tales of a deity that created the world in six days and spoke from a burning
bush, handing down commandments to a man on amountain. Nor can it countenance
those about someone being born of a virgin and then being supernaturally resurrected
after dying on across. Civilizational maturity means facing the reality that we liveina
material world, auniverse that does not ‘care’ for us metaphysically or supernaturaly. It
isup to usto articulate morality. It will take afew generationsto get used to the idea.
The old ideas were powerful and resilient. But the new are even more compelling, given
the strength of evidence behind them. Eventually we may grow up. If we do, the future
of aworld designed along scientific and rational principlesiswide open. Much of what
the theist blames on materialism and by implication atheism was around long before
materialism became dominant. We should worry less about such abstractions and more
about what we can do to improve education, alleviate poverty, end repression, and ensure
that our technologies do not irreparably damage the natural environment or that we do not
destroy ourselvesin a cataclysmic war. The best cure is encouraging tolerance and good
will among all peoplesincluding eliminating such evils as racism, improving the
efficiency and sustainability of our institutions and the growth patterns in our society, and
above all, educating our citizens for the new order to come.

5.4. Materialism and Nihilism.
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Not so fast! the Christian theist will reply. The Christian theist does not believe this
objection from the moral deterioration of our culture can be dismissed as a childish
pining away for alost deity that ‘cares’ for us. At this point he might pass the reins of the
argument into the hands of history’s most famous atheist, Friedrich Nietzsche. Nietzsche
is extremely important—possibly the most important philosopher of the past two
centuries—precisely because he was the first to face squarely the full implications of
removing God from one' sworldview. By the phrase God is dead (from Also Sprach
Zarathustra) Nietzsche meant that all those things the idea of God had made meaningful
were dead, and that included the traditional moral view of the universe. By this
Nietzsche didn’t just mean Christian morality. His critique of moral theory did not spare
the kinds of moral theories secularists were inventing. It swung across the philosophical
landscape like awrecking ball. Hisresult: there cannot really be auniversal morality in
the absence of aGod: utilitarian, nec-Aristotelian, or otherwise. The Russian novelist
Fyodor Dostoevsky had reached essentially the same result. Consider the moody and
introspective lvan Karamazov’ s alarming assertion in The Brothers Karamazov (1879)
that if God doesn’'t exist, then everything is permitted.

Nietzsche drew the consequences and called for a“revaluation of all values.” He
declared that the 20™ century would witness the “advent of nihilism.”** Nihilism here
means the denial that there is any such thing as objective moral truth, or that the universe
and human life have any transcendent moral significance—or, as Nietzsche called it in
his proposed outline, “the end of the moral interpretation of the world.”* Unlike the
Enlightenment’ s rational humanists or today’ s neo-Aristotelians, Nietzsche faced the
most devastating implication of this head on: that ultimately, morality was not so much a
human contrivance as adelusion. We could speak of moralities, not morality, and more
importantly, distinguish between the moralities of the ruling elites of society—*master”
moralities—from the moralities of the ruled—"slave” moralities (like practically
everyone else in the nineteenth century he had studied and absorbed his Hegel). We
could examine their dynamics as part of a*“genealogy of morals’ and conclude that
morality is about self-interest, power and control: master moralities speak pragmatically
of good versus bad while slave moralities distinguish good from evil. Each brand of
morality represents efforts to exert psychological dominance over the other group as well
asitsown adherents. An effort might succeed or not. If it does not, then so much the
worse for it—and its adherents. Since Christianity was a slave morality, Nietzsche saw it
as adoomed faith, destined to passinto history with the revaluation of all values he
predicted for the century to come. The advent of nihilism would see the rise of the
overman, the master who could invent and live out his own moral code, fully and even
joyfully embracing that thisis what he was doing. The overman would stand “ beyond
good and evil.”

Morality, in this case, is human, yes, with some who recognize this and use it to their
advantage (masters) and some who do not (slaves). But this does not necessarily lead to
the optimism of the materialists and humanists. In practice, it allows the rise of an
‘eleventh commandment’: thou shalt not get caught. It allowed the rise of Do asthou
wilt shall be the whole of the law, as the occultist Aleister Crowley would put it. But
there was nothing necessarily occult going on here. It was just the realization that thereis
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no reason to make honesty an imperative, if dishonesty furthers your perceived interests
more and if you are clever enough to prevent your lack of scruples from being detected
long enough to obtain what you want. Thisis not terribly hard to accomplish in the
anonymity of alarge urban metropolis full of busy people with short attention spans.
Kant’s conceptions of duty and honesty, standing at the core of his ethics of pure reason,
turn out to be hollow: thereis simply no reason to subordinate one’ s will to them. Neo-
Aristotelianism also founders on false assumptions: in thisview, manisnot a‘rational
animal’ but arationalizing one. One cannot demonstrate a necessary logical link between
cognitive ability—to the extent human beings use theirs—with morality (especialy as
infants, mentally retarded persons, etc. do not have sufficient cognitive ability even to
qualify as moral agentsif possessing rationality is the essential definition of amoral
agency). With utilitarianism the situation is no better. Utilitarianism hold that what we
all ought to do is seek the greatest amount of good (happiness, pleasure, or however else
we defineit) for the greatest number of people; our persona moral actions ought to be
brought into alignment with this overall socia ideal. But Mill himself realized that as a
moral system the “greatest happiness principle,” as he called it, wasincomplete. In
Utilitarianism, his mgjor statement of his position, Mill introduced a“justice principle”’ in
the final section in an effort to ensure that “ greatest happiness’ would not be sought by
the majority at the expense of a minority that, if sacrificed, would lead to greater
happiness for everyone else.

These warnings found in Mill himself were not heeded. Nor have neo-Aristotelian
arguments about the human capacity for rationality carried much weight. As American
civilization has ‘matured’ towards its scientific ‘adulthood’ we have seen therise of a
culture in which individual human lives are expendable. Roe v. Wade made the practice
of abortion legal over 30 years ago, as the leftist Warren Court mysteriously ‘found’ a
woman’ s right to abort her unborn baby in the Constitution. Well over 30 million
abortions have been performed since—significant fractions of entire generations! Very
few—well under one percent—have been of the ‘medically necessary to save the
mother’slife’ variety. The defenders of abortion tell us that women have the right to
control their reproductive capabilities. The answer isthat if they werein full control of
their reproductive capabilities, they would not have gotten pregnant to begin with. This
situation is even worse, however. The ideathat some may be sacrificed to service the
greater good of others has underwritten significant scientific experiments. Consider the
infamous Tuskegee experiments. In this case, government-sponsored public health
researchers observed the progress of syphilisin agroup of 399 black menin rural Macon
Co., Alabama. The men were not told of the seriousness of their illness nor given proper
treatment during the duration of the experiment that lasted from 1932 until 1972, the year
the whistle was blown. During that period, many died even though their deaths were
preventable. Scientists, meanwhile, observed and recorded the progress of the disease
with scientific detachment. In essence, these men were treated as the moral equivalent of
laboratory animals (in true behaviorist fashion!). Blacks—especially in the South—still
do not fully trust modern medical science.*” The call for complete license in the name of
a‘scientific’ approach to human life has produced some strange brands of rationalization.
We are not supposed to see ourselves on a slippery slope—not even as ‘ bioethicists' such
as Princeton’ s Peter Singer suggest that infanticide should sometimes be seen as morally
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over ahundred years ago.

We will consider more of the effects of this advent below.

5.6. Materialism, Personal Responsibility and Power.

There isathird objection to materialism, related to but different from the claim that it
undercuts morality or leads to nihilism. Our original republic, as noted above, was
founded on principles such asindividual natura rights and property rights—the “right to
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.” These ideas derived from those of the British
political philosopher John Locke (a Christian theist). Moreover, our legal systemis
rooted in the ideas of self-determination and personal responsibility. Materialism, if
taken seriously and applied in society, overturns both ideas. Personal responsibility
becomes as much a superstition as God if the causes of our behavior are to be found
exclusively in our environment rather than within ourselves. Clarence Darrow, the famed
defense attorney best known for hisrolesin the Leopold-Loeb murder case and the
Scopes trial, had reached this conclusion not long after the last turn of the century.
Philosophers call it hard determinism, the ideathat if you begin with the idea that nature
and society are closed systems of causes and effects, there is no room for free will and
hence for personal moral responsibility.®® We are all the products of our environments;
bad environments produce bad people. Change the environment and you change the
person. Thiswas the behaviorist view that reached its culmination in B.F. Skinner’s
work. The ‘scientific society’ being proposed, if taken far enough, leaveslittleif any
room for individual self-determination, even in choice of vocation—because the
materialist worldview guiding the ‘ scientific society’ simply doesn’t recognize the
existence of such athing!

We should see from all of this the relevance of esoteric-sounding philosophical debates to
practical public policy. If our worldview does not recognize any such thing as bonafide
personal responsibility, then what are we to do with murderers and rapists, among other
criminals? Traditional views of punishment presupposed the existence of choice, which
takes us back to the presumption of free will. So should we try to rehabilitate them—
scientifically changing their behavior—instead of punish them? Does this mean simply
freeing them once they respond with the desired behaviors? How can this do justice to
their victims or their victims' families? Or should this notion be set aside aswell, with
the victims and families being expected to bite the bullet as one of the prices of our
having grown up into the stage-three * scientific' order?

Moreover, morally-grounded personal responsibility, inculcated in a person during
childhood, has always been the only means of checking the will to power on the part of
that few. Political systems designed along explicitly materialist lines have always turned
out to be systemsin which totalitarian coercion and sometimes genocide was unleashed
initsbloodiest fury. The clearest example is communism, an officially materialist and
atheist belief system which gave rise to the most ruthless dictatorshipsin all of human
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history. Stalin murdered something like 35 million people during his reign of terror.
Communists, beginning with Lenin, engaged in the systematic economic cleansing of
‘bourgeois elementsfirst from Mother Russia and then wherever they conquered. Mao
Tse-Tung continued the process with his Cultural Revolution in Red China. The death
toll of Mao'sregimeisat least 40 million. We still don’t have an accurate death toll for
twentieth century communism, but the total figure is clearly over 100 million, and could
well be much higher. Left in the hands of power-hungry intellectuals (Marxist or
otherwise), materialism removes all moral restraints on responsibility (which emerged
out of Christian theism) and hence on power. Inthe last century thisled to worse
consequences than anything Hobbes could have imagined!

5.7. Materialism, Planning, and Tyranny: Another Reply, and A Response.

The materialist will angrily deny that heis or must become some kind of communist or
socialist, or that materialism as aworldview must lead to some kind of tyranny. He may
observe that there are better versus worse forms of materialism, and concede that
materialistsin their efforts to produce better societies have not gotten everything right.

Y et surely the desirability of alleviating human suffering in this world wherever possible
obligates us to act, especially if we have the technological and financial means of making
a better human world. Thus again the focus should not be on these philosophical
abstractions—  materialism,” for example—nbut on alleviating human suffering, and on
building aworld where thereisless of it. Where the communists—and many others,
too—went wrong stemmed from their having moved too fast, without having paid
sufficiently close attention to the principles governing human behavior in society. One of
these principlesis that few people or societies respond well to sudden, drastic change.
Thus the need to move slowly, employing a multi-generational strategy to transform
society little by little—as is happening in America through such movements as the
development of planned, sustainable communities. It is necessary to educate entire
generations in accordance with what experimental psychology has discovered about
learning, so that rather than being forced to accept these ideas as adults, citizens can be
introduced into them as children and simply grow up with them. If they grow and mature
in an environment free of the contaminating influences of, e.g., religious superstitions, as
adults they will wonder why such things were ever believed in the first place. Thusthe
focus on education. Perhapsin the new order to come there will be less individual
freedom in the traditional sense. But there were always some people who experienced
less freedom than others, and again this was well before *materialism’ came aong.
Slaves were not free, for example; neither were women really free. Employers continued
to deny others opportunities based on race, gender, and other such factors. Thus they did
not make intelligent use of the human capital that was available. All of this was before
the triumph of ‘materialism.” No oneisredly ‘free’ who does not have enough food to
eat nor aroof over hishead. Religionists, so thisargument concludes, focus on the world
to come while ignoring the suffering in the here and now. It may be truethat they will
not be happy in the world slowly being constructed all around them by humanist
architects of the new order. But with anod to Skinner’s defense of what he was



36

proposing in Walden Two, what will validate thisworld is the happiness of those that will
live init, not the one passing away.

Here it seemsto me that aresponseisreadily available, and it need not resort to Christian
arguments at al. The response draws not from Christian theism but from the
observations of such Austrian school writers as Ludwig von Mises and Friedrich A.
Hayek. Other neo-Aristotelians have made it, and it seemsto me that they are correct
about this much. Mises, Hayek, and other members of these schools held (or hold) that
large scale social planning of the sort implied above is Utopian. It is not even a good
regulative ideal. It takes us further and further from the conditions necessary to build a
better human world. The problem with central planning of any sort isthat it does not
work over the long run. It interferes with the free choices of individuals, leadsto an
expansion of government bureaucracy that drains their best productive efforts through
taxation and inflation. Ultimately, therefore, it eventually diminishes prosperity and the
standard of living within any community whereit istried.>* Hayek formulated, perhaps
more clearly than any previous thinker, what has become known as the knowledge
problem. It goes like this: acontemporary economic system, e.g., the U.S. economy, is
an enormously complex system. The economy is just the term we use for the multitude of
transactions—buying, selling, hiring, promoting, creating new businesses, contracting,
subcontracting, and so on—that occur every day. Over a hundred million people are
involved in these processes. They are expressing personal economic values—preferences
of x over y instead of y over x. Their values are made manifest in their actions, and may
change from day to day: left to himself the same person might well choosey over x
tomorrow based on new information or simply being in adifferent frame of mind. No
one, so this argument goes—no committee of persons with even the largest database,
could have the quantity of information about individuals knowledge, needs, abilities,
values, moods and desires sufficient to engage in effective economic planning which has
aplace for everyone and everyonein his place, so to speak, whether to create a
‘sustainable community’ or for any other purpose. This has nothing to do with the
motives of the planners. Their motives could be entirely pure, and they still would be
unableto doit. They could try, of course, and might seem to succeed for awhile, but the
dislocations and misallocations of resources would eventually accumulate until the
system collapsed under its own weight. The planners wouldn’t have the knowledge or
any way of acquiring it. For Hayek, thisjustifiesindividualism: every individual hasa
sphere of persona space that is practically inscrutable from the outside. From within this
sphere comes his values and choices, which change as his knowledge and aspirations
change. Thesein turn changein response to his experiencesin ways no one can predict.”’
Theideal socia system will recognize and make use of thisfact. Circumstances will
eventually automatically work against even the best-intentioned central planners.

This argument rests on no theistic or moral convictions whatsoever; it concludes
straightforwardly that effective centralization isimpossible because it rests on afalse
premise: that central planners have sufficient information to achieve their aims. Their
belief that they doisa‘fatal conceit.”* The economic, ‘ material’ world is simply too
complex aplace! Force central planning on the world anyway, and the results will
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eventually be another Great Depression, if not something worse and longer lasting when
its efforts bring on financia destabilization and economic collapse.

The materiaist may yet have argoinder to this, aswell as agenera remark addressed to
all of the above. Why, on this basis, should one believe planning to be impossible tout
court? Central planning need not be an all-or-nothing proposition, because knowledge
need not be al-or-nothing. Isit not possible for science to learn a sufficient amount
about how human beings behave in the aggregate to make piecemeal social engineering
possible? Surely it is possible for some to acquire sufficient knowledge to act in the best
interests of all. Plenty of economists have thought so. No one has perfect knowledge,
after all; if we made perfect knowledge a necessary condition for taking action, no one
would ever take any actions!

Finally, the genera objection remains. none of these objections purportsto be a decisive
objection to materialism. They all hold that materialism is unacceptable because it has
this or that consequence. They do not show either that materialism is false or that belief
in asupernatural God is credible.

In the next chapter we will address the latter; then we shall return to the former. The
above argument worked under the assumption that central planners are well-intentioned,
and that their only problem is insufficient knowledge. In point of fact, thisis not the
case, and there are therefore good reasons for rejecting central planning wherever we find
it, in whatever formsit takes.
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Chapter Six

|sMaterialism Self-Contradictory?

6.1. A crash coursein contradiction, universal applicability, and self-reference.

There is afourth objection to materialism. | have saved it for last, becauseit is
considerably more difficult to understand than the others. But it isaso more decisive. In
fact, | believethat if carried out properly, this argument is devastating. Rather than argue
against materialism by saying materialism has this or that consequence, it launches a
direct attack by focusing on materialism itself and the conditions for its formulation and
rational defense. It concludes that the logical structure of materialism and its defense
makes it an impossible thesis. It cannot describe the real world! Like the argument
against central planning above, this objection has been expressed in a number of ways by
writers many of whom are or were not Christians and so cannot be accused of religious
bias.

Let uslay out the preliminaries. Thefirst point to note should be obvious: if a statement
or theory contradictsitself, it is false and ought to be discarded. There can’t both be and
not be houses on Elm Street at the same place and time. The basic idea goes back at |east
as far as Aristotle, who discovered and canonized the principle of contradiction as the
cornerstone of classical logic. There are, however, different ways a statement or theory
can contradict itself. It need not merely assert the obviously false p-and-not-p. It can
assert something implying conditions that it itself does not or cannot meet.

To explain, let usintroduce the idea of absolutely universal propositions—propositions
purporting to apply in one way or another to everything, as do the core propositions of
logic and metaphysics. They have complete generality. Propositions are not nothings.
They are entities of a specia sort—rather like theoriesin science (to which this kind of
examination can also be applied since theories are built up out of propositions). A
proposition is something other than a statement (an inscription or physical utterance). A
Frenchman can assert, 1l pleut” while | would say, “Itisraining.” These two statements
neither look nor sound alike; but they are intertranslatable and refer to the same kind of
event. We would say they express the same proposition. Likewise, atheory is something
other than a set of inscriptions. If | wrote down all the propositions of Darwin’s theory of
evolution on severa pages of paper and then destroyed the pages, it would be odd to say
that | had destroyed Darwin’ stheory. Propositions and theories are not physical things—
another possible objection to materialism we lack the space to pursue further here.
Absolutely universal propositions and theories, being entities of a special sort, include
everything in their scope of reference, and so have logical implications for themselves.
They refer to themselves by including themselvesin their subject matter: alogical
relationship known as self-reference. In other words, a universal proposition that applies
to everything appliesto all universal propositions, and therefore to itself. It therefore sets
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parameters on what it may assert or conclude. If it violates these parameters, it isa priori
false: becauseit is self-contradictory in the broader sense. It involves usin thiskind of
situation: asserting a proposition, call it A, in which the content of A is, All propositions
have a property x, and when we examine A we discover that it does not and actually
cannot have the property x.*

Obviously we need an example. Think of an absolute skeptic who says, “No one really
knows anything.” Assume him to beright, and it follows at once that neither he nor
anyone else can know this. His statement is about all persons and what persons can
know. Heisaperson, though. If no persons can know anything, then he cannot know
anything. Thus his absolute skepticism is destroyed by its self-applicability, or self-
reference. Philosophers call this performative contradiction: the meaningful content of a
proposition or theory (what it asserts) is contradicted by the fact of its having been
asserted as something known (a performance). A few more examples should make this
clearer. There can be no assertion of atheory that no one ever really asserts anything;
thiswould be absurd. One cannot have a cogent argument concluding that arguments are
never valid or capable of leading to the truth, because if * successful’ the argument’s own
cogency would be destroyed. (The Austrian school economist and philosopher Hans
Hermann Hoppe calls this the a priori of argumentation.”®) Finally, one cannot deny that
individual human beings act, because denials are a species of action; the denial is refuted
in the act of its being uttered. (This has been called the action axiom, and can be found
in Mises'swork.*})

Now for the million-dollar question: does the materialist theory of what a person is get
into thiskind of predicament, perhaps by a more roundabout route than with the absolute
skeptic or his hapless colleagues who might deny the cogency of argument or the reality
of action? Let usfind out!

6.2. The paradox of the rational materialist.*

We may begin by noting that we must have an intelligible distinction between truth and
falsity in our ideas, and that at |east some of what is true must be knowable to us, and
known, to betrue. Otherwise investigation is pointless and we might as well believe what
we please. Thisissufficiently obviousthat | will takeit asagiven. But it imposesan a
priori constraint on al our intellectual activity: no statement, theory or worldview may
have as one of itslogical consegquences either that the distinction between truth and
falsity is meaningless or that truth is unobtainable. Otherwise it becomes senseless to
talk about the truth or credibility of the statement, theory or worldview itself.

Now consider materialism again. Materialism assertsthat in the final analysis only the
physical-chemical-biological isreal. Thisresultsin the view that all of your thoughts,
including your supposed reasoned acceptance or carefully considered rejection of an idea,
are physical-chemical-biological (cerebral, neurological) events like any other physical-
chemical-biological events. Thoughts are caused responses to prior events just like any
other category of event in the material world, however more complex they may be when
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they occur in the human brain. The result isthat the rational adoption of statements or
theories (or worldviews) as worth believing as true goes out the window. Since
materialism is aworldview, by this reasoning it goes out the window. How so? Let's
take this more slowly. Inthe materialist view rational acceptance and choice are words
inafamiliar vocabulary. They don’t correspond to what is going on in your brain. What
isgoing on in your brain is a caused sequence of physical-neurologica events which,
however complex, is the outcome of everything that came prior—and this includes the
sense of decision by you. This sense is an epiphenomenon—an inessential surface
feature or appearance. Thoughts—including the purportedly rational adoption of an
idea—are caused by antecedent events, not selected through a‘ process of rational
deliberation’ under the control of the person. The result isthat if materialism is true, your
sense of control over the actual contents of your mind, and over what you believe to be
trueor false, isanillusion.®

In other words, the internal logic of materialism leads to the result that if materialismis
true, our use of logic to arrive at truth is just an appearance. We believe what we are
caused to believe, what the sum total of our experiences combined with what the
biological structure and neurochemical processesin our brains has put there. Having no
bonafide rational grounding, our beliefs are aslikely to be false asthey are true (I am
here understanding truth in its traditional sense of correspondence to what isreal, a point
| will not argue here®”). The most we can say is that some ideas doubtless lead to a better
adjustment between the individual and hisimmediate environment than others. This
leads back to pragmatism. But then we can ask, what is the relationship between this
adjustment and the truth of the idea? Can false ideas sometimes |lead to better adjustment
than true ones? In the strictest sense, Newton’s theory of gravitation isfalse. Since there
are physical situations where Newton’ s equations break down (yield mathematically and
factually incorrect results), Newton's mechanics don’t reflect final physical reality. At
best, Newton’ s theories describe and predict the behaviors of physical objectsin our
immediate environment to avery high degree. But beyond the fact that it is our
immediate environment there is nothing special about it. So some technically false
statements are useful. Engineering students are till taught Newtonian equations. On the
other hand, there are plenty of true statements with no utility whatsoever. “All dogs are
dogs’ istrue, but useless (it is what is known as a tautology—an empty truth of identity,
but a truth nonetheless). There are countless such examples, the point being that thereis
no necessary connection between truth and utility. Result: with materialism prior
efficient causes just yield the effects they in fact yield, without issues of truth versus
falsity ever entering the picture. What will cause ideas (or their neurological equivalent)
to appear in our brains and sentences to emerge from our mouths will no doubt vary
widely from circumstance to circumstance. But in no cases will the theories or
statements result from bona fide rational deliberation as a process independent of
physical, antecedent causes, and more likely to yield something called truth than
something called falsity.

Thus materialism is simply incompatible with any intelligible sense of rationality, if
rationality includes capability of asserting and concluding on the basis of one’s own
independent deliberation that a given statement or theory or worldview istrue, given
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some body of evidence. It does not allow you control over the contents of your thoughts
and mind. Materialism being aworldview, thisline of reasoning applies directly to it,
and refutes it from within. Materialism, after al, isabody of ideas like any other; on its
own terms, therefore, its adoption in the brains of certain men and women was caused by
antecedent eventsinstead of rational deliberation. Materiaists' claimsto have rational
justification for materialism is, therefore, illusory. On its own terms, if you assume that
materialism is true, you eventually reach the conclusion that there can be no rational basis
for concluding it to be true! In this sense, it is self-contradictory. Itisinvolvedin
performative contradiction. The act of its assertion and rational justification are
incompatible with its content, which includes the idea that nothing is ever really
rationally justified but only believed and asserted because one was caused to do so.

The paradox of the rational materialist, as we might call this, only deepens when we
realize that materialists themselves not only believe materialism to be true but have been
acting on the assumption of materialism’ struth all along. For materialism also denies
any senseto the idea of action. Here we may examine the thought of individuals who can
hardly be described asreligionists. According to Mises, action is the employment of
specific means to achieve a prior-imagined end, or goal. Itisinherently teleological—
end- or goa-directed—and cannot be anything else. The outcome of any action is never
entirely predictable. Now a sufficiently determined materialist can invoke something like
LaPlace's hypothetical “demon” in order to claim that if one had a perspective of total
knowledge of the state of the universe at a given time, including all the knowledge of the
causes of all the thoughts in every human mind at that time, the illusory nature of action
would be revealed. It would be recognized as behavior, al of which would be
predictable (and controllable). But such a stance comes dangerously close to reinstating,
even if only hypothetically, the very sort of omniscient intelligence materialism denies.
But never mind that now. Even could there be such an intelligence, its observing and
registering to itself its knowledge of the state of the universe at any given time would still
constitute an action.”® Eliminating action from the universe just isn’t possible, any more
than is eliminating rational deliberation from a universe containing beings capable of
reaching truth about their surroundings. If action and rational deliberation are
Incompatible with materialism, then materialism must be false—for logical reasons.
Materialism could describe some possible universe, in the sense of pure logical
possibility. But it would be a universe with no sentient beings capable of rational
deliberation and action. Thisrulesout itstruth in the actual universe, the one we are
most interested in because it is the one we inhabit.

6.3. Ismaterialism necessarily false?

This argument is controversial, to say the least. It did not originate here, with this essay.
In fact, it goes back at least as far as the ancient philosopher Epicurus, who (aiming his
remark more at what we now call hard determinism than materialism) said, “He who says
that all things happen of necessity cannot criticize another who says that not all things
happen of necessity. For he has to admit that the assertion also happens of necessity.”“
During the last century, the argument was raised by the biologist J.B.S. Haldane who
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observed that “if materialism istrue, it seemsto me that we cannot know that it istrue. If
my opinions are the result of the chemical processes going onin my brain, they are
determined by the laws of chemistry, not of logic.”*® Finally, as noted briefly above,
Mises employed a version of this argument directed against classical Marxism. He
argued that classical Marxism’s employment of notions such as the ‘ material forces of
production’ with the clear implication that all our thoughts and ideas could be given
economic explanations attributed to these forces powers of action they could not possibly
have.®® However, once one removes the economic from the preceding, this appears to be
the predicament of materialism generally. We do not invent our ideas or the reasons we
provide for them, for our purposes; they are caused to appear in our brains, along with
whatever rationalizations emerge alongside them, by the nonrational circumstancesin our
immediate surroundings in combination with our personal histories.

Haldane later repudiated this view, however.>? Indeed, some philosophers claim to find
deight of hand in such arguments which are usually therefore dismissed as dogmatic and
unscientific. Or as two materialists (the philosophers of mind Paul Churchland and
Patricia Smith Churchland) argue by analogy, attempting a reductio ad absurdum
argument: “The anti-vitalist says that there is no such thing asvital spirit. Thisclaimis
self-refuting; the speaker can expect to be taken serioudly only if hisclaim cannot. For if
the claim is true, then the speaker does not have vital spirit, and must be dead. But since
dead men tell no tales, they do not tell anti-vitalist ones either. One cannot reason with
dead men.”*® To some materialists who see neuroscience of the human brain as the key
to acomplete description of our cognitive lives, this reductio administers a coup de grace
to purportedly logically-grounded but intellectually desperate antimaterialism. Doesit
work? This depends on what we take the referent of the phrase vital spirit to be.
Nineteenth century vitalists meant something fairly specific by it, something modern
science no longer credits any more than we credit principles such as phlogiston in
chemistry. But giving up principlesin chemistry did not create the problems giving up
autonomous thought creates in psychology and philosophy. The subject matter of
chemistry consists of entities and processes none of which are self-aware, act, or purport
to refer to themselves. Psychology and related disciplines refer to beings that are self-
aware, and do sometimes refer to themselves. This phenomenon, the capacity for self-
reference, must be taken into account. It cannot be ignored or dismissed out of hand.
Suppose we take the phrase vital spirit to refer more broadly to that aspect of a human
being that is conscious of himself—in that specific way that makes him special to
himself—apprehends his surroundings conceptually, deliberates, and then acts (chooses x
overy, that is). If we do, then the reductio badly misfires! It turns out to be sound,
which was hardly what the Churchlands wanted! A person with no capacity for any of
the above characteristics, even potentially (as with an unborn baby), would indeed be
dead in very short order!

Sir Karl Popper, the historian and philosopher of physical science, also developed a
version of this argument but also concluded that it did not really refute materialism.
What it refuted was not materialism but the idea that materialism could be rationally
defended. Hereiswhat Popper said: “I think that | have shown that materialism has no
claim that it can be supported by rational argument—argument that is rational by logical
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principles. Materialism may be true, but it isincompatible with rationalism ...”>* |

believe Popper wastoo reserved. A thesisthat isincompatible with the idea of its own
rational defenseis at best impotent, and at worst irrational. In either case we shouldn’t
accept it. It seemsto me that the argument from performative contradiction does make
materialism an impossible thesis. If materialism isincompatible with its own rational
defense, it can only ‘succeed’ by having eliminated rationality from the universe. It just
isn't possible, however, to eliminate argument, action, consciousness or free will from a
consistent account of reality, which includes human beings and the things human beings
do as a matter of course: consciously apprehend their surroundings, argue (sometimes
cogently) that certain theses are true and others false, act (often successfully) in the world
employing means to achieve ends, and so on. | submit that materialism is therefore false,
on the basis of this direct attack.

More recently, amajor Christian philosopher, Alvin Plantinga of the University of Notre
Dame, has offered arelated argument to be found near the conclusion of the second of his
trilogy of recent works on warrant. According to Plantinga, “metaphysical naturalism”
(hisword for materialism) is not a possible thesis, and so can never become a warranted
belief. We may speak of athing—an artifact, an organ, an animal, or our cognitive
abilities—as having a proper function if it is doing what it is supposed to be doing.
Supposed is here a somewhat loose and informal notion covering awide territory. An
artifact, such as a computer, isdoing what it is supposed to be doing if its user can
program, word process, etc., without the computer crashing. An organisdoing what it is
supposed to be doing if it contributes to the well-being of the animal or person it is a part
of. Ananimal’sability to behavein wayslikely to help it survive and breed is a proper
measure of what it is supposed to be doing. Thereisatemptation, all aong the way, to
speak in terms of design—an organ or animal is functioning properly if it is doing what it
was designed to do. Otherwise it ismalfunctioning. Design, of course, implies theism,
and Plantinga accepts this inference. What is the case for our cognitive abilities? They
are functioning properly, and able to yield warranted beliefs, “when they are working in
the way they were intended to work by the being who designed and created both them
and us.”> Surely, though, amaterialist can speak of the proper functioning of our
cognitive abilities as yielding beliefs that are warranted in Plantinga’ s sense and claim
that this does not require Christian theism. (The materialist’s claim, after all, isthat there
Isno ‘design’ in nature.) Plantingareplies, in essence: describing the proper function of
anything, itsfunction “in the fullest sense, ... the way it was designed to,” including the
human cognitive abilities that enable one to grasp such ideas, isincompatible with
materialism (naturalism).® Proper function has an irreducibly normative element that
disappears on the materialist account which is descriptive at best. Like human action,
proper function is an inherently teleological notion, implying an idea that isreaized in
the function.

Materialism istherefore false—belief in it isfundamentally irrational. If materialismis
true, than the only measure of the truth of our beliefsistheir survival value—a version of
their utility, again. We already |learned that there is no necessary connection between the
survival value of an ideaand itstruth. False ideas might have survival value under the
right circumstances; true ones might have no survival value at all. The belief that at |east



some of our ideas are true, i.e., that they reflect redlity, is equivalent to the belief that
materialismisfalse.
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Chapter Seven

Materialism and Science:
Scuttling the Necessary Connection

7.1. Between materialism and science.

The materialist might try one last gambit—if only to avoid checkmate by attempting
stalemate. The materialist will note that throughout our account of the supposed
conseguences of materialism, we relied on an assumption of aworld of efficient
causation: the spread of a certain belief within society had a specific range of causal
effects. Likewise, doesn’'t our condemnation of the use of certain behavior modification
technigues on children in education rest on the assumption that the techniques work? 1f
they did not, after all, they would threaten no one and would probably have been
abandoned long ago. Does the workability of such programs militate in favor of some
kind of materialism despite all the above?

Not necessarily. The Christian theist does not deny that efficient causation is areal
phenomenon any more than he denies that physical reality exists. Nor need he deny that
it is possible to manipulate immature minds (or mature but naive or unsuspecting ones,
for that matter) to achieve certain results. Asacritic of materialism, what he assertsis
that the behaviorist model of human beings, applied to education, results in a popul ation
that isless literate, less able to think independently, and more suited for alifetime of
dependency and control. In other words, this model might turn out a population suited to
be subjects of an authoritarian regime instead of citizens of afree republic. | have hinted
here and there that thisisindeed the goal of an important movement whose motivation
for power was unleashed when materialism became the dominant worldview of the
Western intelligentsia.

The argument of this essay isthat materialism is false, however, and can be shown to be
false. Theonly way toretain it isto abandon logical reasoning itself! If materialismis
false, then there is only one thing to do, and that isto get rid of it! How can we best do
this? By continuing to raise many of the same issues as we raised above regarding the
conseguences of materialism, but with the confidence of sound, self-referential refutation
behind us. What follows should motivate readers to oppose this doctrine before its
effects on our civilization reach the point of no return—if that has not happened already!

Materialism appeal ed to the methods and results of modern science. It claimed these for
itself on the grounds that it had left Christian theology in the dust. Science has indeed
made tremendous discoveries about the physical universe. However, it and materialism
are not the same thing, and an important feature of these very discoveries betrays
materialism into the hands of the Christian theist. We aready noted the fundamentally
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Christian theist origins of modern science, which gave the scientist hope that the universe
he wished to understand was in fact comprehensible in terms of general laws governing
natural phenomena. We can now deepen these observations. Above, the materialist
appealed to Occam’s Razor. Thisisindeed an important principle of scientific method:
when given the choice between different theories purporting to explain the same body of
fact, scientistsinvariably choose the simpler of thetwo. This, as British philosopher of
science Nicholas Maxwell observed in a number of important papers and books, commits
the scientific community to the metaphysical view that physical nature (or the part of it
being explained) is structurally simple and elegant instead of arbitrarily complex.*’
Newton’s theory of universal gravitation invoked a single set of physical principlesto
explain both celestial and terrestrial motion. Previous theories—such as Ptolemy’s
astronomy—applied a different principle for each celestial body. Einstein’stheory of
general relativity later unified theories of gravitation with geometry. Physical science has
progressed by using reason, observation and experiment to identify and explain the
patterns we detect in nature, subsuming them under principles of greater and greater
generality.

Thiskind of principle had to yield only when it reached the study of human beings, for
reasons that should be clear from the preceding section. Thus Occam’s Razor will not
help the materialist on this point. Physical nature appears to be comprehensible to us.
The principles physical science has discovered have proven to have countless practical
technological applications. The Christian theist has aready explanation for the
comprehensibility of nature and its congruence with the building of our technological
society. We noted above how in the Christian theist view, the universe is comprehensible
because both it was created by the same God who created us. The medieval philosopher
St. Thomas Aquinas seems to have believed something like this. God created us with
intellects in His image; hence a correspondence between the deepest conceivable laws of
physical nature and the laws of our intellects can be expected. This, in fact, set the stage
for the scientific revolution.

Remove the ideas of God and creation from this picture, however, and everything
changes. The trgjectory of modern philosophy reflects this change. It replaced the
confidence of early Christian thinkers and the ‘ natural philosophers’ of the scientific
revolution, their roots in a Christian theist account of reality, with the skeptical arguments
of David Hume, the transcendental turn led by Immanuel Kant, the militant empiricism of
the positivists, and eventually the gesture of despair we see in postmodernism today. The
latter leaves us unable to talk about language-independent and culture-independent reality
inany intelligible way. Science, according to the postmodernist, does not ‘ discover’
reality but ‘socially constructs' it. We are never outside our language and ‘ socia
constructions' and so cannot compare them with anything outside them. Thisisa
confession of the intellectual bankruptcy of those who find it unintelligible that we can
know anything outside the categories supplied by one’s culture or the latest forms of
groupthink.

7.2. Materialismand science: no necessary connection!
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It will be easiest to break the idea of a necessary connection between science and
materialism if we realize that there was never a sufficient reason to model all natural
phenomena on the phenomena studied by physics, and therefore to consider physics the
ideal science. Human beings are not just natural phenomena. Introducing uniquely
human phenomena such as apprehension at a conceptual level, argumentation and
rationality, and action, all call for departing the conceptual framework offered by physics.
While human action can be predicted, at |east somewhat—and controlled, at |east
somewhat—efforts to do so invariably harm the individuals and communities involved,
as we are seeing with the social engineering efforts underway in our own society. Such
efforts trigger responses in those being manipulated, once they apprehend the fact. Inthe
final analysis, acardinal qualitative difference between the phenomena studied by
physics and chemistry and those studied by the social sciencesis that the former are not
capable of discovering that they are being manipulated for experimental purposes, and
acting to disrupt the manipulation. Scientismis the term sometimes used for the idea that
methods that have proven successful in one field of science, such as physics, can be
mechanically transferred to other domains unchanged.>®

Ideas rise and may become dominant for a variety of reasons. The capacity to explain,
and solve avariety of intellectual problems, may be one of them. It may seem sufficient,
however, if the idea just accords with what has become the prevailing ‘temper of the
time.” Consider therise of the theory of evolution. From the opening paragraphs of a
leading textbook on paleontol ogy, The Course of Evolution, comes the following
surprising admission:

The announcement of Darwin’s theory of evolution in the mid-nineteenth
century marked the beginning of anew erain biologic science. Actualy,
this theory embodied no fundamentally new idea, but it did combine older
conceptsin afresh and convincing way and carried them to their logical
conclusion. Darwin was particularly fortunate in histiming because the
intellectual atmosphere in England was favorable for the congderation of
a new materialistic theory of evolution, and he promptly %ai ned the active
support of several able and aggressive young biologists.”

A large body of fact—from the fossil record and el sewhere—that would lend direct
support the idea of evolution by natural selection did not exist. Thistroubled even
Darwin, whose The Origin of Species contains honest sections discussing the hurdles his
ideas had to clear. Today, of course, the mgjority of scientists would claim that the facts
nonexistent when Darwin was writing have appeared, and that a wide range of evidence
unequivocally supports the idea that evolution has occurred. Y et asmall but very
persistent body of thinkers continues to be troubled by such issues as the seemingly
sudden appearance of awide variety of different forms of lifein what is called the
Cambrian era, the relative absence of true transitional forms between species, and the
apparent absence of more primitive forms of, e.g., the wings of a bat or the long neck of
the giraffe. They claim not to understand how efficient causation alone can generate
extremely complex organic systems such as the human eye and especially the human
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brain. To Christian theists, the latter in particular point invariably to the hand (and mind)
of a Creator.”

It isnot my purpose here to continue the warfare that has existed over the theory of
evolution. There is now more than one such theory. The ‘punctualism’ of Gould and
Eldredge faces squarely the lack of transitional formsin the fossil record, for example,
and tries mightily to unravel that mystery. They argue that evolution must have occurred
on the margins of populations, responding to possibly abrupt changes in environment
(‘punctuated equilibria’). But such theories still offer little by way of explanation where
new species come from. Mutations tend to be destructive, not helpful. They lead to
individuals unable to survive. Favorable mutations of the sort that could lead to awhole
new species are astonishingly rare—if they exist at al. For ‘punctualism’ to have
provided the answer, at least two members of a new species must mutate in the exact
same way simultaneously so that they can reproduce and multiply. Moreover, this kind
of simultaneous mutation must have happened not just once or many times but countless
times, in order to explain the vast panorama of life we see today. It isunclear, though,
why abrupt changes in the environment would not result in the extinction of species
rather than adaptation through sudden mutation. We have directly observed extinctions
resulting from abrupt changes in the species environment caused by human beings—this
being a huge impetus for the environmentalist movement.

Hereisthe fifty-dollar question for materialist theories either of the origins of life itself
or of the origins of beings such as ourselves: how isit possible for accidental (in the
sense of unplanned) arrangements of matter, however complex, to generate the kinds of
phenomena we associate with intelligent living systems, with self-awareness, and with an
ability to think conceptually and to undertake autonomous action, through systemic
configuration of material substance alone? Supposedly, the very first and most primitive
living things resulted from organic moleculesin a‘primordial soup’ that somehow
interacted with their surroundings to make copies of themselves. No one has ever
observed anything akin to thisin any laboratory, nor would it matter if we had: it would
be an enormous leap of logic from the claim that such athing can happen under the
controlled conditions of a scientific laboratory to the claim that it happened in nature eons
ago. We have, of course, created primitive amino acids under controlled conditions.
However, it isalong way from amino acids to DNA containing the equivalent of
thousands of volumes of information encoded chemically. Nor will it help to say that
millions of people have indirectly observed the growth of a human ovum into a newborn
infant asif obviously we have seen such devel opments and know there is no divine plan
built into the genetics involved. We know no such thing; the assumption that we do begs
the question in favor of materialism. Moreover, the quantum leap from the material brain
to autonomous action is different in kind from the leap from, say, atomic structure to the
observed properties of acrystal. Without an answer to this all-important question posed
at the beginning of this paragraph we have explained the obscure with the equally
obscure. Thisisimportant because there exist some quite detailed, comprehensive and
very formidable and technical if virtually unknown arguments, integrating subjects from
molecular biology to particle astrophysics, that the unguided self-organization of matter
from atoms and molecules to something as complex as man cannot happen at all.**
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We have to ask, in the end, not just whether the materialism that originally gaverise to
these theories of the origin and vast diversity of life on this planet islogically coherent—
as we did above—but how well it actually explains what we see or can measure, i.e., the
phenomena studied in the sciences. The result isthat there is no final reason why science
must rest on afoundation that regards physical reality as exhaustive of reality, or why its
method must reject al forms of causation except efficient causation. When placed under
its own microscope, such science simply unveils its philosophical inadequacy.

The results of jettisoning the assumption that science must be materialist might be
surprising! A nonmaterialist science—based on the worldview of Christian theism—will
recognize the plurality that in fact exists in the spatiotemporal world. It will regject the
reductionism that had been characteristic of the science of the past 150 or so years, taking
the entities and processes to be studied on their own terms. In particular, it will study
human beings on their own terms, as conscious, acting agents rather than organic
stimulus-response machines. The result will be that human rationality can be studied qua
rationality, a process of deliberation with its own brand of teleological causation, and not
as amechanical process of inferring strings of symbols from other strings of symbols, as
in acomputer program. Rationality involves action of amental sort, that is. Action will
be studied qua action, and not reduced to behavior, a mechanical response to stimuli, as
with rats or penguins (Skinner’s favorites). Such ascience will be vastly truer to the facts
of human life and experience than what we presently have.

7.3. Materialismand arrogance.

| submit that inherent in the materialist outlook—and evidenced in much thought both
during the Enlightenment and since—is akind of intellectual arrogance. Science and
reason are capable of uncovering many truths and solving many problems, but neither has
universal applicability. Neither can solve all human problems. The arrogance emerges
as humanism. A number of years ago, David W. Ehrenfeld even penned a book entitled
The Arrogance of Humanism.> Humanism's arrogance is that human beings are capable
of creating their own values and solving all the problems they set for themselves by the
methods humanism allows. It isinherently optimistic. Humanism was believed by the
later Enlightenment philosophers, and it remains the implicit creed of social reformers
and central planners of al stripes. In light of the past century, with two world wars,
multiple acts of genocide, the Cold War and the policy of mutually assured destruction
(with the appropriate acronym MAD), and now the appearance of murderous Islamic
radicals on the world scene, humanism now seems naive.

Much of modern thought drew on modern philosophy, and modern philosophy drew its
impetus from the idea that a person could begin with himself, raze every one of his
former beliefs to the ground, start over from scratch, and create a philosophical system
the absolute truth of which was certain. This was the motivation of the French
philosopher René Descartes. Descartes famously wrote: “I realized that it was necessary
... to demolish everything completely and start right again from the foundationsif |
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wanted to establish anything at all in the sciences that was stable and likely to last.”®
Descartes' s methods were those of the pure deduction he had imported into philosophy
from geometry. He gave epistemic primacy to doubt. He would refuse to accept what
could not be established as indubitable by the deductive method: “Reason now leads me
to think that | should hold back my assent from opinions which are not completely certain
and indubitable just as carefully as | do from those which are patently false.”® Thiscan
be contrasted with Aristotle’ s realization that not everything can be proven. Aristotle
said: “...itisimpossible that there should be demonstration of absolutely everything
(there would be an infinite regress, so that there would still be no demonstration);...”%
Hence the need for philosophical givens, not considered susceptible to proof, and for an
epistemic primacy of trust in the veracity of the givens. The latter accords with the
stance of every traditionalist, which is that there are ideas, practices and institutions that
have passed the test of time and should not be overturned on awhim, modified carelessly,
or experimented on—or treated as cold abstractions by philosophers.

God' s existence is and has always been the most important philosophical given of
traditional Christian theism. In Descartes s hands, however, God’ s existence came to
require proof. His deductive arguments did not work, as we aready noted and which his
critics quickly pointed out. This (in combination with the achievements of physical
science) soon trandated into grounds for doubt. The trgjectory of modern philosophy
towards Enlightenment agnosticism and eventual atheism was set. Of course, much of
modern philosophy developed around Cartesian doubt, accepting nothing except what
could be deductively or mathematically proven, or established by concrete (and usually
guantifiable) scientific results. There are many things besides God'’ s existence that are
not susceptible to this kind of proof—some of them central to the sciences themselves.
As Hume showed, it isimpossible to prove deductively that the future must be like the
past (and in a multitude of arenas, the future does not mirror the past). This, to alogical
mind, throws into doubt the entire idea that an empirical inquiry (dealing with an
accumulation of particulars) can discover anything about laws of nature (universals).
Hume's brilliant reasoning stood Western philosophy on its ear, and established one of
the central problems of modern epistemology: how does the human mind acquire
knowledge of what it cannot directly observe and measure? The truth is, with neither
givens nor a priori principlesit cannot. Though the story is obviously much longer than
can betold here, as a general methodological principle, methodological doubt combined
with failure of proof eventually led to skepticism. It also generated positivism, the idea
that truth is exclusively what can be verified or confirmed by empirical science;
pragmatism, the idea that truth can be reducible to what, in some sense, “works’; and
eventually postmodernism, which as we just noted rejects language- and culture-
independent truth altogether. All were merely stopping-off points. Postmodernism |
submit a prime symptom of the collapse of the mainstream philosophical tradition that
has predominated in the Western world since Descartes.®

These observations apply even more to socia philosophy and policy. The arrogance of
both classical and cultural Marxism was (and is) their belief that the entire existing order
could be razed to the ground, as Descartes had done with all his former beliefs, and then
transformed into something new. Cultura traditions and established institutions were
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mere options, and could be changed at will, or so it was assumed. When the Judeo-
Christian tradition is purged from Western civilization, says the cultural Marxist,
transformation will proceed apace and illuminate the path to Utopia. (Traditional
marriage, for example, can be altered, opening the door to marriage between
homosexuals. Since this need not affect the unions between heterosexuals, everyoneis
supposedly happy!) However, cultural traditions serve important purposes. They
represent longstanding patterns of stability within communities. They represent waysin
which individuals identify with their communities and in which their communities
integrate into the larger reality. Thisincludes how their members interact at the most
intimate levels and how they educate the next generation. To ater long-established
institutions and patterns of action from the outside is frequently to destroy the
communities that identify with those institutions and patterns of action—aswe in the
West might discover if we continue to embrace such doctrines as ‘ diversity is our
strength.” As Hayek observed, one cannot criticize all of the traditions and all of the
institutions of one’s society at once without precipitating chaos.

Materialism did not give rise to this notion that human beings could start with only
themselves and begin everything anew, whether epistemologically or politically and
culturally. That was human pride, pure and ssmple. But as the centuries progressed,
materialism both empowered this idea and was empowered by it. Intellectuals embraced
it because they saw it asliberating. They did not want to believe in God, because they
did not want to believe they would ever have to answer to a Power larger than
themselves. Eventually, as should be clear by now, the influence of this notion would be
felt far outside the intellectual world.
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Chapter Eight

Materialism and the Struggle
Between Freedom and Power

8.1. Freedom versus power.

There was atime when we in the West had a mostly good thing going. We had learned to
reject the idea that the king can do as he pleases. We had devel oped a respect for the
individual that existed nowhere else in the world, and established the idea that individual
rights are natural; that is, they antecede, and are not granted by, governments. What the
government grants, after al, it can just as easily take away. We had begun to learn the
immense benefits a civilization can reap from respecting economic and political liberty.
We built the first society that seemed capable of placing limits on arbitrary state power:
the United States of America. Creating a balance of powers was essential; if anything
was clear to the Founding Fathers, concentrations of power could not be trusted. They
had just fought awar for independence from the British Empire, after all. They had first-
hand experience with tyranny. The eventual response to their efforts to place chains on
power while preserving stability was federalism, as sketched above.

The Founding Fathers were not in full theological agreement. But at the time they were
authoring the U.S. Constitution it is safe to say there were no materialists among them.
Indeed, although there had long been vigorous disagreements about specific doctrines,
nearly everyone would have agreed that some kind of Christian theism was a necessary
condition for the ethos of afree society. Remove this ethos at the society’ s peril! What
resulted, among the ordinary people who multiplied and settled the land, was an ethical
code appropriate for life in asociety based on the principles of personal responsibility,
limited government and the rule of law. The Founders did not believe this system was
suitable for anything other than areligious citizenry. As John Adams explained,

We have no government armed with power capable of contending with
human passions unbridled by morality and religion. Avarice, ambition,
revenge, or gallantry, would break the strongest cords of our Constitution
as awhale goes through anet. Our Constitution was made only for a
moral and religious people. It iswholly inadequate to the government of
any other.®’

Our system became an engine of production and wealth creation. Its participants built the
original infrastructure of this country. It attracted peoples from all over the world, who
assimilated and contributed. The American system was not perfect, of course. No
system designed by falible, sinful human beings ever is. It isnow criticized from a
variety of angles. The Founding Fathers owned daves, itissaid. As settlers moved
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across the land they adopted a ‘ manifest destiny’ that justified, in their minds, driving off
the Native Americans they encountered along the way. But there was a deeper issue that
very slowly surfaced over the 71-year period from the ratification of the U.S.
Constitution to the near break-up of the country that began when South Carolina seceded
from the Union in 1860. Before but especially after the War Between the States, it
became even more manifest, and still more as we entered the twentieth century.

The issue was the re-emergence of power. Toreiterate: for the Christian theist, human
nature isinherently sinful. Sin manifests itself in avariety of ways—the Bible
documents many. The manifestation of most interest here isin the desire for power.
Again: inany society or community, afew come to think in terms of power—in terms of
what a student of Nietzsche would call amaster morality. One of the consequencesis
what might be called the objectifying or depersonalizing of persons. Materialism, again,
did not create these tendencies. But it did unleash them, by removing the socia bridles,
products of Christian ethics, tending to hold them in place. The majority does not think
in terms of power. The focus of the mgority in any society istheir own workaday
activities—family, work, church, hobbies—none of which involves any significant
exercise of power over large numbers of others. Indeed, political power isusually off
their personal radar. This, however, makes them vulnerable. One could argue that the
system the Founders set up, although the most gallant effort to establish afree society in
history, was in the last analysis not indefinitely sustainable. At the time the Constitution
was being debated, the group history (mis)labels the Antifederalists argued that the
document gave the central government too much power. Out of those debates came the
Bill of Rights, which doubtless has done much to restrain what would otherwise have
become totally unlimited government long ago. Ultimately, however, our system failed
to solve that central problem of political philosophy: how does society control power?
To the materialist, as we have also emphasized, sin isnot avalid concept. Hence to the
materialist, the pursuit of power need not be something sinful, even though by its very
nature it implies limitations on persons' freedom. The materialist need only complain—
as he did above—that for most of history large groups of people have had limits on their
freedom. Slaveswere not free; women were not free; workers generally were not free.
Hence thereis actually more freedom now, and this justifies what some regard as the
benevolent exercise of power, usually accomplished by institutions of government, since
it is government that passes the laws that may place restrictions on human actions if those
actions repress others. In thisway, materialism and expansionist government go hand in
hand just as materialism and humanism go hand in hand.

8.2. Materialist assumptions, depersonalization and the edifice of control.

I ssues such as abortion raise peopl€’ s blood pressure. They are hard for either sidein the
debate to discuss calmly and rationally, so that one may trace the reasonings of each side
to their premises and then examine those. One premise of the ‘ pro-choice’ side | would
discussisjust avariant on what | just referred to as the depersonalizing of persons. Inthe
case of abortion, what is aborted is not a person but a fetus—an inconvenient lump of
flesh without consciousness, will or personality. It has been depersonalized, to
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depersonalization of American society has occurred in far more subtle ways, disguising
the concept’ s broad applicability. What depersonalization meansisthat even in more
mundane circumstances, our culture increasingly treats persons as objects, i.e., material
entities to be administered to, managed, manipulated, and in the end, controlled.

Let ustake an illustration. Human resources departments used to be called personnel
departments, because it was assumed that the organizations were employing persons.
Within fairly recent memory, however, human beings in the workplace came to be seen
as ‘human capital,” aterm going hand in hand with human resources—as if employees
were akin to natural resources such as land, water and oil. Thisis now universal; every
employer of any size has its human resources department. Almost no one gives this name
change a second thought. Yet it exemplifies the depersonalizing of America. Thisisjust
one example. If one studies what has happened in both the schools and in other aspects
of the workplace over the past few decades, one can find plenty of others. What we have
seen emerging is an edifice of micromanagement and control that once went by such
names as the ‘totally administered society,” aterm hearkening back to that branch of
cultural Marxism known as critical theory. The Marxists had the germ of an important
idea here (leftists occasionally do get some things right). But they continued viewing the
world through Marxist-tinted glasses. Thus they questioned ‘ capitalism,” not noticing
that our economic system had long since become far more corporatist than capitalist.”®
None of the critical theorists |ooked deeply at the fundamental ideas that were shaping
twentieth century civilization, among the most important being that a person is an organic
stimulus-response machine—a material entity to be manipulated. They remained fully
locked into their version of the materialist worldview. Thusthey invariably targeted
symptoms, not problems, and their critiques only added to the problems. The red

sources of control remained untouched. Then their students embraced Marcusean
‘tolerance’ and went crackers over radical feminism, multiculturalism and gay-lesbian
rights. Colleges and universities gradually became places where free and open exchanges
of fundamental ideas were impossible. Some have noticed that universities had became
fundamentally corporatist endeavors.®® Political correctness quickly became just one
component of the growing edifice of control.

Over the past two decades in particular, our society has ceased to be a place where
persons are permitted to find their own way in the world through participation in
genuinely free markets. It has become one in which human resources service controlling
governmental bureaucracies and multinational corporations. The latter often work
closely together, whether to increase the tax base or serve as components of what has
increasingly been called the global workforce. 1n the present state of affairs, the globally-
minded (often operating through extensively networked NGOs and “public-private
partnerships’) decide what kinds of jobs are going to be available, where, and in what
proportions. Government-sponsored education has increasingly come to reflect this shift.
The anti-academic tendencies of the Progressive movement that John Dewey began have
come to full fruition. The new vocationalism, which identifies education with job skills,
now has the force of federal law.
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An increased focus in government schools has thus become vocational training for the
envisioned global workforce. These agendas are publicly known under names such as
Goal's 2000, School-To-Work and Workforce Investment, all products of the 1990s.
They indicate an increasingly brazen anti-intellectualism that has taken over education
policy, empowered by millions of taxpayer dollars courtesy of the federal government.
Teachers careers, moreover, depend on their willingness to subordinate themselves to
these agendas, which involve incul cating the right values and behaviorsin ‘learners’ (the
word used to be students). Teachers must ‘teach to thetest.” The test often measures
politically correct behavioral responses rather than knowledge acquisition in the
academic sense. The current buzzword, especialy with No Child Left Behind (a product
of the 2000 decade), is accountability. So lacking in any sense of history isthis
movement itself or its observers that few have noticed that nowhere does the U.S.
Constitution authorize any federal involvement in education.”

Fear of unemployment (and underemployment) has proven effective for keeping people
inline. The majority of university undergraduates has embraced the identification of
education with job skills. Their purposein attending a university is not to get an
education in the traditional sense but to get first a degree and then ajob. Uncertain
economic times as well as constantly changing conditions aggravate the fear of
unemployment on the part of ordinary people. Thisisthe case even as both the
government and its servants in the dominant media repeat like a mantra, as they did
during the late 1990s, that “the economy is booming; there are new jobs everywhere.”
(Never mind that most were in the ‘ services sector’ and paid under $10 an hour, and that
contrary to the media-generated image of that noxious decade, more people lost than
gained economic ground.) If there has been any constant during the past 20 years, itis
the ubiquity of change. A very popular bestseller relies on a parable—almost a children’s
story—to encourage readers to embrace change in their personal livesinstead of looking
at the big picture, identifying the causes of change, and questioning whether specific
changes are either desirable or endsin themselves.” A population ‘educated’ not to think
about such things (because of the emphasis on vocation and a corresponding de-emphasis
on genuine thinking skills) is defenseless against a particular brand of encroaching
tyranny that may be unigue to the United States. This brand of tyranny sees no need to
imprison or shoot its dissidents, as did the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. It seesno
need to interfere with them directly at all. Instead it cynically allows a controlled
marketplace to offer Pickwickian choices: acquire the desired job skills or descend into
poverty! Take the jobsthat are made available or subsist as best you can on the margins!
Obey those in authority or get out! Creating a controlled market for jobs and even entire
occupations becomes easier as the economy becomes more centralized, wealth becomes
concentrated in the hands of afew, peoples’ lives and activities are increasingly encircled
with regulations making entrepreneurship difficult, the prevalence of scams diminishes
levels of trust and awillingness to take risks, and the political system becomes
unresponsive. Behind it all it is becoming easier to see arising order of power:

Nietzsche' s overman class, which implicitly seesitself as “beyond good and evil.”

In sum, to the extent it has embraced materialism, ours has become a nihilistic society
where the primary values center around money and power (and sex and other forms of
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entertainment functioning as distractions). For many, if not most, morality has become a
personal, subjective matter only. Best to keep it out of the public square and especially
out of education, after telling children that they should be ‘tolerant’ rather than
‘judgmental.’

Given the harshness of these remarks, | should hasten to add that our country is still
probably one of the best places in the world to live, with the most opportunities. Most
societies are worse because they never devel oped the kinds of ideas and institutional
practices that grew out of the combination of Christian theism, limited government and
free markets that originally gave rise to the United States of America. Most other
cultures never came to see the world as partially comprehensible and hence partially
tamabl e through science and technology. But we should not kid ourselves; we are not
invulnerable (as the 9/11 attacks should have proven), and our civilization is not
necessarily immortal. We are presently heading very fast in an undesirable direction.
There isvery likely a connection between materialism as aworldview and the rise of the
order of power to be surveyed next: once an entire culture embraces materialism, even
implicitly, there is no ultimate reason why those in a position to do so should not seek as
much political and economic power as they can, by whatever means are available,
proceeding in stealth if necessary. Thereisno moral injunction, that is, against
organizing agendas with one’ s fellows and assuming the reins of control, eroding
individuals' freedoms bit by bit, until elites rule the masses as they see fit because they
can. There haslong been asaying, ‘ There are three kinds of people in theworld: the
minority who make things happen, the slightly larger group that watches things happen,
and the mgjority that wonders what the dickens happened.” After al, almost none of
those to be ruled over realize what is happening until it istoo late. The few who do, can
be dismissed as paranoid.

8.3. The order of power.

What is this order of power to which | have been referring? Before answering, a
preliminary comment isin order. My answer islikely to be controversial, even among
many Christian theists who are acutely uncomfortable with theidea. | would plead with
them to set their discomfort aside long enough to examine the evidence—for what
followsis only the working out of the logic of materialism as it unbridles those who want
power. Whether my Christian readers will do so is up to them, of course. Many people
admittedly do not want the truth. They do not want to be exposed to uncomfortable
truths. Much of our society is now built around akind of truth-aversion or truth-
avoidance. Christians are not necessarily immune. But turning away and refusing to
look will never make an uncomfortable truth go away. If anything, it makes matters
worse. If you refuse to name and face your enemy, you give him still more control until
heis unstoppable. Thisis definitely the case here.

A large body of evidence supports the ideathat there isindeed an order of power larger
than that of cultural Marxists or Wundtians or Workforce Investment educrats. This
order has encouraged all of these because they all have the same enemies—the Judeo-
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Christian tradition and such notions as individual rights, property rights and the ideals of
human self-determination and self-reliance. They have targeted the United States of
America (and especially the American middle class) for destruction since the United
States of America has long been the place where these ideas bore their fullest fruit, and it
is still the place where they are strongest. Our Founding Fathers had maintained that
central banking was dangerous to liberty. In Europe, the Rothschilds had |earned how to
seemingly create “wealth” from thin air through fractional reserve banking and control
governments through loans. The modern order of power became somewhat visible in the
1880s in England with the British Fabian Society, and also existed in the U.S. It operated
under the elitist assumption that its members know what is best for the entire world, and
that what is best for the entire world isto bring it gradually under a single hegemonic
authority, or world government. Moreover, by the 1890s these individuals had the
financial resourcesto begin taking action. They drew, for example, on the immense
wealth of Cecil Rhodes, the diamond tycoon, and in the U.S. with the equivalent wealth
amassed by such giants of industry as John D. Rockefeller Sr. and Andrew Carnegie, as
well as banking titan J.P. Morgan. The billions amassed by each of these would have
been the equivalent of trillionsin today’ s dollars. The most visible use of the Rhodes
fortune was the creation of the Rhodes Scholarship program, which of course still exists.
Its less visible use was the furtherance of something specified in earlier Rhodes wills: the
creation of asecret society. The Round Table groups came into existence. Soon they
were cooperating closely with American financial elites. Operating mostly by stealth,
these groups maneuvered to gain control of the Western world’ s financial systems. In
1913, the Federal Reserve central banking system was created, despite the Founders
warning. The Federal Reserve system was not a part of the federal government; it was a
private banking cartel that (alongside the U.S. Treasury Department) could micromanage
the value of the currency and, in so doing, begin to micromanage the economy.” That
same year saw the creation of the Internal Revenue Service. For thefirst time, the federal
government could tax the individual’s personal income. This allowed it to expand as
never before.

The order of power began to control more and more of the economies of Western nations.
It gained control of the media by buying outright or establishing huge interestsin
newspapers of record such as the New York Times and the Washington Post. It
bankrolled periodicals with the idea of subtle encouragement of a globalist agenda (The
New Republic isan example).” Its eye was on afuture order, following first the
economic and then the political integration of as much of the world as possible under a
single governing body: “[s]ocialism as dreamed of by Karl Marx,” in the words of one of
their chief American operatives Col. Edward Mandel House, who worked at the side of
President Woodrow Wilson and the Carnegie Endowment for Peace to maneuver the
United States into what became the first World War.”*  The effort to create a L eague of
Nations in response to that war, the worst history had yet seen, was torpedoed by the U.S.
Senate. Theinitial response was the creation of the shadowy Council on Foreign
Relationsin the U.S,, its British equivalent being the Royal Institute of International
Affairs. Eventually the power elites created and bankrolled the United Nations,
headquartered on land purchased by the Rockefellersin New Y ork City.
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The above-discussed progressive movement in education had also been bankrolled by
Rockefeller dollars, pouring first into the University of Chicago, John Dewey’sinitia
home base, and then into Teachers College at Columbia University which became the
center for progressive education. 1n 1902, John D. Rockefeller Sr. established the
Genera Education Board, one year following the publication of American progressivist
sociologist Edward Alsworth Ross's Social Control.” Thetitle alone answers the
guestion why the elites were so interested in education. They had two goals—in many
respects flipsides of one another. They wanted, first of all, to create the conditions first
for economic and then political integration: world government, which would mean the
eventual end of the U.S. as a sovereign nation. Second, they wanted to create a
population that would accept living under a world government and would not question
gradual regional integration. This population would have to have ‘forgotten’ about
Constitutional limits on government or the dangers our Founders recognized as inherent
in concentrations of power. It must not understand much about economics or have
extensive knowledge of history.” It must not be offered much training in logic or critical
thinking or allowed to connect the dots. 1t must be trained to shun the ‘judgmentalism’
associated with transcendent values and be willing to trust those in authority, so that it
will adopt the values desired by the elites. This meant bringing about the slow, gradual
transformation of the educational system, to make it incapable of transmitting the ideas
and values necessary for the retention of afree society. It began with the General
Education Board, whose chairman Frederick Gates declared in 1902 that “In our dreams,
we have limitless resources, and the people yield themsel ves with perfect docility to our
molding hands.””’

The above-mentioned Goals 2000, School-To-Work, Workforce Investment and No
Child Left Behind are just the most recent installments of thislong-term agenda, asis
their immediate predecessor, Outcome-Based Education. With these, we fast-forward to
our own time. A population having been ‘molded’” must have plenty to do. Hence, the
emergence of aworkplace inundated with busywork, with ‘fast-paced’ jobs involving
‘multitasking.” Moreover, the number of available jobs must always be less than the
applicant pool, making it difficult for individuals to change jobs at will. This population
must be kept entertained in its off-hours, so that its members will not use what leisure
time they have to think about the changes occurring in society, perhaps connecting the
dots. Here the corporate news and entertainment media routinely perform to expectation,
with a steady parade of non-events such as Michael Jackson’s foibles and his sister Janet
exposing a breast on stage during a Superbow! halftime performance. They dutifully
titillate the public with celebrities and their antics. The control over major media outlets
by six corporate titans has made this easy. Finally, the population to live under the new
order of power must be kept in a state of vague fear—of the wars that arise between
nation-states, of more terrorism on U.S. soil, of new diseases, and so on. Again, the news
mediafulfillsits responsibilities.

Where is the evidence that this agendareally exists? Writers such as Carroll Quigley, in
his 1,300-page Tragedy and Hope: A History of the World In Our Time” (and in a shorter
work, The Anglo-American Establishment) documented the existence of the power
network in great detail, as well as traced its origins—especialy, in Quigley’s case, to the
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Rhodes inner circle. Evidence that the elite sees the very idea of national sovereignty as
obsolete can be found in works such as Zbigniew Brzezinski’ s Between Two Ages.® The
latter book was instrumental in supplying the theoretical framework for the regional
integration that came about through the misnamed North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) and the World Trade Organization, more recently in Europe as the
European Union, and for the creation of an equivalent hemispheric entity under the Free
Trade Areaof the Americas (FTAA) in the very near future, possibly as soon as 2005.
Moreover, former U.S. Department of Education Senior Policy Advisor turned
whistleblower Charlotte Thomson Iserbyt has documented in great detail the kind of
‘dumbing down’ likely to produce the kind of population described above® John
Taylor Gatto has further documented the long-term decline in basic literacy over the
course of the past century, and also looks not merely to schools of thought like John
Dewey’ s progressive education but to the Rockefeller and Carnegie influence on
government education.®* Judith K. Reisman outlined how the Rockefeller Foundation
bankrolled the Kinsey studies considered above, which led to the sexual revolution.®®
Beverly K. Eakman draws in the Wundtian element, and expands the discussion of the
materialism that devel oped in Wundt’ s wake on arange of educational topics al the way
up through Outcome-Based Education and School-to-Work. She emphasizes how the
educational central planners sought to bring every child under their influence in afashion
eerily prescient of the very name of the most current incarnation of educational social
engineering: No Child Left Behind.** More recently, in a series of articles, historian
Dennis L. Cuddy has documented the rise of the use of ‘mental health’ as an instrument
of socia control, this effort culminating in George W. Bush’s Orwellian-named New
Freedé)5m Initiative, and in the New Freedom Commission on Mental Health, in April of
2002.

Most people, including many Christians, will likely refuse to believe that such an agenda
exists, even if they have read about the effects of NAFTA on America s manufacturing
base and on job distribution in the country generaly, and even if they have become
worried about what is going on in their child’s public school. Quigley and Brzezinsky
both spent their entire careers as members of the elite (the former, it might be worth
noting, was the one person Bill Clinton thanked by name upon assuming office in 1993).
They most assuredly knew what they were talking about, and cannot be dismissed as
‘conspiracy nuts.” The same holds true for Iserbyt, who assembled an avalanche of
evidence of the influence of this agenda on government education while working at the
U.S. Department of Education in the 1980s. Consider the following:

“Mr. O.A. Nelson, retired educator, has supplied the vitally important
documentation needed to support the link-up between the textbooks and
the Council on Foreign Relations. Hisletter wasfirst printed in Y oung
Parents Alert’ (St. EImo, Minnesota). His story is self-explanatory.

“1 know from personal experience what | am talking about. In December
1928, | was asked to talk to the American Association for the
Advancement of Science. On December 27", naive and inexperienced, |
agreed. | had done some special work in teaching functional physicsin
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high school. That wasto be my topic. The next day, the 28", aDr.
Ziegler asked meif | would attend a specia educational meeting in his
room after the AAAS meeing. We met from 10 p.m. until after 2:30 am.

“We were 13 at the meeting. Two things caused Dr. Ziegler, who was
Chairman of the Educational Committee of the Council on Foreign
Relations, to ask me to attend... my talk on the teaching of functional
physicsin high school, and the fact that | was a member of Progressive
Educators of America, which was nothing but a Communist front. |
thought the word ‘ progressive’ meant progress for better schools. Eleven
of those attending the meeting were leaders in education. Drs. John
Dewey and Edward Thorndike, from Columbia University, were there,
and the others were of equal rank. | checked later and found that all were
paid members of the Community Party of Russia. | was classified asa
member of the Party, but | did not know it at the time.

“The sole work of the group was to destroy our schools! We spent one
hour and forty-five minutes discussing the so-called ‘Modern Math.” At
one point | objected because there was too much memory work, and math
is reasoning; not memory. Dr. Ziegler turned to me and said, ‘ Nelson,
wake up! That iswhat we want... amath that the pupils cannot apply to
life situations when they get out of school!” That math was not introduced
until much later, as those present thought it was too radical achange. A
milder course by Dr. Brechner was substituted but it was also worthless, as
far as understanding math was concerned. The radical change was
introduced in 1952. It was the one we are using now. So, if pupils come
out of high school now, not knowing any math, don’t blame them. The
results are supposed to be worthless.”

Thereisyour evidence of the dumb-down that decades later came to fruition as the ‘ new
math,” as well as the subterranean connections between organi zations such as the Council
on Foreign Relations, Marxism, and modern government-sponsored education. There
can be little doubt that similar agendas were underway regarding the teaching of reading
and other basic skills the exercise of which would lead to independent-minded citizens
who would question authority. The result was the adoption of ‘whole-language’
approaches to reading that do not work, combined with efforts to eliminate the teaching
of phonics, which does work.®’

Remaining residua doubts about what the order of power wants should be erased by
reading Our Global Neighborhood,® or by going to the United Nations website and
studying Agenda 21, the bible of the Sustainable Development movement. Agenda 2l is
easily the most detailed blueprint in existence for control over the world' s resources and,
by extension, the world’s populations.®® The ideas behind Sustainable Development date
back at least to the UN’s Brundtland Commission of 1983. The agenda got underway at
the Rio Earth Summit (the 1992 United Nations Conference on the Environment and
Development). It quickly received the full endorsement of the U.S. federal government
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when Bill Clinton created the President’s Council on Sustainable Development in 1993,
and is gradually being introduced in cities and towns all across the country under such
names as ‘ smart growth.” Many entirely innocent, well-intentioned people have gotten
involved with such central planning movements, thinking them local in nature, and do not
realize they are working for the UN, which is seen by the elites of many nations as an
emerging world government. All of thisillustrates the unchaining of power that occursin
relatively advanced societies as they overthrow the traditions that gave them birth and
embrace materialism. Again: according to the Christian theist thislust for power—
combined with the arrogant belief that one's own elite groups have the wisdom and
knowledge to impose a master plan on the world—is just one manifestation of sin. All of
thisis highly controversial and likely to be contested—or simply not believed—because
as awhole it has managed to remain mostly out of sight. Its components are in evidence
everywhere, however; al that is necessary is to connect the dots. Becausethereisa
minority in any population that seeks power, it would be far more mysterious if no such
agenda had ever emerged in our time.

As Western civilization rose, we gradually learned what needed to be done to put this lust
for power on a short leash. Our Founding Fathers attempted to limit the powers of a
central government. They saw centralization as dangerous. They doubtless hoped that
the religiosity of the people would do therest. They were wrong. Today, we have almost
completely forgotten those lessons. Our liberties are consequently diminishing as our
lives are more and more encircled by forces (governmental, corporate, cultural,
technological) over which we as persons have less and less control. Our stage-three
‘adulthood’ may be the society predicted by George Orwell in 1984 or Aldous Huxley in
Brave New World and Brave New World Revisited (or in lesswell known works such as
IraLevin's This Perfect Day and Kurt VVonnegut’ s wry short story “Harrison Bergeron,”
or my own “World Order 2021” *")—as opposed to that of Utopian novels such as
Skinner’s Walden Two.

8.4. Libertarianism?

Where, in this case, does this |eave the freedom it took so long to build? The only fairly
visible group of scholars and activists mounting vigorous, uncompromising defenses of
individual freedom today are the libertarians. Libertarianism isthe premier political
philosophy advocating market-based instead of command-driven economics. Many
libertarians also develop atheory of individual rights grounded in the neo-Aristotelian
view of man as arational animal, considered at various points above. From this theory
follows private property rights, personal responsibility, strict limitations on government,
and the rule of law. Some libertarians draw on the ideas of Ayn Rand, even though Miss
Rand repudiated the movement. Others draw on the economics of the Austrian school of
economics, especially Ludwig von Mises and Murray Rothbard (who was a neo-
Aristotelian in his ethics).

Libertarianism is not a comprehensive, unified worldview, however. There are ssimply
too many disagreements over how best to answer the most basic of the six questions
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reviewed at the outset. For example, libertarians are likely to disagree over the answer to
(1), to the extent they answer it at all, because their main focusis political philosophy,
with secondary foci in either ethics or economics. Libertarians, of course, do have a
worldview; everyone does. But libertarianism as a political philosophy does not by itself
decide between Christian theism and materialism. Neither Rand nor Mises were
Christian theists or anywhere close (although Rand and her followers believed
unequgi)\zlocal ly in free will and have offered arguments at least similar to the one provided
above™).

Neo-Aristotelianism might, in this case, seem to fill in the gap and offer athird Western
worldview, an alternative to both Christian theism and materialism. It might shun
supernaturalism but attempt to preserve a number of elements characteristic of Christian
theism: free will, for example.®® Tibor R. Machan in particular defends apluralistic
metaphysics holding that there are many different classes of entities making up the world,
and that human beings are one such class; what sets human beings apart is their capacity
for reason. It isour nature, by virtue of our reason, to act freely; use of one'sreason to
deliberate, or choose between options, is the key to free will. Thus we can initiate ideas
and undertake courses of action that are not mere behavioral responsesto stimuli.** In
this view, the power of reason built Western civilization. We apprehend reality—the
world around us—as a source both of problems or challenges as well as opportunities for
solving them. Itiscrucial that the capacity of reasonislimited to individuals. Groups
cannot think; there is no such thing as a collective intellect. Nevertheless, we form
organizations and communities because doing so provides countless opportunities to
speciaize in what we do best, divide our labors, and achieve far more than we could as
isolated individuals. One of the prerequisites of the achievements that built Western
civilization we have already canvassed: the realization that market economies are
superior to command economies in producing and distributing the necessities of life.
With necessities taken care of, leisure and luxury become possible; the arts, philosophy,
etc., can flourish. A market economy is superior to acommand economy because it takes
into account the irreducible individualism that characterizes the human condition.
Human beings function better when permitted to make their own choices, not when they
are conditioned to respond as authorities like or ordered about through thresat of force.

In other words, authoritarianism—the contrary of libertarianism—failsin thelong run. If
imposed on a society, it will guarantee an absence of progress. If imposed on a society
that was making rapid progress, it guarantees that progress will slow and eventually begin
toreverse. Arguably thisiswhat has happened in the West, especially with the rise of the
order of power outlined in the last section, considered in light of the moral decay of the
rest of the culture. But if libertarian arguments are as powerful as they seem, their
advocates have amystery on their hands. Authoritarianism remains a major temptation.
Jefferson observed that government tends naturally to expand and liberty to contract.
Libertarianism as a movement has attracted quite afew supporters at the grass roots level
and produced a hefty-sized literature, but overall has proven impotent in its efforts to halt
the expansion of centralized power. Why does government tend to expand?
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8.5. Back to Christian theism.

The answer, of course, isthat desire for power on the part of the few, combined with both
lack of vigilance and responsibility on the part of the many. This answer should be
amost automatic for those who have followed methisfar. If Christian theismistrue, this
iswhat we should expect. The strength of libertarianism isits closeness to the
philosophy of the Founding Fathers, so long as we do not stray too far from their
philosophy of government. The drawback of much libertarianism isthat it istoo close to
materialism, and like all Enlightenment-derived movements, regards the idea of sin as
either meaningless or pernicious. Consider the first. Professor Machan's metaphysical
pluralism sounds okay until we ask, Are the different natural kinds material entities, or
are there natural kinds that are something else? If the neo-Aristotelian eschews the
possibility of entities not capable of being perceived by the senses or their extensions, or
denies that there are any concepts that are not integrated from percepts, then his position
lapses back into a form of materialism.

There are libertarians who profess Christian theism as aworldview. They would observe
that such features of libertarianism as the injunction against initiating force are a'so
features of Christianity. Jesus Christ never employed nor commanded his disciples to
employ force against anyone. Libertarians have sometimes been criticized for having too
sweeping a conception of individual freedom. They would legalize drugs, prostitution,
pornography, gambling, etc. Likewise, there are libertarians who would say that the
choice of an abortion is between awoman and her doctor. Such stances result from their
having realized (correctly) that it isn’t the business of any government to monitor and
control the choices of individuals. Sometimes, however, choices do affect individuas
who were not parties to the transactions (as when a drug-user decidesto drive, or when a
gambler loses al his money and cannot feed his children). Libertarians rightly say that
refusal to endorse state suppression of such activitiesis not the same thing as endorsing
them. However, more needs to be said—Iest we place the society in a position where
vices and appetites spread to the point where they affect the quality of life of members of
the population not involved and threaten overall social stability.

Individual freedom, it should be clear, cannot be a closed, out-of-context absol ute.
Otherwise we again confuse it with license. In Western civilization, Christian morality,
emerging within acommunity as one of its central traditions rather than being imposed
on the community from the outside, has always been in a perfect position to step in and
supply the checks on personal conduct that otherwise might fall to government. Inthis
case, there can be societal injunctions in place against wanton drug use, prostitution,
pornography and gambling, because responsible persons simply do not involve
themselves with such things and do not approve of othersin their community being
involved with them. They will educate their children from earliest years to shun such
activities, and shun those who engage in them. On alarge enough scale, thisis where
social stigma comes from. Such activities may therefore not be illegal, but will certainly
be undesirable. The source of their undesirability is not government but a fear of
ostracism. Thiswill encourage personal restraint even if one's private education within a
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the community. Remove it, aswe said, at the community’s peril!

This seems to have been the general approach among those who originally founded this
country, and it remained in place for generations among ordinary people, if not our
intelligentsia. If we consider again the gradual removal of Christianity from public life
through the twentieth century—accel erating as the century progressed—we have aready
explanation for the growth of government in addition to the desire for power. Recall our
earlier discussion of the paradox of liberty, that genuine liberty in society involves
individuals' restraining their personal, private appetites. Either individuals exercise self-
control, or controls will be placed on them from without, typically by the machinery of
the state. Its actions will meet with the approval of the mgjority, since the majority is
typically more concerned with stability and security than with personal liberty. If the
majority has to choose between security and liberty, they will choose security; the
American public’s complacent acceptance of the massive growth of federal power since
the 9/11 attacksillustrates that. Libertarians may not like it, but there will be occasions
when interventions are necessary to prevent harm from coming to those who are directly
and negatively affected by irresponsible actions to which they were not a party. For
example, if achild diesin acar in the hot July sun while her mother plays video poker
inside a bar (this actually happened in South Carolina prior to the state’ s banning the
games back in 2000), or if children are being neglected in other ways due to irresponsible
choices by their parents, no one of good conscience can believe authorities should stand
by and do nothing.

The response is not that we should abandon libertarianism’s commitment to individual
rights or to free markets and smaller, less intrusive government but that we should
integrate it with the Christian theist worldview. The absence of Christian theism from the
free society spellstrouble. Capitalism and materialism offer a dangerous mixture; once
materialism overwhelms a capitalist economy, the huge accumulations of wealth
capitalism made possible almost assuredly will be misused—as we saw in the last

section. One of the earliest products of materialism outside the intelligentsia per se had
been social Darwinism, which had become an unofficial philosophy of big businessin the
United States by the late 1800s. The result was the “robber baron” era, in which business
tycoons had few scruples about seeking advantages from government or employing other
forms of intimidation to drive their competitors out of business. This helped giveriseto
the Rockefeller and Carnegie financial empires that bankrolled so much mischief during
the century to follow viatheir enormous tax-exempt foundations.” In thisway,
materialism may seem to undermine the case for free enterprise as a viable economic
system. The ready availability of huge concentrations of wealth in the business
environment of the time in fact opened the door to the rise of the order of power with all
that followed: the diminishing of both public and private morality, the loss of classical
education, the slow destruction of any genuine spirit of community, and the slow erosion
of trust between those in business and their employees, clients and customers.

Consider thislast. A free society must operate under the assumption of a moral people
who can trust one another at least most of thetime. Yet consider today’ s system. You
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cannot walk into a bank and cash a check without presenting identification—and often,
with new policies also dating from the late 1990s, athumbprint. Likewise at a grocery
store and at most other stores. At many gas stations now, one must either use a credit
card (thus ensuring that the store receives its payment) or walk inside to pay cash in
advance of filling up. One may enumerate such cases at length in order to demonstrate
that we do not trust one another. Businesses do not trust their customers. Such policies
were not ssmply cooked up to annoy people. | recently asked the attendant at a gas
station near where | live about their policy, which had just been instituted. The attendant
told me of severa casesin which driversfilled up and promptly sped off without paying.
The stations were losing badly needed income! Unquestionably, store clerks ask for ID
and sometimes call banks to verify that a check writer has sufficient funds because of the
risk they take by not doing so. For the same reason, some employers do extensive
background checks on prospective employees before hiring. They often humiliate them
with urine tests to ensure the absence of illegal drugs from their systems. They might
continue random drug testing on employees long after they are hired. Inthisway
businesses reveal that they do not trust their employees. Employees might return the
distrust in ways ranging from passive resistance—doing less than their best work—to
petty theft to slow sabotage of the company by selling its secrets online. Or they might
‘job-hop’ if they can. Loyalty to an employer seemsto be as much athing of the past as
trust by an employer in his employees.

Unfortunately, distrust of strangerstoday is often warranted. There are countless scams
involving employment or personal finance or identity in one way or another. Some of
these involve multi-level marketing schemes—in which high-pressure salespeople lure
unsuspecting othersinside their doors and recruit them with promises of quick wealth,
long-term residual income, and early retirement. They then charge huge fees for
(frequently very overpriced) product that new recruits soon discover they cannot give
away. Therecruitslearn that the promised residual income comes from bringing more
recruitsinto a‘downline.” Statistically perhaps one person in athousand makes money at
multi-level marketing, although the individuals who initiate such scams often rake in
millions before they are called onto the carpet. The Federal Trade Commission has long
been shutting down several such operations ayear.®® For such purposes, it isjust as well
that a government agency exists to deal with professional con artists who have mastered
the psychology of a public many of whom despise their jobs but lack sufficient know-
how and information to recognize and defend themselves against scams. Multi-level
schemes are just one example. Othersinvolve 1-800 numbers. Still othersinvolve off-
shore tax shelters that turn out not to exist; the person whom you trusted simply
disappears along with your money. Identity theft has become a major problem, in which
consumers find themsel ves suddenly in debt for as much as hundreds of thousands of
dollars for purchases they did not make, because an unscrupulous stranger stole their
credit card information. E-Commerce websites must encrypt all their data; but even the
best encryption programs cannot be made compl etely impervious to hackers.

With these observations, we are back to the scenario introduced during the second of our
initial critiques of materialism. American cultureis arguably in decline. Where
Americans could once leave their doors unlocked or walk down city streets at night
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without fear, today they dare not do so! We have already covered the removal of stigma
from abortion, out-of-wedlock births and prostitution (the politically correct term for the
latter is now sex workers, aterm absent any stigma). The arts have declined from a state
of affairs where painting called for genuine talent to the point where *artists' can smear
blobs of paint on canvas (or on their naked bodies, for that matter) and call it ‘art.’
Popular music has declined to a point where it consists exclusively of rhythm, volume
and streams of obscenity (much ‘rap’ and * hip-hop,” also mentioned above). What no
one had better count on is that the order of power described above will beinterested in
arresting these free expressions. Its members likely find the various diversions and
misdirections supplied by the entertainment industry to be useful. If people are
sufficiently entertained—whether by MTV videos, by pornography, by sports, by
celebrities, by sexual license, and so on—the resulting state of affairs makes it easier for
those wanting still more power to consolidate it, while undermining what is left of
Constitutional government. Thisis because too few people are watching vigilantly, and
those who are watching can easily be marginalized or dismissed as paranoid. This state
of affairs can be expected to continue until it istoo late. We may, in fact, have reached
the point of no return already.

In the last analysis, we cannot give up, however. We must drive home the point that the
materialist worldview—and the corresponding ethos of humanism—nhas begun to
undermine the achievement that was Western civilization (originaly Christendom). Its
association with science proves to be very dubious on close examination, as does its
association with logic and reason. On the contrary, it seems refuted by the internal logic
of its own formulation and rational defense. It has undermined moral beliefs about, e.g.,
human sexuality, that for generations provided the basis for stable relationships, family,
and reasonabl e certitude that the community’ s most important traditions would be passed
intact to the next generation. In business, especially big business, materialism helped
inculcate alove of money asan end initself. Thishas, for many, replaced the recognition
that in a market-based economic system, businesses exist not just to make money but to
provide products and servicesto their customers as a condition for profitability. When
corporations can form alliances with governmental entities to obtain unmerited
advantages against the free marketplace, they can drive out competitors and begin to
dictate termsto their employees and even customers who have nowhere elseto go. This
IS corporatism, not capitalism. Corporatism retains many of the surface features of the
market-based system but is, in the final analysis, command-driven as it manipulates and
reduces individuals choices. Inthe end, asworship of God has been replaced (except,
perhaps on Sundays) by the worship of money and power, the effects of the materialist
worldview effects have slowly undermined the trust that must exist in order for free and
stable communities to flourish.

The solution, aswe said earlier, isto get rid of materialism and do what we can to rebuild
a Christian culture based on the Christian theist worldview. How do we do this?
Obviously, rebuilding Christian culture cannot be accomplished overnight. It took quite a
whileto get in our present predicament, and it will take awhileto get out of it.

Christians first must get serious about being organized, supporting one another instead of
quarreling with one another over details; and they must get serious about education,
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including education in America' s founding principles and the prindples of afree
economy bound by Christian principles. And they must be serious about the kinds of
intellectual and financial self-defense they will need against hostile media, political, and
intellectual worlds: thinking skills (including training in classical logic) and strategies
necessary for entrepreneurship and financial independence (including training in personal
finance). We desperately need to begin developing and supporting private initiatives,
institutes and networks devoted to spreading the word through lectures, discussions, and
the production of anew publications. Some of these may be church-based; others not.
Then we need to extend their influence into our communities and beyond. The World
Wide Web has already proven to be a tremendous resource!

One means of getting started is becoming increasingly influential in segments of the
Christian community: home schooling. Christian parents are removing their children
from government schools perceived as hostile to Christian theism and educating them
themselves. Just this past year, amajor Christian denomination, the Southern Baptists,
entertained aresolution calling for Christian parents to remove their children from
government schools. The home schooling movement will likely increase.®” Private
Christian schools are also appearing in every major city. They stress academics as well
as Christian belief. They teach U.S. history, geography and civics, and not just job skills.
Statistics have already appeared showing that homeschooled teenagers are nearly always
ahead of their government schooled counterpartsin every subject area, sometimes by as
much as four years.®

What may result from all such activities is the growth, perhaps over a period of time as
short as two decades, of a significant population of responsible, thinking adults—a
population increasing in size until it approaches a critical mass capable of influencing this
culture for the better. It will fall to these peopleto bail out the rest of what will doubtless
be a disintegrating civilization, while working hard to build up something new. Thereis
no reason to fear that the resulting society will be atheocracy. It was under the auspices
of Christian civilization in Europe that the very ideas of individual rights, personal
responsibility, constitutionally-limited government and the rule of law, were originally
nourished. The resulting communities were not perfect, because human beings are not
perfect. But they were self-correcting; we have learned from our mistakes. In my
judgment we have far more to fear from the kind of society that will result if Christianity
isall but banned from public life than we do from the influence of Christians. We have
only to realize the dangersinherent in the lust for power on the part of afew, outlined
above. Concentrations of power have always proven dangerous—even deadly. We
should work towards a Christian society in which power is dispersed as widely as
possible. Only then, God willing, shall agodly people experience true freedom!
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Chapter Nine

Conclusion: The Twilight of Materialism

9.1. Materialismand “ useful fiction.”

We come at |ast to the home stretch of thisessay. In accordance with its subtitle, we
have considered traditional Christian theism versus modern materialism. We have
reached the conclusion that modern materialism fails. It has not merely failed, it has
failed catastrophically. Therise and near-triumph of materialism has been, after al, a
catastrophe for Western civilization and culture.

There are afew additional reasons for getting rid of materialism besides those considered
in depth above, and for restoring the Christian theist basis for Western civilization. When
pressed to the wall, the materialistic humanist insists that in addition to seeking verifiable
knowledge through science he is attempting to make the world a better place, using the
tools scientific method and technology have made available. Suppose we were to ask,
why, given his assumptions, does he want to make the world as awhole better? This may
seem like a strange or even disingenuous question. Isn’t it obvious that pleasure is better
than pain, happiness is better than unhappiness, and that aleviating suffering is good?
Shouldn’t secular humanitarianism be credited with doing that much? A culture whose
members are working steadily to increase the overall amount of happiness, or decrease
violence and intolerance, or alleviate suffering, is surely superior to one that does not.

But let us not beg any questions here. Why, on materialist terms, should you be
concerned about the fate of your culture? Let us not dismiss the question until we have
looked at B.F. Skinner’s answer, delivered back in the mid-1970s not long after the
publication of his popular work Beyond Freedom and Dignity:

Ultimately there is no reason why you should be concerned about the fate
of your culture, but if your culture has not convinced you thereis, then so
much the worse for your culture.”

Skinner made this remark in a video documentary on his ideas and the controversy they
had aroused. | was an undergraduate philosophy student. The documentary was shown
in a philosophy of science class | wastaking. Skinner’s statement floored me. | recorded
itinajournal | had been keeping, determined to remember it. Even then | had been
thinking about materialism (the problems posed by worldviews were buried during my
years trying to survive graduate school and then start ateaching career). Skinner, ina
single moment of frankness, had let the cat out the bag. He had revealed that given
materialist assumptions, the idea that your culture is valuable and worth preservingisa
convenient, useful fiction—afiction hidden from those who don’t reflect on the matter.
In amaterialist universe consisting exclusively of matter obeying exclusively the laws of
physics and chemistry nothing is of ultimate value. Vaues—even ethical values—are
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ephemeral tools. Perhaps, as human creations, they enable communities to hang
together—Dbut only if you don’t look at them too closely. Nietzsche looked at them too
closely—and eventually went insane. Existentialists pondered these results without
delving into the metaphysics, and served up plays, short stories and novels of alienation
and desolation. Intellectuals’ best way of not looking too closely has been to escape into
socialist / humanist fantasies, or studiously avoid doing too much metaphysics! (Many
professional philosophers did ‘analytic philosophy,” a descendent of logical positivism
that focuses on logical technique and linguistic minutia, and only rarely getsto the big
guestions.) Small wonder entire schools of thought from positivism down to
postmodernism have tried to eliminate metaphysics from serious philosophy!

9.2. Materialism and the extinction of the individual.

Materialism holds that there is nothing more to a person than a body with senses, brain,
nervous system, glands, and so on. Thereisno ‘soul’ or other numinous entity that
survives death. Thisleads to the conclusion that according to the materiaist death can
only mean the complete extinction of the individual: the equivalent of a dreamless sleep
into which one falls and from which one never awakens, the ‘slegp’ of nonexistence after
one merely ‘winksout.” Neither metaphor quite captures what we are after here. Death,
in the materialist’s version of the universe, is more than the mere annihilation of
consciousness. It isareturn to absolute nonexistence. Where were you before your
birth? Nowhere. And unconcerned about it. Where will you be after your death? Also
nowhere. And presumably just as unconcerned—after afew final moments of lucidity,
perhaps. The subject is unpleasant, and it is unsurprising that no one can really conceive
of hisown annihilation and return to nonexistence when his brain smply ceases
functioning. If thisisfaced honestly, you have to admit that you do not even survive
through your works and progeny—for after having ‘winked out’ you are not around to
see or be concerned in any way with what becomes of them. Moreover, when you die,
your society and the state both go on—and with this we are easily on the road back to
statism! Theindividual becomes nonexistent, but the state goes on! To be sure, no state
isimmortal any more than is any individual. Ultimately, of course, according to the
materialist the human race itself will one day go extinct—suffering the same fate as the
individual. Not even his humanist new world order will survive.

Perhaps the materialist will respond that none of this really matters, except to those
morbid souls attracted to philosophy and obsessed with ultimates. No normal person, he
will insist, suffers anxiety because the human race might go extinct in amillion years.
Therest of humanity is eating, drinking, and making merry, quite oblivious to such
things—or focusing productively on the present, making contributions to society. The
answer isthat remaining oblivious to an issue may be a personal choice for some, but
does not make the issue disappear. Eventually the end of one’s mortal existenceis
something everyone has to confront. Then, to athoughtful person, the metaphysical
guestions remain: isit the end of mere physical existence and the beginning of one’slife
with God (if Christian theism istrue and you are a Christian)—or is it the complete
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annihilation of your being and personality (if materialism is by some chance true)? In the
case of the latter, with all of life ephemeral, isanything in it of permanent value?

9.3. Materialismand evil.

Some materialists object to Christian theism by invoking the existence, on Christian
terms, of evil in the world—as we noted at one point above. We may speak not just of
moral evils, such as murder and genocide, but natural evils aswell: disastrous events
such as famines, hurricanes and earthquakes which also wipe out innocent lives. Or the
many horrible events fate deals out seemingly at random to individuals: aheart attack
that strikes without warning, a debilitating stroke that ruins a person’ s retirement, sudden
cancer appearing in the prime of one’slife, and so on. Couldn’t an omnipotent God—
and shouldn’'t amorally perfect God—eliminate these natural evils that destroy the lives
of theinnocent? Thisisthe classical problem of evil, often thought to be the most serious
objection to any form of Christianity. The Christian theist, it seems to me, can answer
such arguments. He can go further, moreover, than such responses as that the presence of
evil helps us appreciate what is good. That kind of argument would not convince me.
According to Scripture, evil and suffering were not part of the original plan, structure or
order of the universe. Scripture tells us that God created the world and * saw that it was
good.” It wasaworld of order and harmony. Human beings, moreover, existed in
harmony with thisworld. Their service to God would presumably involve labor, of
course, but the labor would not be dreary and painful. Evil entered the world with sin—
with the human choice of disobedienceto God, that is. God literaly cursed physica
nature (Gen. 3:16-19). When sin entered the world, it had ripple effects everywhere.
These would affect all life, and every human being. The order that God had built into the
universe automatically began to work against the human race. Labor became dreary and
painful. Our survival became a struggle in aworld turned hostile, which included
everything from natural disasters to the many diseases from which we suffer. Our
tendency to sin continued to work against us. The results included murders and wars, in
addition to painful labor and physical suffering. Thereisno basisfor abelief that God
should intervene to prevent the long-term effects of human choices, as doing so would
amount to His constantly having to suspend physical law.

We may seem to be too dismissive here of a problem that has haunted philosophical
theology for centuries. The materialist is surely not going to accept the above solution—
but at least the Christian theist has a solution. His solution isthat thisworld is not the
final reality, and that its evils will one day be ended. Given materialist premises, we can
describe the world’ s mundane sufferings and natural disastersin identical terms but we
might be less inclined to pronounce them evil (unless, of course, human decisions were
involved as with genocide and mass murder). Materialists would simply describe them as
manifestations of nature’' s abject indifference to human life. To the suffering individual,
however, that is not much consolation. Unlike the Christian theist, the materialist is
compelled to accept that nature deals out its cards in amore or less random fashion,
without rhyme, reason, or any larger purpose at all. It is by sheer chance that oneisborn
into a situation leaving him with no hope of ever flourishing and not into an enclave of
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privilege and comfort. It is by sheer chance that one has a child whose life is destroyed
before it can really get started by a deadly disease or a horrible accident. It is often by
chance that some are wiped out in their prime by heart attacks, strokes, cancers, and so
on, while others live healthy lives well into their 90s and beyond.* This comes on top of
the realization that according to the materialist, death means the utter annihilation of the
individual in that ‘winking out’” when his brain ssimply stops.

The Christian theist recognizes that inequities exist, that morality and justice are not to be
had in the physical universe, and points to how Jesus Christ saves the rich and the poor
alike, the well and theinfirm alike. He does not measure human worth by the
circumstances of one' s birth or how much treasure one lays up while on Earth or by the
physical state of one’s body. The materialist has no answer to the injustices of life other
than efforts at social engineering. His agendas for transforming and perfecting human
nature not only fall short, they make everything worse. Histendency to deify science and
technology has run aground in recent years. His belief that knowledge and education
offer curesfor al social and persond illsis rendered almost comical in light of the fact
that materialist experimental psychologists have thoroughly undermined whatever
effectiveness modern government schools might have attained. High schoolers now
graduate with almost no knowledge of their country’s history or the philosophical
underpinnings of its founding, leaving them followers of corporatism and expansionist
government, behind which the powerful few can do asthey please. Finally, materialism
leads to the perversion of individual freedom by leading to its confusion with license. If
a sufficient number of people confuse liberty with license, their actions undermine the
trust or confidence that members of the same community must have in one another if
their community isto remain cohesive and functional. Thiswill go beyond asimple
inability to sleep with your windows open and doors unlocked. When large and powerful
busi nesses become corrupted by the idea that freedom means the freedom to do whatever
those running them want, people will turn to the state to regulate them. The sameistrue
of personal conduct. Againwe are back at statism. A free society must operate under the
presumption that the majority of people can be counted on to act responsibly most of the
time. If this changes to the extent that it threatens to disrupt societal cohesiveness and
stability on alarge scale, people will accept coercion.'® The state, of course, isjust
politicians and bureaucrats, and are subject to the same corruptions if not more so. So
soon the state will be running out of control, creating still more problems without solving
the original ones (think of our government’s ‘wars on poverty, drugs, and now
terrorism). Aseconomic and cultural dysfunction spreads, more and more people will
feel trapped and cynical. Arguably this describes the predicament Western civilization
findsitself in today.

Western civilization grew up around communities that took Christian belief for granted.
Materialism overwhelmed the Western intelligentsia first, then spread gradually outward
through a kind of cultural osmosis. Materialism did not create our tendency toward
corruption and license; it simply unleashed this tendency by undermining the credibility
of the moral restraints that had followed from Christian belief and been built into the
warp and woof of a multitude of human habits and practices. As materialism slowly
insinuated itself into American culture, the sense of license spread. Honesty compels us
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to admit that we have been dlipping backward culturally ever since. Our science and
technology may have progressed to new heights, but during the past century our
philosophies have grown ever more despairing or escapist, as our crime rate, suicide rate,
and tendencies towards substance abuse and perverted forms of behavior have soared.
Freud had been fascinated by the powerful sexual urge. This urge began to break free of
moral restraint when Kinsey’ s studies severed the ties between the Judeo-Christian
tradition and sexual conduct. Small wonder we now have a militant homosexual
movement on the march today, infiltrating all institutions from corporations down to
elementary schools. Once these ties are broken, we lose al basis for judging any form of
sexual conduct, and run therisk of the eventual ‘normalization’ of all manner of practices
including pedophilia. Recent literature indicates that the slippery slopeis quite real 1

Finally, we have been unable to restrain those who have used the instruments of the state
to increase their wealth and power. Accordingly, wealth and power have become more
and more concentrated and centralized. The rest of us have been coerced into one form
or another of dependence. Whether the new order of power is stoppable, only time will
tell. Many Christian theists believe that it was predicted in the Bible—in Revelations, for
example, or in Daniel. If theseinterpretations of Scripture are right, then in an important
sense, it has happened. It will happen. The most we can do isrefuse to help it along, by
continuing to be God's messengers for aslong asit takes to weather what will doubtless
be an extremely rough ride.

9.4. Concluding Remarks.

In hisclassic essay Man's Search For Meaning written following time spent in
Auschwitz and other Nazi concentration camps, psychologist Viktor Frankl observed that
those most likely to survive were those who had their religious faith to cling to.**> Those
whose faith was strong, were more resilient. Those with no faith often simply wasted
away amidst the brutal treatment they received at the hands of the Nazis. This appliesto
ustoday, in aless extreme form. Christian theism does not imply aworld where thereis
no human suffering; but unlike materialism, it doesimply away out other than personal
annihilation. To paraphrase one of Frankl’sideas, to live on Earth is to suffer; to survive
isto find meaning in the suffering. In our terms, solid confidence in an existence beyond
the physical world can supply such meaning. Frankl did not go thisfar. Hewas not a
Christian theist. Instead, he developed ‘logotherapy,” which emphasi zes the search for
meaning as central in athoughtful person’slife. This opens the door to Christian theism
as alone capabl e of fully resolving the problem.

In the final analysis, this all suggests that to place your entire philosophy and system of
valuesin this world—the physical world we inhabit as creatures of flesh and blood and
experience through our senses, or the treasure one lays up in terms of money, wealth, or
possessions—is to set yourself up for eventual disappointment. Thiswill be the case
even if oneis not beset with immediate physical suffering, as often accompanies the
aging process. Materialism teaches indirectly that al life ends with the grave; not even
the wealthy and successful can take their wealth and success with them. It may suggest
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the desirability of alife of transient higher pleasures and ephemeral meanings (enjoyment
of asunset, or loving a spouse or child, or a sense of accomplishment from having
invented something that improves peopl€e’ s lives or having started a successful business
or having written a satisfying work of philosophy)—but always with the caveat that these
pleasures will come to an end, when our corpses all end up in the same place: six feet
under. It therefore really does suggest a dark and despairing view of life, when faced
frankly and not evaded, with the full view of the totality of lifein thisworld firmly in
mind. It offersaworld in which morality and justice areillusions. Perhapsthisisthe
real reason Nietzsche went insane. By thistime | hope | hardly need add that these are
not the idle reflections of a philosopher and writer. In one way or another they affect us
al. Being faced with such issuesis part of what makes us human. The eventual need to
confront them head on is part of what makes a thoughtful person come to realize his need
for an existence beyond the physical—his need, that is, for the God of Christian theism.

Columbia, South Carolina
January 2003 through September 2004; further editing, December 2004
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Endnotes

! For the purposes of this essay | have not adopted so-called ‘ gender-neutral’ or any other form of trendy or
politically correct language, which isusually just awkward and distracting. Thus readers can expect uses of
the word man where the intended referent is obviously the human race as awhole, and also the generic he
which can refer to he or she.

% See C.S. Lewis, Miracles: A Preliminary Sudy, rev. ed. [1960] (New Y ork: Touchstone Books, 1996).

% A materialist could, | suppose, conceive of God as material in some sense; there were ancient materialists
who conceived of the gods as material beings ‘along way off, and indifferent to our fates.” But given this,
what would be the point? So | will simply ignore such versions of materialism.

“ It might be worth noting, of course, that Islam also places God (Allah) at the center of existence. Thus
Moslems will oppose many of the same things Christian theists oppose, including materialism and
humanism. Although there is not space to develop the thought in detail, | suspect that one source of
Moslem distrust of American-based civilization because of the appearance of cultural schizophrenia that
has emerged from the longstanding philosophical warfare between Christian theism and materialism. A far
larger role must be assigned to interventionist U.S. foreign policy extending back at least asfar as the
1950s. For atimeline of the latter see Jacob Hornberger, “Irag, Iran, and September 11: A Chronology,”
http://www.fff.org/comment/com0212i.asp (Future of Freedom Foundation, December 19, 2002).

® See Ervin Laszlo’s The Systems View of the World (New Y ork: Braziller, 1972).

® See Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality [1929] (New York: The Free Press, 1978)

" The genesis of this particular way of phrasing several of these questions | owe to British philosopher of
science Nicholas Maxwell; cf. his“ Science, Knowledge, Reason and Wisdom: A Critique of Specialism,”
Inquiry 23 (1980), pp. 19-81. | have also drawn on the account provided by John Kekesin his book The
Nature of Philosophy (Totowa, NJ Rowman & Littlefield, 1980), esp. pp. 58-65, although there are some
major differences between his conception of aworldview and mine.

8 See Michael Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension (New Y ork: Doubleday, 1966).

® All Scripture references are to the King James Version.

19 Thus does Christian theism take issue with Mises on this point, who in Human Action denies that a
Supreme Being could ever be motivated to act (e.g., pp. 69-70). According to Christian theism, God is
infinite and eternal while man is finite and temporal. Thiswould place God' s actions and their motivations
on an entirely different plane from those of man’s; from our standpoint it would simply be an abuse of
reason to believe that beings of finite and temporal intellect could understand an infinite and eternal God by
means of finite, temporal and fallible reason.

! The context of the discussion is Aristotle’ s defense of the principle of contradiction, easily one of the half
dozen or so most important works of philosophy in the entire Western tradition. See Richard McKeon, Ed.,
The Basic Works of Aristotle (New Y ork: Random House, 1941), p. 737f.

12 See Hugh Ross, The Creator and the Cosmos (Colorado Springs, Colo.: NavPress, 1993), esp. pp. 105-
21.

3 Kant’s major work was called Critique of Pure Reason.

14 See Gordon H. Clark, Logic, 2™ Ed. [1985] (Jefferson, Md.: Trinity Foundation, 1988).

1511927] New Y ork: W.W. Norton, 1989.

'8 Thelatters' Principia Mathematica became the most important treatise on mathematical logic of itstime.
Later, in the 1920s, A.J. Ayer’s Language, Truth and Logic [1935, 2™ ed. 1946] (New Y ork: Dover Books,
1952) became logical positivism’sideological manifesto.

7 Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press, 1971.

18 See especially Tibor R. Machan, Individuals and Their Rights (La Salle, I11.: Open Court, 1989);
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19 Ayn Rand expressed her core philosophy in the form of novels the most important of which was Atlas
Shrugged (New York: Random House, 1957) cf. aso The Virtue of Selfishness (New York: New
American Library, 1964).

2 Thisisthefirst linein The Social Contract, originally published in 1762.
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%2 Dela Mettrie wrote an essay entitled L’ Homme Machine (Man, a Machine), originally published in 1748.
2 Current edition: New York: International Publishers, 1971.
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