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Let us sketch the general character of this argument. God is the most perfect being. This is what all men mean
b'y‘ God, regardless of whether He exists or not. Now the philosophers claim that they can prove the incompati-
bility of reve'lation and of any other miracle with divine perfection. That is a long story, not only in the seven-
teenth aqd eighteenth centuries but of course also in the Middle Ages. I will try to sketch this argument by going
back to its human roots. Fundamentally, the philosophic argument in natural theology is based on an analogy
from human perfection. God is the most perfect being. But we know empirically perfection only in the form of
human perfection, and human perféction is taken to be represented by the wise man or by the highest human
approximation to the wise man. For example, just as the wise man does not inflict infinite punishment on erring
human beings, God, still more perfect, would do it even less. A wise man does not do silly or purposeless things,
‘but to use the miracle of verbal inspiration, for example, in order to tell a prophet the name of a pagan king who
is going to rule centuries later, would be silly. I mean that is the argument underlying these things or something of
this kind. To this I would answer as follows: God’s perfection implies that he is incomprehensible. God’s ways
may seem to be foolish to man; this does not mean that they are foolish. Natural theology would have to get
rid, in other words, of God’s incomprehensibility in order to refute revelation, and that it never did.

There was one man who tried to force the issue by denying the incomprehensibility of God’s essence, and
that man was Spinoza. [May I say this in passing that I have leaned very heavily in my analysis of these things on
Spinoza.] One can learn much from Spinoza, who is the most extreme, certainly of the modern critics of revela-
tion, not necessarily in his thought but certainly in the expression of his thought. I like to quote the remark of
Hobbes, you know, a notoriously bold man, who said that he had not dared to write as boldly as Spinoza. Now
Spinoza says, “We have adequate knowledge of the essence of God,” and if we have that, God is clearly fully
comprehensible. What Spinoza called the adequate knowledge of the essence of God led to the consequence that
miracles of any kind are impossible. But what about Spinoza’s adequate knowledge of the essence of God? Let
us consider that for one moment, because it is really not a singular and accidental case. [Many‘ of you will have
seen Spinoza’s Ethics, his exposition of that knowledge.] Spinoza’s Ethics begins, as you know, with certain de-
finitions. Now these definitions are in themselves absolutely arbitrary, expecially the famous definition of sub-
stance: substance is what is by itself and is conceived by itself. Once you admit that, everything else follows from
that; there are no miracles possible then. But since the definitions are arbitrary, the conclusions are arbitrary.
The basic definitions are, however, not arbitrary if we view them with regard to their function. Spinoza defines
by these definitions the conditions which must be fulfilled if the whole is to be fully intelligible. But they do not
prove that these conditions are in fact fulfilled — that depends on the success of Spinoza’s venture. The proof lies
in the success. If Spinoza is capable of giving 2 clear and distinct account of everything, ther we are confronted

‘with this situation. We have a clear and distinct account of the whole, and, on the other hand, we have obscure
accounts of the whole, one of whom would be the biblical account. And then every sane person would prefer the
clear and distinct account to the obscure account. That is, I think, the real proof which Spinoza wants 10 give.
But is Spinoza’s account of the whole clear and distinct? Those of you who have ever tried their hands, for
example, at his analysis of the emotions, would not be so certain of that. But more than that, even if it is clear
and distinct, is it necessarily true? Is its clarity and distinctness not due to the fact that Spinoza abstracts {from
those elements of the whole which are not clear and distinct and which can never be rendered clear and distinct?
Now fundamentally, Spinoza’s procedure is that of modern science according to its original conception — 1o
make the universe a completely clear and distinct, a completely mathematizable unit.

Let me sum this up: the historical refutation of revelation [ — and 1 say here that thisis nat changed if you
take revelation in the most fundamentalist meaning of the term —] presupposes natural theology because the
historical refutation always presupposes the impossibility of miracles, and the impossibility of miracles is ultima-
tely guaranteed only by knowledge of God. Now a natural theology which fills this bill presupposes in its tumn a
proof that God’s nature is comprehensible, and this in its turn reqyires completion of the true system of the true
or adequate account of the whole. Since such a true or adequate, as distinguished from a merely clear and
distinet . account of the' whole, is certainly not available, philosophy has never refuted revelation. Nor, to come

back to what I said before, has revelation, or rather theology . ever refuted philosophy. For from the point of
view of philosophy, revelation is only a possibility : and secondly, man, in spite of what the theologians say . cun
live as a philosopher, that is to say, untragically. It seems to me that all these attempts, made, for example. by
Pascal and by others, to prove that the life of philosophy is fundamentally miserable, presuppose faith:it is not
acceptable and possible as a refutation of philosophy. Generally stated, I would say that all alleged refutations of
revelation presuppose unbelief in revelation, and all alleged refutations of philosophy presuppose already faithin
revelation. There seems to be no ground common 1o both, and therefore superior to both.

If one can say colloquially, the philosophers have never refuted revelation and the theologians have never
refuted philosophy, that would sound plausible, considering the enormous difficulty of the problem from any
point of view. And to that extent we may be said to have said something very trivial; but to show that it is not
quite trivial, I submit to you this consideration in conclusion. And here when I use the term philosophy. | use it
in the common and vague sense of the term where it includes any rational orientation in the world, including
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science and what have you, common sense. If this is so, philosophy must admit the possibility of revelation. Now
that means that philosophy itself is possibly not the right way of life. It is not necessarily the right way of life,
not evidently the right way of life, because this possibility of revelation exists. But what then does the choice
of philosophy mean under these conditions? In this case, the choice of philosophy is based on faith. In other
words, the quest for evident knowledge rests itself on an unevident premise. And it seems to me that this difficul-
ty underlies all present-day philosophizing and that it is this difficulty which is at the bottom of what in the
social sciences is called the value problem: that philosophy or science, however you might call it, is incapable of
giving an evident account of its own necessity. I do not think I have to prove that showing the practical usefulness
of science, natural and social science, does not of course prove its necessity at all. I mean I shall not speak of the
great successes of the social sciences, because they are not so impressive; but as for the great successes of the
natural sciences, we in the age of the hydrogen bomb have the question-completely open again whether this
effort is really reasonable with a view to its practical usefulness. That is of course not the most important reason
theoretically, but one which has practically played a great role.





