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Welcome from the Editorial Board
-Welcome to the second edition of Zetetikon,
a philosophical magazine.
The title of our journal comes from the Greek and describes one who
is ‘disposed to search or inquire.’ As such, the submissions which were
chosen all reflect this spirit of inquiry.
As you will notice, certain themes emerge in this issue, such as around
the topics of original sin and tragedy. These themes are not decided in
advance, and are the result of the work being produced and submitted
by the members of the intellectual community at Northern Arizona
University.
-Zetetikon
is produced in large part by and on behalf of the Undergraduate
Philosophy Club of Northern Arizona University, and is made possible
through the Richard A. Wood Fund. The editorial board selects
-submissions for Zetetikon
through a process of blind review. The board
consists of senior members of the Undergraduate Philosophy Club and
three faculty members.
If you have any questions, suggestions, or comments, or if you would like
to submit a piece for a future issue, please write to: zetetikon@nau.edu

Dedication
This journal stems from and is devoted to the activity of searching; we
cannot think of a person who better fits the description of a searcher than
Jennifer McLean. Thus, it is with humility and sadness that we dedicate this
-issue of Zetetikon
to Jennifer. A vital thinker, a thoughtful interlocutor,
and a generous friend has been lost to us, and we feel her absence acutely.
Within this issue, you will find two philosophical reflections Jennifer
produced last fall. We are sincerely grateful to Jennifer’s mother, Debbie
Alvin, for providing us with these and granting us the permission to print
them.
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Jennifer McLean
piece 1

If you build a robot with free will, are you responsible for its
actions? (I do not believe so, but you can be held responsible for negligence
if you do not do everything in your power to show the robot right from
wrong. Nurture vs. nature. You can bring the robot up to be an evil robot.
Or you can bring the robot up not knowing what is right and wrong. We
are responsible for the actions of those under us to a certain degree.)
Why didn’t God make us free, but self-controlled? (If God had
made us in his image, wouldn’t we have free choices, but the ability to use
our free will to go towards the greater good?) Or are we self-controlled,
but our desires fight with our reason? Harmony is our desires and reason
working together. Self-control is our desires and emotions fighting with
reason.
One cause makes another cause that acts on its own. The second
cause acts on evil. Is the first cause responsible for negligence? No.
Parents are not negligent if they have children who sin. If God created a
world where we act on our own, is he negligent? Maybe yes, because he
can control the world. Does God have control over our free will? What
would happen if God took away our free will? If Adam, Eve and Satan
were perfect, why would they want to sin? If parents expose their children
to sin, like taking drugs in front of them, the parents are liable. Is God
liable or negligent because he put the Tree of Good and Evil in the world?
Would life be worth living without free will? (no)
It would be like living in a padded room, or being mentally ill,
having the ability to think, but not to be able to make decisions. I believe
that a person without the ability to have free will would get bored or
frustrated because he would not be able to make his own decisions. He
would not really be a human being with the ability to make moral decisions.
Part of what makes us human is the ability to make rational decisions. Ex:
Buddha, a rich kid with no responsibilities. Comfort is not enough!! Does
God want to take away free will? Did he give us free will because he knows
that we needed to make our own decisions?

piece 2
Can the heart have a deeper understanding of reason? Those who
are not strong in reason listen to their hearts. Those who appeal to the heart
win over more people, that is why faith is important. The images learned
through the heart are distorted. The alternate way to truth is through the
heart, but it is not the superior way. Reason is the ultimate good. It is what
keeps us from sinning and making bad decisions. However, many people
say that ignorance is bliss. Those who do not have reasoning skills, and
blindly believe what they are told seem to live in happiness. They are not
always searching or studying. They love, live and worship a higher good.
Are they really happy, or do they have the illusion of happiness? Can one
really be happy without the constant search for knowledge? Can one be
happy believing in love, when they have no knowledge of love? Can one
be happy believing in a higher good, if they have no logical knowledge
of that higher good? While a life without knowledge and reason may
seem like a peaceful life, it is a life not worth living. The Buddha states
that ignorance is a source of all pain. He believes that if we get rid of all
ignorance, we can live without pain. I believe that this is true. If we force
ourselves to gain knowledge, then we are getting rid of our ignorance. If
we rid ourselves of ignorance, then we can use our reason to go towards
the greater good. When we are going towards the greater good, then we
are following our ultimate goal in life.
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If knowledge is the ultimate happiness, then is love just an illusion?
Like Plato’s ‘Allegory of the Cave,’ do we see shadows of what love is?
Have we been forced to see life through shadows on the wall, only learning
a distorted view of life? Yes, we have. It is only through reason that we can
have the ability to climb out of the cave and see the world for what it really
is. When we forsake reason and knowledge, we are turning to our hearts
to gain knowledge of the world. That knowledge, while more pleasing to
us, is not true knowledge. It is a shadow of the real truth. Many people
are comfortable having knowledge obtained through the heart because it
is comforting to them. The shadows are all that they know. However, to
have true happiness, you must climb out of the cave and use reason to gain
true knowledge. Only through true knowledge and reason can we gain
ultimate happiness. Love, our emotions and desires will only distort the
truth for us. Thus, it is my conclusion that our emotions, desires and wills
of the heart may be real, but they will never fulfill our longing, nor will they
ever have the ability to make us happy. We must climb out of the cave of
our heart and follow reason to obtain happiness and the greater good that
we are meant to obtain.

For the Love of Wisdom
Nyla Davis

Is the meaning of my life tied to my happiness?
Follow these guidelines of morality,
shaped by religion, society and knowledge,
like a diet necessary to fit that dress for the ball.
Things running through the mind, words, pictures,
all encapsulating the thinking process,
a computer oiled and ready to run.
Living, moving, doing,
wash the clothes, paint the walls.
What’s real? Can we hold it? Touch and See it?
love, faith, hope, versus an ice cream cone.
Logic, Make an argument, Is it good or even true?
Here is a debate for you? Common sense,
People operate in their own self interests
Aesthetics, pretty, artistic,
a painting, a flower, the abstract
Ethics, right and wrong, always or exceptions?
Let the woman chose or life is life right down to a cell
Natural law God’s design or ours,
God made the trees, grass and sky,
we made the laws we live by.
Ownership, everything belongs to everyone or
this shirt is mine because I bought it.
Politics, who rules and from what perspective?
A king or queen, everyone pick up a ballot then submit it.
Metaphysics existence is it here or is it imagined.
Played a game today without too many props.
Language can be coy.
Are the sentences truly descriptive of the event?
Study linguistics, what’s really in a sentence?
Ask questions then make questions of those questions.
There’s more wisdom to seek, find, discuss, explore
Draw a line. no, a circle. no a cube better yet a ball
Explanations in every direction achieve all
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Thoughts on Teaching Philosophy
Dennis Rusche

I wish to thank the NAU philosophy students for this opportunity
to publish some of my thoughts on teaching philosophy in their zine
-Zetetikon.
My career as a teacher at NAU began over 35 years ago. In
this long duration I have taught many different courses and learned much
about the nature of education and how to be an effective teacher.
Teaching methods, I have learned, will vary with the sort of course
one is teaching. An arts course or a course in technology, both kinds of
which I have taught, will differ from one in ethics not just as to content
but with respect to approach and method. Consequently, I will focus these
remarks on my Introduction to Ethics course. I believe that an ethics
course can be representative of other theory courses taught in philosophy
such as courses taught in epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of mind
and philosophy of religion.
I am also well aware that teaching styles vary, and that styles grow
out of personalities. Each teacher comes to the classroom with different
strengths and weaknesses of personality, and it is important that he/she
comes to know what these are, and how to play to the strengths and
obviate the weaknesses. I indeed recognize that I have weaknesses, but
I will not describe them here, nor tell how I have worked to over-come
them. What I wish to focus on rather are some of the commonalities, the
general truths, about teaching that apply across individuals to all who teach
philosophy.
Teaching can conveniently be divided into matters of form and
matters of content. A good teacher becomes aware that the formal aspects
of teaching can be just as important as the content of the course. Formal
aspects pertain first to the physical and technological setting for learning.
It does indeed make a significant difference as to how one arranges the
chairs in a classroom, or what technologies one chooses to use or not use.
Secondly, form pertains to the requirements of a course and how these are
enforced.
Does one have an attendance policy, and if so, how is attendance taken?
Will papers be required, and what sort of papers will they be? What sort of
texts will be required, and out of them how much reading will be assigned,
and how will one assure that the students do the reading? These sorts of
formal arrangements can make a big difference for the learning of the
subject matter. Let me add here that my preference in reading has always
been for the classic texts, and never for anthologies. Even if we read only
brief passages out of the text, we should have the whole of it available to
us, for what we seek to learn, in my view, is a theory not just scattered ideas
or isolated arguments.
Thirdly, and most importantly, form pertains to a teacher’s
personal relations with the students. This is a matter of a teacher’s attitude,
intentions, and behavior toward them inside and outside the classroom. It
has always been my intention to work with all of the students. I begin by
respecting them as learners and as human beings, all of them. I also start
with and maintain a positive attitude about our ability as a team to make
significant progress in learning the material of the course. I do not play
favorites, nor do I try to cultivate followers. To do so would, in my view,
compromise the independence of mind that they need to cultivate. With
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every class I learn the names of every student. In one way or another over
the course of a few weeks, I involve all or most of them in class discussion.
Of course, there are the few who are most eager to contribute to class
discussion; I cherish them, but I make an effort not to let them dominate.
To teach to all, one must pitch the content at a middle range of difficulty
where it is accessible, but still a challenge, and where ideas of real merit can
still be discussed. The students must feel comfortable, and yet still feel the
need to stretch and put out effort.
The teacher can be and often is the model of a learner and of a
human being. He or she must hold himself or herself to a high intellectual
and moral standard. As a seeker of knowledge, a teacher ought to show, in
my opinion, a passion for learning and should take real delight in working
with ideas, even with ideas that he/she has great familiarity with. How
often have I taught Plato’s Republic, and have still managed to take delight
in the arguments of it! Most students do not share this passion and most
of them may never acquire it. But this passion may spark enthusiasm in
them for the work at hand, and for the long run, the teacher expresses a
type of passion that they ought to be aware of, and which they should
come to respect. A great teacher demonstrates strength as a seeker of
knowledge by virtue of the facility and clarity with which he/she presents
and works with difficult ideas and arguments. Nonetheless, such a teacher
must be careful not to let this facility degenerate into a matter of display
or showing off. Work in a classroom is for the sake of learning on the part
of the students. They need to be active learners, and they should never
become awestruck spectators of intellectual brilliance that they themselves
could never emulate.
A teacher in my view is also a person of virtue. He or she is
one who is well organized and orderly; one who is rational and fair; and
ultimately one who is humane and tolerant. Much can be said for the first
two pairs of virtues, but I would like to focus on the last pair of humanity
and tolerance. My style over the years has been a mixture of firmness
in adhering to requirements, but of a soft touch in helping students to
meet these requirements. Many times I have accepted without question a
student’s reasons for not meeting the deadline for a paper submission, and
waited patiently for him or her to get the paper in. Seldom do I question
the veracity of a student. In the classroom, I exercise a tolerance toward
statements by students that may be incorrect, off track, or even benighted.
Withholding comment on such statements is often good enough. Calling
on others for an alternative view will often suffice. Much in the way of
factual, grammatical,
or word usage errors, I just let go by. What is important is to get the
students to voice their opinions on the important matters of content at
hand. Teachers in my view must be careful in the exercise of criticism.
Certainly, criticism should never, if possible, be felt by the students as a put
down or as causing embarrassment.
Humanity, perhaps magnanimity, means that a teacher strives to still
his or her own opinion and voice, and let the students express themselves,
so long as they keep on track with the discussion. Over the years, I have
found myself lecturing less and listening more. The classroom theater is
not about the teacher’s opinion but about that of the students. In addition,
I have with time been more prone to paying compliments where they are
deserved, to thanking the students for good effort and good work, and
to encouraging them in doing the hard work of reading and interpreting
philosophy. Encouragement occasionally leads to pep talks, but I believe
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one must be sparing in giving them. I give a pep talk on the first day of
class, one in the last week as a send off, and perhaps one or two toward the
end of the semester when energy and enthusiasm for learning clearly begin
to flag. Let me end these comments on personal relations with students by
repeating that a teacher must be open to listening to students. They must
be provided a supportive environment in which to speak.
Now, I would like to turn to the content of a philosophy course,
which I consider as important if not more so than the forms. Again, I
will speak in generalities applicable to all or most who teach philosophy.
Teachers of philosophy customarily emphasize either the development of
certain intellectual skills, or the acquisition of important ideas and theories.
Very many, perhaps a majority, see the principal aim to be development of
skills such as how to identify arguments, how to detect logical fallacies, and
how to argue cogently. These skills may be lumped under the rubric of
critical thinking. Included in this skill are improvements in reading texts
and writing papers. Reading contributes to skills in the interpretation and
understanding of philosophical texts, and writing to an ability to construct
sound, critical arguments. Taken together all of these skills aim to get
a student to think reflectively, clearly, and well. The philosophy teacher
in this view largely becomes a coach in the acquisition of the skill of
thinking.
Gaining an ability to think well is no mean acquisition. Such a
competence will serve the individual well in all of the various activities and
endeavors of a busy life. But I question whether teaching these intellectual
skills should be the principal aim and emphasis of philosophical instruction.
First, I notice that other academic disciplines also claim to teach intellectual
skills and particularly critical thinking. We may question their competence
to do so, but they do see themselves as so engaged. Hence, if we make the
development of reflective thinking our principal aim, we open ourselves to
the question of the unique value of philosophy, and we must go head to
head with other humanities departments for the superiority of philosophy
when it is a matter of hiring new faculty. Secondly, intellectual skills may
be seen as specific to disciplines. Yes, we are teaching critical thinking
skills, but they are mostly the skills of interpreting philosophical texts and
criticizing or constructing philosophical arguments. It could be argued that
what we are primarily doing is training young people to read philosophy
and think philosophically which may be good in academia, but not out in
the real world.
However, the third and most important reason, as I see it, not to
give first place to teaching skills is that in real life ideas really do matter
and ought to count for most. We need to appreciate the value of ethical,
metaphysical, epistemological, and other types of philosophical theories
for the understanding and conduct of life. Once we duly appreciate their
value, we ought to argue for the importance of teaching them to young
people as they prepare for various professions and for life in general. What
a young adult needs as much as a professional competence and a good
job is a vision of a good life, a theory of reality, and an understanding of
truth.
My emphasis in teaching philosophy, which may be a minority view,
is on the learning of ideas and the understanding of theories as these are
presented in classic texts of the philosophic tradition. In so far as I teach
skills, and I do, it is in the service of being able to read more intelligently
in the literature of philosophy and being able to follow arguments and
critically evaluate them. It is my expectation that any improvements in
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reading and writing skills acquired in my classes will carry over into the
other areas of intellectual endeavor, even into professional and technical
work. But I am not so confident as to how much of a carry-over there
will be. I tell my students that what they learn in my course will aid greatly
in their professional careers, but I also tell them to continue to read in
philosophy and more broadly in the literature of the humanities, for in that
literature they can find ideas that will give them the insights, vision, and
direction for leading a rich and full life.
My approach to the teaching of philosophical theories, especially
in my ethics course, is frankly pluralistic. As I understand pluralism, it
does not entail a radical relativism, but rather it is an honest assessment
that human life, society, and the world when taken at large, as is the custom
of philosophy, is so complex and diverse that no one philosophical system
or theory can capture it or do it justice. The many classic philoso-phical
theories are up to a point and each in its own way a valid understanding of
this complex reality. Pluralism does not mean in my view that no criticism
of a theory is admissible. But before we criticize, we must understand as
accurately and fairly as we can what the theory means. In my Introduction
to Ethics course, I and my students read and interpret several classic
theories--Plato’s virtue ethics as found in the Republic, Kant’s duty ethics
as found in the Metaphysics of Morals, Mill’s social hedonist ethics as
found in Utilitarianism, and Rand’s egoistic ethics as found in The Virtue
of Selfishness. Each theory is treated with respect, but it is also dealt
with critically once we have gained a sense of what it says. Not a one of
these theories do I advocate for or push upon the students. Together we
compare the theories as we move from one to the other, and I leave it up to
them to make up their own minds on the virtues of each, and I encourage
them to decide for themselves which if any of them speaks to them and
best accounts for the moral reality as they have experienced it. Happy is
the individual who finds an intellectual home in one of these theories. But
if none of them seems to be right, at least each offers, in my opinion, many
valid insights into moral reality, and taken individually these insights can be
of service to us in our lives.
Each of us needs an intellectual home, preferably one that is
comprehensive, sophisticated, and valid. On our own, it is my experience,
the vast majority of us have neither the wit, nor the fund of knowledge,
nor the time to devise such a philosophy. We must look to the great
philosophic minds who have preceded us for the theories that have
sufficient scope and depth and validity to guide us well. Each of us as we
reach adulthood possesses but a limited and fragmented understanding of
morality, of knowledge, of reality, or of whatever other major aspect of
life that philosophy is conversant with. Education in my view is primarily
not a matter of removing ignorance and prejudice, but rather a matter of
expanding and correcting the limited frameworks within which we think
about any of the major areas of life. Put another way, it is a matter of
climbing out of our own limited framework and taking possession of
another that is far more capacious and more penetrating and valid than our
current one. When we are truly open to accepting a new vision, we are like
hermit crabs scurrying to find a new, larger, more secure home. Lucky the
seeker who finds a home that is truly congenial and makes effective sense
out of the world.
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Catharsis and Justification in Tragedy
Tiffany Lee

In his Republic, Plato, one of the most influential philosophers
in history, states that poetry should be cast out of the State, as it imitates
things which are removed from reality and glorifies emotions which are
unruly. In response to this, two champions rise up to defend and explain
the function and necessity of art. Aristotle and his successor, Friedrich
Nietzsche, bring to the foreground the human need for poetry and tragedy.
Though these thinkers bring forth a view of art in different ways, they
defend the very necessity of art, which remains always the same.
Aristotle wrote his Poetics in response to Plato’s scathing judgment
of poetry and its uselessness for his State. Aristotle believes that poetry,
and tragedy in particular, has a purpose and function in society. In fact, the
Poetics offers a lengthy description of what tragedy should be in order to
fulfill that function. The function in question, for Aristotle, is “catharsis” or
purging certain emotions. Tragedy is the “accomplishing by means of pity
and terror the catharsis of such emotions” (Poetics, 49b20). The means by
which this catharsis takes place is through plot, which Aristotle deems can
best achieve the function of tragedy. The plot should contain three essential
elements: reversal, recognition and suffering. An orchestrated balancing
of these, along with good characters, and certain artistic embellishments
(music, diction, etc.) would yield the proper tragedy.

Another important point that Aristotle makes in his Poetics regards
the source of poetry. This source is the representation of nature by the
poet. The representation, or “mimesis”, is completely natural to humanity,
and is delighted in by humanity (Poetics, 48b4). The mimesis is specifically
of activity, not essentially of human beings. “Happiness and unhappiness
lie in action, and the end of life is a sort of action; people are of a certain
sort according to their characters, but happy or opposite according to their
actions” (Poetics, 50a15). For example, in the Oresteia, it is the fact that
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Clytemnestra kills her husband that she is cast into terror, not that she is a
bad person before or after she performed the act. The representation, in
tragedy, does not necessarily have to reflect reality as it is. A poet could be
representing things as they should be, or as they were at one time. This, in
the service of the plot, would again depend upon the overall effect of the
tragedy. If it did not serve Aeschylus’ end to have Orestes kill his mother
for the greatest effect, the story would have ended quite differently.
Finally, Aristotle mentions the state of the poet when constructing
a tragedy. “The poet should put the events before his eyes as much as he
can. In this way, seeing them very vividly as if he were actually present at
the actions, he can discover what is suitable…” (Poetics, 55a24). Further,
he notes that the poets who experience the emotions which they are
trying to portray are the most believable. This implies that the poet is very
much a part of his poetry and that in a certain sense, the work of art is a
representation of himself. This aspect of art and tragedy is something a
later thinker will find to be the source and function of art itself.
Friedrich Nietzsche suggests that art, and Greek tragedy
specifically is “neither performed for our betterment or education” (The
Birth of Tragedy, sec.5). The function of art is rather a certain justification
for existence. He reaches this conclusion after reflecting on the elements
that mark the tragedy. Tragedy is born of two impulses, Dionysian and
Apollinian. The Apollinian tendency is one of dream, appearance and
symbolism. “The Greek knew and felt the terror and horror of existence.
That he might endure this terror at all, he had to interpose between himself
and life the radiant dream-birth of the Olympians” (The Birth of Tragedy,
sec.3). This echoes Aristotle’s view that the poet might create things as they
should be, not always as they are. The second element is the Dionysian
impulse. This is one of intoxication, chaos and what he terms “the primal
unity.” The desire to return to a time when there are no boundaries between
a person and nature or a person and people drives this impulse. This is
embodied in music. “Assuming that music has been termed a repetition
and a recast of the world, we may say that he [the artist] produces a copy
of this primal unity as music” (The Birth ofTragedy, sec.5).
In tragedy, the two impulses come together to form musical
myths, which “transfigure a region in whose joyous chords dissonance as
well as the terrible image of the world fade away charmingly; both play
with the sting of displeasure, trusting in their exceedingly powerful magic
arts; and by means of this play both justify the existence of even the ‘worst
world’” (The Birth of Tragedy, sec.25). As with Aristotle, Nietzsche calls
for certain necessary elements that permit tragedy to achieve this function.
Music, lyric (always in the service of music), the chorus, and the artist
himself are these elements. He hearkens back to the first tragedies, which
he found were composed completely of the chorus. “The chorus is a living
wall against the assaults of reality because it-the satyr chorus-represents
reality more truthfully, really, and completely…” (The Birth ofTragedy,
sec.8). This can be seen in the Oresteia, when the Chorus sing of the
sacrifice of Agamemnon’s daughter. “What happened next, I did not see
and I cannot tell, but the prophecies of Calchas are always fulfilled. Justice
will tip the scales, to bring learning through suffering” (Oresteia, l.250).
The chorus is also a sign of the reality which exists behind all change and
human generation, which serves to leave the spectator with what Nietzsche
terms, a “metaphysical comfort” that all true tragedy grants us.
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The final element, the artist, inhabits a unique position in
Nietzsche’s conception of the tragedy. While Aristotle recognizes the
need for the poet to experience the emotions which he is trying to portray,
Nietzsche calls the artist to an actual participation in the art in such a way
as to become part of it. We “have our highest dignity in our significance
as works of art…” (The Birth of Tragedy, sec.5). This dignity becomes
available to the audience through the artist’s self-transfiguration, which
forges a bond between artist and audience and grants the spectator that
metaphysical comfort mentioned above. By participating in art in this way
it is possible to come into contact with the reality that underlies all things.
The concepts of catharsis and justification which underlie
Aristotle and Nietzsche respectively, though quite different, seem to
respect the same sacredness that is embodied in the tragedy. Unlike Plato,
both view art as necessary and natural. For one, the creation of tragedy is
a poet’s act of representing reality in various ways. The other claims that
the true author represents itself through the medium of the artist. Both,
of course, believe that the spectator benefits from the tragedy in a way not
able to be achieved by other means. I believe that Aristotle would have
agreed with Nietzsche, insofar as tragedy is the guardian of the Greek
myth; with the demise of tragedy comes the death of myth. At the death
of myth, according to Nietzsche, the degradation of the Greek follows.
To this process there corresponded a degeneration
and transformation of the character of the Greek people,
which calls for serious reflection on how necessary and close
the fundamental connections are between art and people,
myth and custom, tragedy and the state.”(The Birth ofTragedy,
sec.23)

This esssay has been awarded the
prize for strength of argument
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Original Sin: It’s Not Bad, Just Different
Karlie Knudtsen

Since the advent of the Common Era, philosophy, academia, and
institutions of religion have been clamoring to unravel the mystery of evil.
The notion that evil was introduced into an all and only good creation poses
one of the most ominous intellectual stumbling blocks for the ecclesiastical
and laymen alike. The problem lies in the following perplexity: if God is
the supremely good creator of everything, how did evil enter creation?
According to the Bible, evil was introduced into creation de novo by the
devil’s evil sin of pride. To this account, the question may be posed: how
is it possible for one of God’s perfectly good creations to sin at all? Over
the years, many have attempted to explain this discrepancy. A potentially
explanatory theory will be examined in this paper.

Scott MacDonald, in his paper, “Petit Larceny, The Beginning of All
Sin: Augustine’s Theft of the Pears”, offers a promising analysis of how
this phenomenon of sin entering into a good creation came to pass.
Examination of Augustine’s theft of the pears leads MacDonald to
hypothesize that “The first sin involves prideful self-assertion in imitation
of God . . . sin is the first evil in creation. Evil is therefore not created
by God but introduced into creation de novo by rational beings acting
irrationally”.1
To substantiate these claims, MacDonald first shows that sin is
intelligible and done for the sake of some perceived good. He provides
the groundwork for this initial task by analyzing what sin is and what
the motivations for sinning are. Sin, according to MacDonald, has two
components. The first component is “the loving of lesser created goods in
preference to God”.2 For example, a man sins when he loves the pleasures
of a prostitute more than the pleasures of God. The second component
is man’s antecedent knowledge that what he is doing is ‘sinful’. Augustine,
reflecting on his sinful youth, confesses that “what pleased us [in the act
of stealing pears] was the fact that what we were doing was forbidden,”3
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and MacDonald concludes that Augustine would have to know the act was
forbidden to be pleased by it.4 The loving of lesser goods coupled with
antecedent knowledge of the sin reveals the intentionality of sin- it is done
for the sake of something.
MacDonald’s concept of sin emphasizes the role motivation plays
in the act of committing a sin. To understand why the sin was committed,
one must understand how the object that moves a person to sin could be
conceived of as delightful or appealing. When identifying the motivation
to steal the pears, Augustine claims, “it was foul, and I loved it. I loved
perishing, I loved my fall—not that for which I was falling, rather I loved
my fall itself (foeda erat, et amavi eam. Amavi perire, amavi defectum meum, non illud
ad quod deficiebam, sed defectum meum ipsum amavi).”5 However, he later retracts
this statement, even finding it “unintelligible”6 because there was something
he loved about the sin itself. Attempting to discover what this ‘something’
is, MacDonald outlines the composite motivational state propelling man
into sin by placing two constraints on motivation. The subjective restraint7
holds that a person is “moved or motivated by what delights us . . . what we
love.”8 This delight gives rise to desires, which, “by their very nature, take as
objects things or states of affairs conceived of as in some way delightful.”9
The delightful thing is the motivator. If delight is unrestrained by reason it
becomes an inordinate desire and a sin when consented to.10 The objective
restraint11 holds that “humans are constituted to take delight in only a
certain range of things”12 this “delight is the result of an appropriate sort
of fit or accommodation between an object and the bodily senses or the
mind . . . it is an objective matter, a matter determined by the nature of
things.”13 Humans cannot take delight in eating glass, suicide, or theft14,
only a certain range of things can be delightful and hence motivators.
To completely understand motivation, one “must identify an objectively
recognizable delight.”15 To demonstrate motivation, consider April (A),
who voluntarily eats peaches (-ing). The fuzzy skin and sweet taste (F)
delights A and moves A to -ing. F is an objectively recognizable delight that
is a feature of P itself or something A intends to bring about by –ing.16 By
identifying the restraints on motivation, sinful actions become intelligible.
Having shown that sinful action is done for the sake of some
perceived good and as such is intelligible, MacDonald’s next task is to
introduce the concept of deceptive vices to make further progress towards
explaining the original sin. Augustine tells us that “pride imitates exaltation
whereas God is exalted above all things”17 and that “curiosity puts on the
appearance of a zeal for knowledge, while you [God], in the highest degree,
know everything.”18 When unrestrained by reason, inordinate desires for
lesser goods turn into a person’s propensity towards (a) vice, such as pride,
with an overarching predilection for reveling in the “defective and shadowy
imitation of something that is to be found genuinely only in God.”19
MacDonald applies the notion of deceptive vices to Augustine’s theft
of the pears and concludes that by violating the ‘divine law’ and stealing
Augustine was grasping at freedom and power (direct object of vice) in
a way that “sets him up against [God]” when he was in fact “attempting
awkwardly to be like [God]”20 (indirect object of vice). He was asserting, “I
can do whatever I want.”21 Because Augustine was deceived by vice about
the true objects of his delight, he decided that the “illusory imitation”22 of
freedom and power he was grasping at by theft was better than the highest
good of God himself.23 The way Augustine was moved to sin due to
delusions fabricated by unrestrained delight and inordinate desires enables
MacDonald to implement the concept of deceptive vices as a powerful
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new tool for understanding how certain objects can motivate a person to
sin.
Advancing his case further, MacDonald illustrates how the
chicanery of deceptive vices can move someone to sin by taking up the
case of the devil. MacDonald says, “the first evil in creation occurs when
one of God’s rational creatures- the devil- freely turns away from God,
loving certain created goods in preference to God himself who is the
highest good.”24 How did the devil, a perfect creature, freely turn from
God? According to MacDonald, the devil turned from God when his mind
came before itself while in contemplation of the highest good (God) and
was pleased. “The devil, who is first distracted from contemplation of
God by his own genuine goodness, then takes inordinate delight in it.”25
When the goodness of the devil’s own created mind encounters itself, it is
delighted by this and desires for the encounter to continue or be repeated.26
The pleasures of the devil’s own power is the direct object of the deceptive
vice, covering over like a veil the indirect object of the All Powerful Lord.
The devil takes delight both in himself and in God by considering the
idea “of utter self-determination that betokens omnipotence.” The devil
is essentially receiving two (God and himself) for the price of one by
loving the lower good, which has its own delights,27 and the illusions of
power and freedom projected onto it by deceptive vice; he is getting the
most ‘bang for his proverbial buck.’ Because the ‘good deal’ that he gets
by considering himself is delightful, the devil sins by creating an inordinate
desire and falling in love with the illusions of the deceptive vice of his own
omnipotence.28 Thus, the first evil of pride enters creation irrationally.
Building on the irrational contexts that are created by deceptive
vices, MacDonald says, “when sinners (irrationally) prefer lesser goods to
higher ones, they are in essence determining for themselves how goods are
to be ranked relative to one another, disregarding their objective values and
rankings.”29 The rejection of objective values and the revaluation of things
relative to one’s own will is claiming by vagrant self-assertion a power one
cannot have.30 All sinners share as a common bond the illusion of “overreaching self-assertion [that] Augustine calls pride”31 in their preferring of
lesser goods to a greater goods. Given this, why did Augustine ask, “Could
what is not permitted have been pleasing for no other reason than that it
was not permitted?”32 Why did he not say it was pride in the first place?
This is because Augustine wanted to show that “the allure of doing what
is forbidden is just the allure of asserting one’s own freedom and power . .
. [that] he was motivated by delusions of his own omnipotence, there was
nothing actually corresponding to his delusions . . . what moved him was
in reality nothing at all.”33 Augustine’s sin was motivated by nothing at all;
it was produced out of nothing, de novo.
Having completed the analysis of Augustine’s theft of the pears,
MacDonald has achieved his goal. He showed that sin is intelligible
and done for the sake of some perceived good, which allowed him to
develop a supportive theoretical framework for his hypothesis. He then
systematically demonstrated that pride introduced evil into God’s creation
‘de novo by rational beings acting irrationally,’ by analyzing the devil’s fall
and Augustine’s theft of the pears within the context of his theoretical
framework.
MacDonald appears to present a strong argument. However, there
is a major objection to one of the most integral parts of his theory of sin:
the constraints placed on motivation may fail to explain certain actions. If
this is the case, MacDonald cannot posit that ‘sin is intelligible and done
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for the sake of some perceived good, whereby his hypothesis that sin is
‘introduced into creation de novo by rational beings acting irrationally’ would
fail to be supported. For example, his constraints say that a person acts for
the sake of some objective delight, but one could reject the constraints by
saying that, based on observation and personal experiences, it is possible
to do something from which no pleasure is derived. Consider Suzy who
committed suicide yesterday by shooting herself in the head. Suzy could
not have been moved to shoot herself because of the sheer love for bullets
in her head or because ‘dead on the floor in a puddle of blood’ is conceived
as a delightful state of affairs. The subjective constraint cannot account
for this action. Furthermore, ending one’s life by shooting one’s self in the
head is precisely not the kind of thing that humans can take delight in by
nature. The objective constraint cannot provide a reason why Suzy would
do such a thing. Both constraints on motivation appear to be fundamentally
flawed since they cannot account for numerous daily actions from which it
seems that people derive no delight.
To this objection, MacDonald would reply something along the
lines of, “On the face, it appears that there is no delight that Suzy derives
from killing herself, but there is a delight lurking beneath the surface of
the action.” How could this be possible? It is reasonable to suggest that
Suzy’s husband has beaten her for the last thirty years and she has nowhere
to go if she left him. In this case, Suzy takes delight in believing that by
committing suicide she is escaping a corporeal fate even worse than death.
Possibly Suzy knows that eventually her husband will wind up killing her in
a fit of rage. By killing herself now she will be saving herself, her kids, and
her husband from further suffering brought on by each beating. Feasibly,
Suzy could be schizophrenic with voices in her head telling her, “Suzy,
shooting yourself is the most wonderful thing ever, you should do it!” It is
clear that even behind awful actions, there is something that is conceived of
as “good,” or “the best of all things considered”, motivating the person’s
actions. The objection does not hold.
Given the simple solution to the previous objection, one might
look for a deeper flaw to be uncovered in MacDonald’s theory of original
sin. With a little digging around in his analysis, it becomes clear that a
comprehensive account of precisely how the devil is able to first be
distracted and move away (aversio) from God and towards (conversio) himself
is missing. I will call this the logical inconsistency objection. Despite his
development of deceptive vices, the complication is not confronted of
how a perfect being can have unrestrained desires that turn into deceptive
vices34 enabling the inordinate love of created goods. Lurking beneath the
surface of MacDonald’s theory of original sin is the postulate that a perfect
being has a failure of reason in restraining desire. This embedded premise
allows deceptive vice to create an irrational context. However, no evidence
is provided for the assertion of this premise. Only if these irrational
contexts are established can the dual-faced nature of sin, whereby one
turns away from (aversio) contemplation of the highest good and towards
(conversio) created goods, be provided for. The aversio/conversio nature of
sin “sets one’s mind in one direction rather than another in a decisive
and lasting way”, called “loving” by Augustine35, and allows for the sin
of loving a lesser good resulting in evil. If MacDonald cannot provide
corroboration that the embedded premise is logically consistent with the
make-up of a perfect being, his theory of original sin from deceptive vice
will fail to explain the origin of evil within a good creation.
To examine the gravity of this objection and discover if his theory
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can be resuscitated, MacDonald’s paper, “Primal Sin,” focusing on the
philosophy of Augustine, will need to be delved into with more depth. In
this paper, MacDonald holds that “morally evil choices . . . are defective acts
of will . . . motivated in a perfectly ordinary way by the agent’s beliefs and
desires . . . [and stemming from] the possibility of negligence in practical
reasoning.”36 MacDonald wants to show that the first sin is a voluntary
act, fitting into a context provided by the agent’s internal states, and is
intelligible.37 He does not want to implicate God, the creator, as morally
culpable for the introduction of evil by building some sort of “nisus
for evil” into his creatures.38 To accomplish this, MacDonald provides
an analysis of how neglectful and careless deliberation, occurring in an
agent’s practical reasoning, can cause the failure to “pay attention to the
reason they [have] for loving God above all things . . . loving some created
good in place of God.”39 This implicates rational agents for establishing
evil within creation, exonerates God from the creation of evil, and may
vindicate MacDonald’s theory from the objection of logical inconsistency
by providing support for the embedded premise.
To lay foundational support for the theory that negligence in
practical reason lead to the initial aversio/conversio from God and towards
created goods, MacDonald must first undertake the task of asserting the
perfection of the first rational beings. He does this by denying any sort
of negligence in creation or dispositional defect that could predispose
the first rational creatures toward sin and evil. Analysis of Augustine’s
theodicy, which negates theological dualism and affirms free will, compels
MacDonald to conclude that only “an agent whose activity is a locus
for moral responsibility”40 can be the direct cause of evil’s introduction
into creation. Augustine’s frequent locutions that “sinners are justly
punished for their sins only insofar as their sins are voluntary”41 and “if
one sins, then it can be guarded against,”42 provide a structure for moral
responsibility exploited by MacDonald. MacDonald interprets Augustine
as saying that one is not held morally responsible for actions induced by
“violent causes,”43 such as deception, coercion, or putative causes, but
rather only voluntary actions of creatures with wills have moral weight.
In other words, only beings with rational natures are responsible for evil
in creation. MacDonald concludes that free will alone “opens them [the
first rational creatures] up to the possibility of choosing and acting de novo,
of their becoming genuine originators,”44 by establishing that the first
creatures with free will are perfect and without moral defect, able to be
held accountable for their choices .45
Exposition of free will as the promulgator of evil is not enough.
MacDonald needs to clear away any lingering misconceptions for a cause of
the irrational free choice that is the root of deceptive vice to be uncovered.
How can perceptions of good move one to value and choose a lesser
good in preference to the highest good in such a way that deceptive vice
results? Cognitive deficiency is one possible answer. MacDonald rejects
this possibility because “primal sinners’ knowledge of the relevant facts is
built into the case- angels and the first human beings know God directly
and know God is the highest good.”46 Moral culpability would be mitigated
if there were antecedent defects hindering purely voluntary action. If the
devil was created ignorant of the fact that God is the highest good, the
choice of a lesser good would not be a voluntary action to which sin could
attach. Furthermore, any sort of weakness of will is ruled out. This would
be a situation where one goes against their “reasoned assessment of the
relative values of the alternatives before them”47 and enters into internal
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conflicts in motivation, voluntarily choosing the lesser while knowing the
greater. A conflict between considered practical judgments and motivation
to action implies a disordered soul prior to the first sin.48 MacDonald
rejects antecedent defect and prior disorders of the soul as the cause
of evil because these circumstances would preclude evil from entering
creation de novo by voluntary choices of rational beings.
Dispensing of misconceptions, MacDonald has room to
substantiate the embedded premise and provide for circumstances that
allow for the failure of a perfect being’s practical reason that results in
the irrational choices of lesser goods. A bold step toward providing a
framework for the understanding of the embedded premise is made when
MacDonald claims that carelessness and insufficient deliberation leads to
the first evil choices.49
It follows from primal sin’s being a sin that it could
have been guarded against. Its actual occurrence shows that
the primal sinners failed to guard against it . . . they failed to
pay attention to the reasons they had for loving God above all
things, namely their knowledge that God is the highest good
[the relevant reason]. Primal sinners could have resisted loving
some created good in place of God- they could have avoided
making an irrational choice- simply by calling to mind the
reasons for choosing otherwise that were in their possession.
Had they attended to the reasons they possessed, they would
have seen that rationality required them to love God above all
things. Moreover, since they were not weak willed, they would
have chosen rationally had they seen what rationality required
of them.50

This passage indicates that primal sinners labored under careless conditions.
According to MacDonald’s understanding of Augustine’s theodicy, only
rational agents are morally culpable for sin since they are the only creatures
able to voluntarily choose a lesser good over the highest good. Primal
sinners’ knowledge of the highest good and choice of a lesser makes it
reasonable to surmise that the sinner, when choosing between goods,
carelessly failed to consider the relevant reasons in their possession for
choosing otherwise. Essentially, the sinners failed to inform their choice
with the knowledge that God is the highest good.
MacDonald amplifies the notion of carelessness in practical
reasoning by considering the possibility of “selective attention.”51
Establishing the idea that primal sinners had knowledge of God as the
highest good allows for the inference that they were unable to leave God’s
goodness entirely out of their deliberation while attending to other truths
about God. All truths about God, such as His absolute power and freedom,
are goods that potentially distract attention from actively knowing God qua
highest good when present to the sinner.52 Actively attending to other facts
about God opens up the possibility of failing to fully inform one’s choice
between goods with the relevant reason for choosing the higher good
introduces distractibility into practical reasoning. Distraction generates an
irrational context that allows the sinner to revaluate created goods at levels
discordant with his objective values and love them inordinately.53 Inordinate
love and sin would have been resisted had the primal sinner informed his
choice with the knowledge of God as the highest good.54 Selective attention
advances the notion of carelessness in practical reasoning so that a further
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framework can be built for substantiating MacDonald’s embedded premise
and what follows from it.
To illustrate this framework, consider the situation of the
devil’s perception of his own goodness that prompts distraction from
contemplation of the highest good. Owing to carelessness in the devil’s
practical reasoning, inordinate desires and deceptive vice project the illusion
of absolute power and freedom onto the devil’s mind. When the devil’s
mind comes before itself in the act of attending to various truths about
God, such as God’s absolute power and total freedom, this phenomenal
projection of illusions occurs. The possibility of distraction is facilitated
because truths of God are objectively recognizable delights that conform
to the restraints on motivation and lead to the arousal of the devil’s innate
desires towards the things he loves.55 Distraction then allows the desires to
become inordinate and evolve into deceptive vices, projecting the illusion
that God’s delights are things that can be had by the devil. The devil then
desires to possess those delights for himself and turns away (adversio) from
God, and towards (conversio) himself, thereby setting himself up against
God and sinning.56 The sinful situation would have been avoided if the
knowledge of God as the highest good had been active in the devil’s mind.
If the knowledge had been active, the devil would have been unable to turn
from God and toward illusions. This would imply an internal conflict in
motivation which has already been ruled out. Examination of the case of
the devil exhibits how selective attention creates distraction, leads to failure
in practical reasoning, and results in deceptive vice. This examination
also does something more: it supports the ‘failure of reason’ premise
embedded in MacDonald’s argument by illustrating the inner workings of
selective attention.
The objection could be made that MacDonald does not provide
sufficient reasons for how perfect beings could fail to consider their
knowledge of God the highest good that allows for selective attention.
Given MacDonald’s faithful acceptance that the original sinner is a perfect
being with built-in knowledge of God, how could the sinner’s attention be
distracted from knowing God as the highest good by some other quality of
God? The logical inconsistency objection appears to have only been pushed
back. In response, MacDonald points out, “agents capable of failing to
fully consider the reasons they have must be creatures whose beliefs and
desires are to some extent distant from them.”57 If perfect beings can sin,
it must be implicit that sinners do not have direct access within their flow
of conscious experience to all of their reasons, beliefs, and desires. There is
something limited in the understanding of rational beings enabling a failure
to fully consider their reasons for choosing the highest good.58 Simply put,
rational creatures have cognitive limitations.
However, cognitive limitations are not defects and thus do not
attenuate moral responsibility for sin. As MacDonald says, “to be limited is
not to be defective, and even if the cognitive limitations that characterize
created rational natures are a necessary condition of sin, they themselves
constitute no moral flaw in these creatures.”59 Delineation of defects and
limitations must be enacted to reach a situation where rational failure may
occur. MacDonald unfortunately does not attend to this difficulty so I
shall scrutinize any disparity between the terms by reflection on God’s
perfection. This perfection precludes any possibility for God to create
imperfectly but does not impede the possibility of limited beings with
smaller memories and less intelligence being created perfectly. Perfect
creations can be limited, but their perfection entails innate knowledge of
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their own limitations because ignorance indicates defect. In other words,
perfect rational creatures have the highest capability to know God as the
highest good but are limited because they are not all-knowing consequently
lacking the ability to make ‘all things considered judgments.’ Perfectly
limited rational beings have knowledge of their inability to make those
kinds of judgments and therefore do not attempt to do so. Clearly, limits
are something that can occur within a perfect creation and ought not to
be considered as flaws or defects that can palliate or nullify moral liability
for sin.
If God created cognitive limitations, how can MacDonald contend,
“the root of primal sin depends on creatures’ being limited in certain
ways?’60 MacDonald furnishes no potential response for this question. But,
having come this far, it would be shameful to give up the game now, so
I shall venture a treatment of how cognitive limits could cause selective
attention that might be concealed in the background of MacDonald’s
analysis. For cognitive limitations to be portrayed as the prime mover
toward original sin, it must be determined how limitations cause the primal
sinner’s failure to fully consider their reasons for loving God above all else.
Building on MacDonald’s proclamation that a failure of reason denotes a
distance from one’s beliefs and desires, it can be extrapolated that, because
God’s beliefs and desires are always wholly present to Himself, a distance
from God is inherent in rational beings. If beliefs and desires motivate
judgments,61 the deduction can then be made that the judgment of rational
beings is removed from God’s judgment. Therefore, rational beings pose
a very different perspective for judgment from God’s perspective. So,
when given a plurality of choices and objects, all of which are objectively
recognizable delights, a rational being with limits has the possibility of
judging differently from God. A judgment dissimilar from God’s is not
necessarily bad or flawed, just different. However, the judgment is sinful
for the mere fact that it diverges from God’s judgment.
Consider the case of the devil who was given the goal in life of
being as God-like as possible.62 When given the choice between ruling in
hell or serving in heaven, he deliberated taking into consideration his goal,
his limits, and any potential sinful repercussions. He then concluded ruling
in hell to be as God-like as possible and a better choice than serving in
heaven, which he judged to be the contraposition to God. Aspiring after
his goal, the devil’s ensuing deliberation was a meditation on whether his
goal of becoming like God warranted the rebellion, sin, and punishment
the choice would incur. The devil chose what he judged to be his own
greatest good contrary to the choice God would have made. By this choice,
the devil rejects God’s objective values and in essence determines for
himself how goods are to be ranked relative to one another.63 According to
MacDonald and Augustine this is the hallmark of Pride, the first sin. The
inevitable result of the devil’s first sin is the introduction of evil into an all
and only good creation.
After extensive conjecture, it is fair to say that neither of
MacDonald’s two pieces, either alone or in concert, adequately explains
how original sin and evil can occur in a good creation. Extensive further
illustration was needed to get near the heart of the matter. Limits had to
be distinguished from defects and a theory of judgment introduced so
that a situation could be generated where limits produce sinful choice.
MacDonald’s failure to unify his theoretical framework with a theory
of judgment does not nullify the usefulness of his theory but rather
shows that his insight was incomplete. With the suggested emendations,

17

KARLIE KNUDTSEN
MacDonald’s framework provides the final solution that original sin was a
judgment call made by the devil which differed from God’s judgment. This
solution confronts the initial paradox of evil entering an all and only good
creation and offers a promising insight into original sin.
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Nietzsche’s Mistake in the Artist and Spectator
Whitney Rooney

Tragedy has historically been interpreted in terms of its influence
on human existence. Nietzsche, Aristotle and Plato all have accounts of
tragedy which hold it responsible for affecting the emotions and reason
of man. For Nietzsche, the union of Dionysian and Apollonian forces
which occurs in tragedy serves to comfort and sustain the life of man by
transforming the terror and horror of existence into the beauty of art.
Aristotle deems catharsis, or the purgation of pity and terror from man’s
soul, to be the function of tragedy. Plato concludes that tragedy should be
banished because it manipulates the emotions and works against reason,
telling lies and leading man into immorality. In all these cases, tragedy is
considered to have a specific cognitive effect on man.
In Nietzsche’s work especially, tragedy is portrayed as an actor on
man, rather than a creation of him. The Dionysian and Apollonian aspects
of tragedy create a force which allows the spectators to transcend their
temporal existence to perceive the primordial unity as well as understand
and accept the suffering that is required of existence: "The myth leads
the world of phenomena to its limits where it denies itself and seeks
to flee back again into the womb to the true and only reality" (Birth of
Tragedy, 131). The representation of tragedy as a force on man thus
obliges Nietzsche to discount the subjectivity of the artist who creates
it. In creating poetry, he says, the artist, "has already been released from
his individual will, and has become, as it were, the medium through which
the one truly existent subject celebrates his release in appearance" (52).
The artist, then, is unbound from responsibility to his work, and the art
assumes a sort of metaphysical will of its own, transfiguring the sorrow of
the world and allowing us to find justification for its existence.
Ironically, as it were, the fiery, sermonic language of Nietzsche’s
treatise compels the reader to believe his interpretation of tragedy without
requiring of him a coherent argument for its support. While it can be
argued that Nietzsche’s portrayal of tragedy as a union of the Dionysian
and Apollonian aspects of the human condition is indeed in keeping with
the functional reality of tragedy, he makes assumptions about what occurs
in both the artist and spectator which do not correctly characterize the
nature of these subjects.
When Nietzsche characterizes the artist as a sort of medium
through which the truth of unified existence may be established and states
that "we find it impossible to believe in any truly artistic production…if
it is without objectivity, without pure contemplation devoid of interest"
(48), he is intentionally discounting the subjectivity of the individual artist.
While it may be true that in creating lyric poetry, the artist loses certain
aspects of her subjective self in tapping into universal symbols and truths,
it is certainly not the case, as Nietzsche contends, that all subjectivity must,
or even can, be lost in the process. Rather, it seems that it is through the
subjective self, the experience of the self in relation to the unity, that the
artist is able to convey eternal truths. When he calls for contemplation
devoid of interest, and a release from the individual will, Nietzsche is
necessitating a metaphysical transformation of the total self, a hypnotizing
of the soul by the unity, an occurrence which his theory does not address.
To be devoid of interest and emotion seems to lead not to an expression
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of the universal "I", but rather to something more similar to Socratic
reasoning and the empirical science of the 19th century, both of which
Nietzsche rejects vehemently. It seems rather, that the subjective interest
that the artist takes in his work is critical for his connection with the
primordial unity, for it is hard to imagine an artist whose initial impetus to
create does not lie within his own experience.
The repercussion of Nietzsche’s portrayal of the lyric poet
as an objective medium is evident in how he must then describe the
spectator. The Greek spectator, he says, "felt himself exalted in a kind
of omniscience… and he felt he could dip into the most delicate secrets
of the unconscious emotions" (130). The viewing of tragedy acts on the
spectator in the same way in which the creation of lyric poetry acts on the
artist; it causes a loss of the individual subjective self to the unity. The
spectator is enthralled completely by both the Dionysian and Apollonian
aspects of the production, losing all sense of separation between himself
and the tragedy. The logical consequence of this unification of spectator
and spectacle is that the spectator loses the capability to subjectively judge
the spectacle.
To claim this effect of tragedy on the spectator, Nietzsche must
assume that there has been a dramatic shift of the human condition in the
wake of Socratic philosophy, where in we lost the ability to be overwhelmed
by art. He contends that before the Apollonian rationality, championed by
Socrates, conquered the impulsive Dionysian tendencies towards chaos,
the spectator had the ability to be enraptured by the tragedy without being
a critic of it. Nietzsche’s essential claim here is that at a certain point
in time, people had the ability to conceive of tragedy as separate from
the artist who created it, to conceive of it as superior to, and inherently
different than the reality in which they existed. In this way Nietzsche is
led to conclude that the true spectator does not criticize the art of tragedy
because they have been transformed by it, and that this is the only true way
in which art achieves its end of justifying existence.
It is in his claim that tragedy forces the spectator to lose his sense
of subjective judgment that Nietzsche’s appeal to the reader’s intuition
loses ground. It seems, at least for the modern spectator, that in the
presence of art there remains at least some element of individuality. This
element of individuality creates distance between the art and the audience,
and where there is this separation, it seems only natural that there would
be room for judgment. Each member of the audience brings with them a
unique perspective arising out of their set of experiences of art, people
and the world. This perspective allows them to experience the art not only
as a medium of truth, but also as an experience of another individual’s
understanding of the world. As Nietzsche construes the relationship
between art, artist and spectator, both the artist and spectator are wholly
compelled by the truth and unity that the art reveals. In reality it seems, the
spectator retains some sense of individuality, and is thus able to conceive
of the art not only as a medium of truth, but also as a creation of another
human being. Thus, the essential mistake Nietzsche makes is to discount
the inherent individuality of the spectator, ignoring the connection he
has to the artist as a fallible being and limiting his experience to the
truth conveyed by the art. This experience that the spectator has of
viewing another individual’s creation establishes not only that judgment is
inherent in aesthetic experience, but also that there is a real and important
connection between the artist and the audience.

20

NIETZSCHE’S MISTAKE
Despite its erroneous assumptions, Nietzsche’s account of
tragedy as it affects the human experience can be remedied. His use of the
Dionysian and Apollonian as an expression of human tendencies, while
very poetic, exposes a central and substantial dichotomy in our existence.
The reconception of both the artist and spectator would allow his theory
to root itself more deeply in the reality of human experience, and therefore
be more justifiable. The first change would be to construct the experience
of the artist and spectator as one permitting both subjective judgment and
transformational unification with the primordial. A second modification
that is needed to give Nietzsche’s theory increased contemporary relevance
is the expansion of the artist and spectator to include all persons; both
male and female. As his theory stands, tragedy affects only the experiences
of educated males. This neglect of addressing the artist and spectator as
both male and female may be due in part to the historical construction
of the Attic tragedy from which Nietzsche draws his theory. It is debated
whether or not women in ancient Greece were forbidden from viewing
the tragedies, and it is clear that they had no role as creators of these
tragedies. Regardless of whether or not women were historically banned
from the roles of spectator and artist, Nietzsche’s claims about the effects
of tragedy necessitate the inclusion of women into his theory. By not
including women in his conception of the artist and spectator, Nietzsche is
critically undermining the validity of his account of tragedy as a vehicle for
transcendence into unity, for it does not seem that humanity can be whole
without the inclusion of all people.

Throughout The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche is searching for
a new way to interpret tragedy that condemns the rational aesthetic
and philological approaches his contemporaries so willingly upheld. To
achieve this end, he employs two intuitively true aspects of the human
condition: our tendency towards reason and order, and conversely, our
tendency towards passion and unity. By choosing Greek religious figures
to represent these tendencies, Apollo and Dionysus respectively, he is able
to tie the creation of tragedy to elements of the human condition, as well
as the progression of Greek culture. Using powerful language, Nietzsche
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calls on the reader to align her intuitions with his. In this way he creates a
theory which appears cohesive and compelling. The downfall of his theory,
though, is its blindness to coherent reason or observations. He relies on
his ability to create a story that appeals to both our intuitions and the
history of ancient Greece to persuade the reader that tragedy acts as the
justification of our existence. While the metaphysical importance he gives
to art may very well be justifiable, it is the loss of subjectivity in both the
artist and spectator, both characterized as thoroughly masculine, which
distances his theory from a connection to the reality of human existence.
The subjective experience of the artist and spectator allows them to not
only connect with the primordial unity, but also to connect to each other
as individuals, a critical experience of aesthetic truth which Nietzsche’s
account neglects.

22

ZETETIKON: VOL 2, SPRING 2007

The Codified Body: Social Implications
of the Discourse on the Physical Self
Ruben Soliz

In the course of human existence, some of us work long,
strenuous hours– underpaid and underappreciated amid the promise of
eternal prosperity in an afterlife. While we’re pursuing the path to eternal
bliss, our bodies fall victim to labels of social distinction that subsequently
characterize the remainder of our lived experience. The religious
understanding of the body is rooted in a long history of assigning meaning
to our performative tasks, ranging from the physical act of prayer to fasting
traditions that imply devotion. Our bodily identities and behavioral elements
are premised upon philosophical ideals that have characterized the major
world religions and enforced certain demands in the process of assigning
respectability. An early discussion of the body is presented through Plato’s
notion of a dualistic self that explicitly distinguishes between the body and
the soul. He uses the terms soul and mind interchangeably, and given the
fact that Plato’s job was to think, it is not surprising that he establishes the
supremacy of the soul. He notes, "When the soul and the body are united,
then nature orders the soul to rule and govern and the body to obey and
to serve" (Plato, 434). Upon initial analysis, this dualism appears to have
the fixings for enlightenment. However, it creates a pivotal dilemma in the
establishment of dichotomous relationships in which one element—in this
case, the mind—is superior to another. The list of similarly oppressive
dichotomies can unravel across space and through time, forever: blackwhite, man-woman, gay-straight, rich-poor.

Our frustration with subjugated and manipulated identities can
escalate only so high, before we pursue alternative frameworks for selfdiscovery. In her analysis, Linda Badham challenges the fundamental
Christian worldview– deconstructing the notion of a resurrected body
and the supremacy of the soul. She notes, "The subject of my conscious
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experiences would seem to be very much at the mercy of my physiochemical
constitution" (Badham, 162). Her scientific lens of analysis invigorates
the abovementioned dichotomies so that social distinctions across racial,
gender, and sexual categories are preserved because of our "physiochemical
constitution." The anti-theological sentiment is so fervent that it attempts
to tear down the entire religious experience, including the element of
hope that it provides for otherwise oppressed groups. This in itself is not
problematic but the fact that she neglects to provide an alternative vision to
replace religion presents a significant flaw in her argument. In this paper, I
will use Plato and Badham as a lens for examining the social implications of
the discourse on the body– focusing on the identity dilemma confronting
Chicano and queer bodies. This dilemma makes the pursuit of identity
dangerous, but not impossible, amid the dichotomies that are preserved
through both scientific and spiritual codifications of our physical selves.

Codified Bodies and their Classical Framework
Plato’s Phaedo documents a conversation about the soul/body
dichotomy between Socrates, Simmias, and Cebes. In the course of the
discussion, very distinct characteristics are assigned to the body and others
to the soul.
Whereas…the rest of the world are of the opinion
that a life which has no bodily pleasures and no part in them
is not worth having; but that he who thinks nothing of bodily
pleasure is almost as though he were dead. (Plato, 415)

This statement serves two purposes: establishing the supremacy of the
mind over the body and establishing the supremacy of those with the
brightest minds. The body is an instrument which encounters physical
pleasures, but these pleasures are secondary to the ultimate experience
of the soul. The soul seeks knowledge and those with knowledge have
the right to establish social, legal, and moral standards– standards that are
enforced across the social spectrum. Because the body is visible to the
human eye, wise men are given the opportunity to assign meaning to the
infinite characteristics and functions of our bodies. Even the philosophers
are subject to the banal temptations of the flesh but their souls remain
unchanged, pursuant of wisdom and of truth.
Purity and discipline are subsequently acknowledged as favorable
qualities but they are largely limited to those minds that have acquired
wisdom. Not everyone has the spare time to find answers to the questions
that arise from lived experience. Ancient Greek distinctions of class and
rigid systems of labor posed a significant obstacle in the acquisition of
knowledge– positing the possibility that some individuals are inherently
inferior to the wise men. This creates a foundation for inequality, framing
exclusive consequences for the bodies and minds of those who are
isolated as inferior. Through this framework, bodies can be codified with
meaning through webs of distinction that are outside of their control.
The performance of the body can be observed, microscopically, through
the lens of a wiser man’s analysis. The result? In systems of citizenship,
these bodies are second class, if anything at all. In market economies, they
are slaves or they are industrial workers hidden in the secret underground
of ‘developed’ nations. In churches, they are vulnerable to the demands
of higher bodies– both literal and figurative: the body of the father and
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of the son and of the Holy Spirit, the body of biblical knowledge, the
priest’s tall body from the podium, and so on. Non-complicit bodies are
disciplined and assigned labels of distinction– they are savages, heathens,
and ultimately unrespectable.
Plato notes that, "When the soul and the body are united, then
nature orders the soul to rule and govern and the body to obey and to
serve" (Plato, 434). Foucault’s discussion of docile bodies illustrates the
tactics that are utilized in forcing physical bodies to obey and serve higher
authorities in the church, academic disciplines, and the larger nationstate itself. "A body is docile that may be subjected, used, transformed
and improved" (Foucault, Discipline, 136). The rise of the industrial age
resulted in an upsurge of international trade, which provoked widespread
conflict and the establishment of global networks like the U.N. However,
the rise of the Industrial Age also provoked a rise in market demands,
as higher authorities began to encourage dependence on things. Things
could be created in large factories, on plantations, or through organized
crime networks. Foucault demonstrates how the body came to resemble
a thing– so that a human body is no longer someone but something. It is
established as something through strategic tactics that create respectability
from certain behaviors and condemn others amid the use of discipline,
which "individualizes bodies by a location that does not give them a fixed
position, but distributes them and circulates them in a network of relations"
(Foucault, Discipline, 146). The relational identities and the problems which
arise from fluidity are intimately linked to the Platonic discourse on the
body, which illustrates it as secondary to the supreme mind. Foucault
acknowledges that our bodies are elements of production– manipulated in
themselves and assigned specific labels. From this he contends, "We must
seek not a meaning but a precaution" (Foucault, Discipline, 139).
The Chicano experience is marked by a series of events including
colonization, racism, and economic devastation– all of which have inspired
an element of cross-cultural precaution. Ian Haney-Lopez notes that
"Approximately 500,000 people were forcibly returned to Mexico during
the Depression, more than half of them were U.S. citizens" (Lopez, 38).
Massive relocation continued the post-Treaty de Guadalupe tradition of
routinely importing and exporting Mexican bodies to meet U.S. labor
demands. This strategic tactic, made possible through devaluing Mexican
bodies, demonstrates the devastating implications behind the Platonic
mind-body dualism. In establishing the body as secondary, we create a
space to exploit it, forgetting that the body is capable of encountering both
excessive pleasure and unbearable pain.
Elihu Carranza, an often overlooked scholar from the early
movement, examines the undertones of a Mexican-American identity.
In so doing, he attempts to decode one of the primary dichotomies
that affect the Chicano people. Carranza presents a challenge through
language itself, arguing against a Mexican-American identity. "It seems to
me far more illuminating to stress what the hyphen symbolizes…to both
connect and disconnect the terms Mexican and American and to ponder
the significance of ‘disconnectedness’" (Carranza, 38). After rejecting this
dichotomy, he establishes the necessity of a distinctly Chicano identity
that transforms the inherited tradition of a culturally torn body. Carranza
tears down the distinction between body and mind– illustrating the social
implications of a single word and the emotional and physical misfortune
for those affected by it.
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It is subsequently fitting that Carranza’s proposal for building a
community of oppressed Chicano’s is largely interactive, so that the body
and mind work together in bridging the communication gaps among the
people. "For too long, the Chicano has remained isolated from his fellow
Chicano. The outcome of isolations has led to alienation, which may
very well have led to fragmentation of our thought and the creation of
meaning for ourselves" (Carranza, 111). From this, Carranza moves into a
discussion about effective and "message-centered" communication among
small groups that will join with other small groups in the construction of
a group identity. These groups are made up of six persons, who maintain
honesty and eye contact, without explicit negativity or condemnation.
Whereas the Platonic discourse provides an outlet for the judgments of
an elite and the subsequent enforcement of inferiority, Carranza provides
a space for oppressed individuals to analyze each other. Although the
judgments of the majority can be just as harmful as the judgments of the
elite, this is a step closer to understanding our bodies and ourselves.

Science: The Key to Understanding the Body or the
Tool for Enslaving it?
From a scientific standpoint, Linda Badham deconstructs the
Platonic notion of the supreme soul. She notes, "What I want to argue
is that the implications of modern science are far more damaging to
the doctrines of life after death than many Christians have supposed"
(Badham, 158). From this, we might contend that the physical function of
the body is supreme to the possibility of an eternal soul. Badham’s analysis
challenges dominant Christian foundations– many of which parallel the
Greek conceptions of the soul and the self– beginning with the literal
resurrection of the body. The resurrection of the body is an occurrence
documented in traditional Christianity and accepted by dominant theology,
positing the belief that the body will arise from the dead and assume the
precise characteristics that it left behind after death. In challenging this
thesis, she notes, "I am not like a machine or an artifact…rather I am a
biological system of equilibrium with my environment, in that I exchange
matter with the environment constantly" (Badham, 159). Badham is
appealing to the claim that the body is in constant transition, rendering
it scientifically impossible for precise resurrection to occur. Given this
fact, we are provided with two additional proposals: this body is relative
to its surroundings and this body is ultimately finite. Further complicating
the resurrection claim is the dilemma of space. How could the planet
accommodate so many resurrected bodies? Badham explains that there
could never be enough space to accomplish this and that scientific laws
would necessitate many resurrections of the flesh. If the body was to die
once, it’s liable to die a second, third and fourth time due to the natural limits
of the body and of our environment. If, in spite of physical limitations,
we were to resurrect, which identity would accompany our body? Would it
be me or some similar clone? She explains that "The resurrected would be
very similar to the one who died, a replica, and not a continuation of the
dead person" (Badham, 161).
Badham’s analysis of the body is not entirely different from
that presented in Plato’s Phaedo. Plato concluded that the body and the
world that we inhabit are marked by constant change and instability– two
facts which necessitate the supremacy of the eternal soul. Badham also
acknowledges physiological and environmental instability, instead using
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them as a defense for the supremacy of our present physical selves.
By striking down the possibility of an afterlife, Badham provides the
opportunity for the body to develop in the present era and subsequently
acquire contemporary meanings. This is necessary if the body will have no
meaning in a future, resurrected self. However, she contends that there are
genetic frameworks that must be integrated in the analysis of the body. In
this process, the scientist is given the power that was once reserved for the
philosopher and allowed to determine the value of our body. This makes
the pursuit of self-identity theoretically impossible amid the tools and
tactics favored by the scientific community.
Badham’s last critique is presented through an analysis of the
soul– a concept embraced by the Greek philosophers and given legitimacy
through Christian traditions. "Our personal experience and emotions
are ultimately linked to our body chemistry" (Badham 162). Further
characterizing her analysis are rigid genetic codes that create specific bodily
identities and ultimately shape the behaviors of the body. Our genetic
endowment provides certain possibilities and restrictions in the course
of our intellectual development. This proposal is problematic on many
levels– putting Badham in a position similar to Plato’s, with genetics used
as a guise for carrying out the oppression and subjugation of scientifically
inferior bodies and minds. Bodies are once again, coded– this time with
complex genetic discoveries that we cannot understand or control.
Thereafter, science provides ‘empirical’ support for enforcing certain moral
codes that regulate the experience and functions of our bodies in everyday
life. In light of this possibility, it seems necessary for the body to abstain
from certain behaviors and participate in others– so that a man should use
his hands to help others, rather than vainly help himself. Although Badham
seeks to criticize the religious framework surrounding the romanticized
body, she provides an outlet that can accommodate the enslavement of the
physical self.
At the beginning of the 20th century, William Lee Howard
attempted to define homosexuality from a scientific standpoint—
stigmatizing the biochemical makeup of sexual deviants. He contends
that this biochemical makeup is controlled by factors outside of the
homosexual’s control, beginning with the conception of the fetus.
"Nature, well knowing there was not enough energy to make a man or
a woman out of the started embryo, hesitated in sex discrimination after
the anatomical growth had already gotten well on its way" (Gifford, 331).
This is one instance of nature intervening in a process that contributes
to the physical and mental deterioration of the homosexual male. His
body is likely to be "fat and flabby" while his mind is driven toward fits of
melancholia. The melancholia subsequently motivates suicide attempts that
threaten the existence of the individual man and the collective social entity.
Howard concludes that homosexuals should be studied medically but
more importantly, they should be charged higher rates for life insurance
(Gifford, 332).
Howard’s approach to homosexuality highlights the fact that
scientific analyses are used in enslaving our bodies to the social needs of
both scholars and the dominant society. Methods of measuring the skull,
testing the blood and devising Eugenic theories worked in upholding
systems of racial stratification. Lee demonstrates the analysis of the
mind that took place through psychiatry in the process of assigning social
inferiority to homosexual segments of the population.
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Foucault’s discussion in The History of Sexuality Volume 1, further
demonstrates how social and scientific institutions have implanted sexual
categories into the analysis of the physical self. These sexual categories are
not intrinsic, but are concocted to meet the economic and political needs
of the dominant society. In this light, heterosexuality seems necessary for
providing a consistent and able work force to meet the market demands of
capitalism. Foucault notes:
Homosexuality appeared as a major form of sexuality
when it was transposed from the practice of sodomy onto a
kind of interior androgyny of the soul. The sodomite had been
a temporary aberration; the homosexual was now a species.
(Foucault, 43)

The rhetoric integrated by Foucault demonstrates the scientific groundwork
for discussions on sexuality. Even today, homosexuals are criticized for
their inability to procreate, which subsequently shapes the establishment
of a homosexual ‘species.’ Homosexual identity is further illustrated with
tools of surveillance so that the homosexual’s mannerisms and interests
are under the microscopic view of authorities. These authorities establish
scientific and educational establishments to condemn homosexuality,
masturbation and other sexual functions of the body. This fuels the mindbody dichotomy that’s embraced by Plato and Badham, and perpetrates
the establishment of hierarchically structured categories of distinction
that invigorate the lines of gender and sexuality. Disorders are created
and utilized in the process of labeling our bodies and its performance.
It begins when the man who has sexual desire for another man is labeled
as a homosexual. If the man accepts his same-sex desire, pursues sexual
encounters, and asks for rights, he is labeled as gay. Arising from these
categories are two radical possibilities: liberation of the gay body or
enslavement of it by outside authorities.
Olive Skene Johnson balances Foucault’s constructivist argument
with a scientific framework that utilizes genetic advances from the past
century. "I believe there is convincing evidence that human personality and
behaviour develop from an interaction between the biological and social
factors: it’s not biology or society that calls the shots, but both" (Johnson
13). From this, she integrates an analysis of non-human primates and
their ‘homosexual’ practices, focusing on the bonobo. Most bonobos are
bisexual and it is not uncommon for male bonobos to perform oral favors
for one another. Most female bonobos prefer same-sex encounters over
heterosexual ones, but instinctively they are driven toward procreation with
members of the opposite sex (Johnson, 27). Although Johnson’s analysis
is useful in linking the human experience with that of other primates, it
ultimately discounts the ability of human bodies to politically assemble. As
humans, we can make social statements based on the performance of our
body. We can transcend the limitations of homosexual desire and accept
a queer identity. Although the homosexual body was painted as "queer"
by scientists and court authorities, who have used Badham’s formula for
analyzing the present body, we have the ability to transform the meaning
of the word altogether. Queerness can promote gender fluidity and sexual
fluidity– subsequently opening the doors to rebellion against the scientific
and religious networks that have benefited from the codification of our
racial and sexual selves.
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In this paper, I have intentionally created two opposite
and conflicting identities, discussing racialization and sexualization
separately—reflecting the approach of organizations like the HRC that
discusses race and sexuality in different breaths. This inevitably works in
a manner similar to the Platonic distinction of the body and the soul, so
that we are confronted with the responsibility of hierarchically organizing
our oppression. Additionally, it discounts the racism within the LGBTQIA
community—overlooking the complex and hidden shapes through which
race endures. The tools provided by the HRC for sexual minorities of color
are highly ethnocentric, undermining the fact that racism and heterosexism
are mutually constructive of one another. A Coming-Out pamphlet notes
that "The possibility that gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgender Latinas/os
might lose that important support system by coming out to their family is
daunting" (HRC 1). The pamphlet focuses on the morbid possibility of
losing a Latino family, while ignoring the fact that the individual could just
as easily lack the support of the LGBTQIA community on the basis of his
racial identity.
Patricia Hill Collins appeals to cultural specificity, noting,
"…LGBT African American people highlighted the connections that
characterize racism and heterosexism as two mutually constructing
systems of oppression" (Collins, 112). In this, she bridges the gap between
racial and sexual distinctions—shaping a microcosm for the divisions that
previously dissembled the body and the mind in Platonic and scientific
discussions of the self. Mainstream LGBTQIA organizations appeal to
normalcy and respectability, inconsiderate of the fact that our sexual
identities are fundamentally premised on the performance of our bodies.
This subsequently limits our ability to find ideological solutions to the
identity dilemma confronting us as a people. Science is ultimately unstable,
constantly evolving and consistently meeting the political needs of the
biased elite. Therefore it is up to us to confront our identities, analyze
the experience of our bodies, and integrate the Foucauldian element of
caution in defining our selves.
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Emptiness and the Buddha Dharma
Karlie Knudtsen

Nagarjuna is said to have given the “truest philosophical
systematization of Buddha’s ontology” by formulating the emptiness
(sunyata) of phenomenal things.1 Considered by many in the Buddhist
tradition to be of second importance behind only Buddha himself,
Nagarjuna was given the epithet of “reopener of the Mahayanai path”
due to his propagation of the teaching of emptiness first pioneered by
the Buddha. Comprehensive analysis of Nagarjuna’s teaching of sunyata
resolves Buddha’s essential teachings (Dharma) of No Self (anatman) and
Dependent Co-Arising (pratitya samutpada) into a coherent philosophical
system known as the Middle Way School (Madhyamaka). In this paper I
will examine the basis for Madhyamaka thought as found in the primary
teachings of Buddha Shakyamuni.
The Madhyamaka School is called the ‘Middle Way’ because it
runs a course between the extremes of Nihilism, an ontology where
nothing exists, and Eternalism, an ontology where there is an absolute
unchanging reality.2 The myth surrounding Nagarjuna’s life and teaching
must be delineated so that the evolution of Madhyamaka thought, as
derived from Nagarjuna’s education on the main tenets of the tradition,
can be elucidated. The name Nagarjuna is considered to be legendary
indicating his birth under an arjuna tree and eventual journey to the
submarine kingdom of the Nagas where he received transmission of the
Perfection of Wisdom Sutra (Prajnaparamita Sutra). However, the Sanskrit
word naga also means ‘serpent’ and is often used as an appellation for
“the brother who has destroyed the asavasii,” an arhatiii in other words.3
In modern scholasticism, this linguistic connection establishes Nagarjuna
as a disciple of a community of arhats adhering to the Theravadiniv path,4
as a middle way between extreme asceticism and overt sensuality. By
pushing the envelope of the traditional ‘Middle Way’ doctrine embodied
by Theravadin arhats, Nagarjuna developed the middle way par excellence as
manifested by Madhyamaka.5
All accepted facets of Buddhist teachings were intricately
enumerated in Nagarjuna’s Theravadin education. The presentation of
the Dharma in the primary two divisions of the Pali cannon began his
education. He learned of the Four Noble Truths (arya satya): the truth of
suffering (dukha), the truth of ignorance (avidya) as the cause of craving
(tanha) that results in suffering, and the cessation of suffering (nirodha)
by following the 8 Fold Path (astagikae marga). By ridding one’s self of
ignorance, one can understand the cause of suffering and realize the
unconditioned reality (nirvana). In addition, Nagarjuna learned Buddha’s
teaching of Dependent Co-Arising (pratitya samutpada) as the law causing
all things in the phenomenal world and the essential component of
understanding that ends ignorance and suffering.6 Understanding of the
causal law gives one insight and an ability to live in the world free from
bondage.7 Buddha states, “He who sees causality sees the Dharma. He
who sees the Dharma sees me.”8 This statement shows that understanding
Dependent Co-Arising is antecedent to the realization of nirvana as the
goal of Buddhism. To complement the previous teachings, Nagarjuna
learned the Doctrine of No Self (anatman). This doctrine holds that if an
unchanging ‘Self ’ that is identifiable with the Absolute lurked behind all
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experience that ‘Self ’, because it is unchanging, could not be affected and
the cessation of suffering would be impossible. Anatman logically falls out
of the Four Noble Truths because absolute Self directly conflicts with
the truth of suffering, the cessation of suffering, and the possibility of
nirvana. It follows that if there is a ‘Self ’ stuck in the sufferings of samsara,v
then that ‘Self ’ is absolutely stuck without the possibility for entering
nirvana by cessation of suffering.
Building on those first principles, Nagarjuna became well versed
in the culminating third division of the Pali cannon, the Abhidharma
Pitika, meaning ‘higher Dharma.9 The purpose of Abhidharma was the
systemization, interpretation, and philosophical exposition of the Dharma
taught by Buddha. To advance understanding, Abhidharma works out a
dichotomy between Ultimate (paramattha) and Conventional (sammuti)
truths. The Abhidharma considers phenomena (dhamma) to be the Ultimate
truth about the way things are.10 Dhammas are the independent, elemental
building blocks of physical and mental experience of the world.11
Conventional truths occur when dhammas arise in combination causing
subjectively relative momentary mental or physical conceptions of
phenomena. Momentary concepts are regarded as conventionally existing
truth since they can be dissolved into ultimate constituting dhammas.
Tibetans call analysis of a thing into ultimate dhammas “the ultimate
investigation” which discovers if a phenomenal thing has ultimate truth or
conceptual and conventional existence.12 For example, the cogs, axels, and
wheels of a chariot ultimately exist while the chariot itself conventionally
exists dependent upon the primary parts composing it.13 Nagarjuna’s
indoctrination included a thoroughgoing rationale of Abhidharma’s
ontological commitment to dhammas that postulates ultimate primary
existents as the ‘into which’ conventional existents can be analyzed; since
dhammas must exist, they are absolute substances capable of existing on
their own.14
Nagarjuna rejects this ontological commitment made in the
Abhidharma Pitika. He asserts that by committing to substantial dhammas
as independent containers of their own cause of existence a contradiction
arises that undermines the whole foundation of Buddhism.15 If
one commits to dhammas ultimately existing, one either commits to
an ‘unchanging block universe’ and Eternalism or Nihilism and the
destruction of things through change.16 The assertion that dhammas
are individual substances goes against the Doctrine of Anatman. By
equivocating Self and inherent existence, “the emptiness of dhammas is
something required by the logic of the emptiness of persons”.17 If the
“own-nature (substantial Self) of the effect were to be found in the cause,
production would be rendered meaningless, for there would then be mere
self-duplication.”18 If dhammas were to contain ‘own-nature’ they would
not be able to compound and cause conventional truths. Furthermore,
Nagarjuna claims that Abhidharma’s ontological commitment to dhammas
defiles the Four Noble Truths and the 8 Fold Path by not allowing for
change and thereby denying the cessation of suffering and the realization
of nirvana. To resolve these conflicts, Nagarjuna contends that dhammas
must be empty. Since dhammas cannot be independent Ultimate truths,
they must be conventional conceptual constructs, akin to illusions as the
Perfection of Wisdom Sutra claims all things are19. One can summarize
Nagarjuna’s argument by saying, “if one accepts Absolutism, one rejects
emptiness, origination, destruction, the Four Noble Truths, and the
Doctrine of No Self.”
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Using a Socratic dialectical argument based on reductio ad absurdum
(prasanga) induction,20 Nagarjuna ascertains the emptiness of things. This
method assumes a position that analytically yields an inherent absurdity,
thereby producing an inconsistent belief entailing anything. The
illocutionary negation of a provisional assumption avoids metaphysical
commitments extraneous to the revealed emptiness of the assumption.21
Nagarjuna’s first rejected assumption is the notion of causality. Beginning
with a quadralemma, he assumes all four possible views on causality:
“cause and effect are identical; that they are different; that they are both
identical and different; that they are neither identical nor different.”22 The
main polemic is launched against the first and second propositions since
the third proposition is beset with the same problems as one and two, and
proposition four is not a genuinely philosophical position.23 Nagarjuna
rejects the first proposition by asserting that “[causation] cannot be
rationally explained between a cause and effect that are the same. If
an effect is already real in a cause and becomes again a product, such
causation would lead to an infinite regress.”24 Nagarjuna rejects the second
proposition by asserting, “if cause is different than the effect no relation
subsists between them, and anything can be produced from anything.”25
The absurdities resulting from the four views show that causality must be
an empty concept.

Some clarification of Nagarjuna’s understanding of the word
‘concept’ is needed to flesh out the implications of emptiness. The
English word ‘concept’ is translated as samvrti in Sanskrit, derived from
sam, meaning ‘together with’, and vr, meaning ‘something that covers.’26
Nagarjuna understood ‘concept’ as an illusion covering over and
obstructing the Ultimate truth.27 Discovery of the conceptual emptiness
of causality and dhammas causing subjective experience lead to the
rejection of worldly experiences as being illusory and empty:
Nagarjuna concludes that causation is unreal, a mere
thought construction wrongly superimposed upon the objective
order of existence. Ultimately phenomena do not originate
from themselves, or from other, or from both, or from neither.
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Origination being logically inconceivable causation is like a
dream or an illusion.28

In other words, all truths about the phenomenal world, such as hate and
pain, are empty concepts that induce ignorance (avidya) and are based
on illusions (maya) which tell us nothing about the Ultimate reality. Lao
Tzu expressed this idea appropriately, “the Way that we can talk about or
describe is not the Way.”29
However, it is noted that “the Ultimate reality cannot be
communicated without resorting to the conventional, and that without the
understanding of the Ultimate Reality one cannot realize nirvana.”30 It is
understood that conceptual formulations of dhammas and doctrines have
instrumentally meaningful relative validity as means to further ends.31 Thus,
the right view of the emptiness of conventional doctrines and dhammas
is “ultimately merely a device to bring about perfect understanding itself
. . . [for] the mind that sees emptiness is free of any tendency to impose
some sort of conceptual construct on the way things are.”32 Owing to
Dependent Co-Arising, a person with the view of emptiness understands
that emptiness is itself dependent on that which is empty and does not
cling to it as a truth.33 Clinging and in turn suffering are produced by
belief in illusions due to ignorance of sunyata. By holding the view that
sunyata is the way things really are, one is released from ignorance and
projections of conventional ‘thing-ness’ onto Ultimate Reality, becoming
freed from bondage and suffering.34 For example, an ignorant person is
one holding differential views between nirvana (unconditioned existence)
and samsara (conditioned existence). A wise person has ceased discursive
thought by realizing that both concepts exist conventionally as empty
illusions functioning as expedients for reaching a deeper understanding
of the emptiness of things.
Buddha’s teaching of the Dharma are considered as analogous to
a raft (yana): the raft of the Dharma is needed to cross from the riverbank
of ignorance and suffering to the opposite shore of wisdom and nirvana.
By constructing the philosophical system of Madhyamaka that leads to the
abandoning of ignorant views and the realization of nirvana, Nagarjuna’s
formulation of the doctrine of emptiness embraces all of Buddha’s
teachings and further illumines the metaphor of the raft of Dharma.
Nagarjuna’s effort within the already established Buddhist framework
exposes the true ontology of emptiness expounded by the Buddha in his
teachings of Dependent Co-Arising, Four Noble Truths, and Doctrine
of Anatman. Nagarjuna’s own words at the beginning of his most major
work, the ‘Root Verses on the Middle’ (Mula-Madhyamaka-Karika), provide
the most apropos sequitur to the thesis of this paper:
I salute the perfectly enlightened one, the foremost of
all teachers, who proclaimed the principle of causality [which
leads to] the path of purification of obsessions and is blissful,
which neither disappears nor appears, neither has an end nor
is eternal, neither undifferentiated nor differentiated, moves
neither hither no thither.35
GLOSSARY
i

Mahayana. Literally, “Great Vehicle,” a form Buddhism developed after Buddha
Shakyamuni’s death that is considered to be continuous with his teachings. The second
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turning of the wheel of the Dharma.
ii
Asavas. Literally, “flowings,” sometimes translated as cankers; specifically the asavas are
sensual desire, desire for becoming, and ignorance. To these is sometimes added wrong
views.
ii
Arhat. The perfect disciple or saint; one who had done everything required to reach the
goal of his training. This person is worthy of reverence as being rightly self-awakened and
is considered an enlightened being or Buddha.
iv
Theravadin. Literally, “The System or School of the Elders,” considered to be the orthodox
and original form of Buddhism. The first turning of the wheel of the Dharma.
v
Samsara. The wheel of birth, death, reincarnation, and change. The cycle of existence.
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The Perfect Sinner
Julia Burnett

According to the Bible the world was created good by God who
is by definition perfectly good. The problem then is: how, given God’s
perfect goodness and the perfect goodness of his creation, did evil come
into existence? One cannot say that God created evil without violating the
notion that God is all-good so one is left looking elsewhere for the cause of
evil. The first being to sin was Satan and so it is his sin and his motivation
to sin that will be the focus of this essay. This essay will delve into the
circumstances surrounding the first step away from God that Satan made
and try to maintain his definitional character while establishing the context
in which he decided to sin against God. St. Augustine of Hippo was one
of many theologians who have wrestled with this paradox and it is his work
and the work of more modern writers that will be focused on in order to
try and solve this puzzle.
Up to this point there does not exist a satisfying solution to
this problem and it is the intention of this essay to endeavor to present
the explanation that best answers this problem. First it is important to
introduce the characters and explain their qualities. God is absolutely
perfect in every way including His perfect goodness. In Genesis it is
written that as God is creating each element of the world it is proclaimed
to be good and in some instances very good, so from this we can be
assured that in creation everything was created perfectly good (Genesis I:
1-31). To put a finer point on it, God could not have done otherwise than
to create things so that they were good. The problem is that in reality there
is not just good in the world but also evil. The next character to define is
Satan. Satan was also created perfectly good like the rest of creation. By
this I mean that he had no defects of mind, body, soul, or character. He
was created in such a way that he was a rational creature with the ability to
think and deliberate and to make judgments based off his deliberations.
He was created perfectly ordered in reason and this ordering was directed
toward the goodness of God. The characters have been met and we
have a basic understanding of how they were made, so maybe now the
problem is more obvious. How does a perfectly good, perfectly ordered
rational creature choose to sin against God? I would first like to explore
Augustine’s solution to the problem of original sin.
Augustine felt that the free will of rational creatures was the cause
of sin in the world. In On Free Will, Augustine wrestles with the origin
of evil and the concept of a free will. After much debate with his dialogue
partner, Evodius, the conclusion is made that “every evil man is the author
of his evil deeds” (On Free Will, I:1:i). This conclusion is formed out of
the acknowledgement that God could not have brought evil into the world.
Augustine states that “God is good (and we may not think otherwise) he
cannot do evil” (On Free Will,I:1:i). This leaves humans as the cause of
sin. One could make the argument that because God created humans
with the ability to sin that it is still God that created sin and evil. To this
argument Augustine states:
If a man is good, and if he would not be able to act
rightly except by willing to do so, he ought to have free will
because without it he would not be able to act rightly. Because
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he also sins through having a free will, we are not to believe that
God gave it to him for that purpose. It is, therefore, a sufficient
reason why he [God] ought to have been given it, that without it
man could not live rightly. (On Free Will, II:3:i).

Humans must have free will to have any chance at living rightly.
Augustine also states that “An action would be neither sinful nor righteous
unless it were done voluntarily.” (On Free Will, II:3:i) Voluntary is meant to
be understood as the free choice of the person. If a person is coerced into
acting this act is not free and therefore cannot be punished or rewarded.
This also applies to the idea of predetermined acts. If a person’s acts are
predetermined then again they cannot be fairly judged. The point is that
“in punishing and in rewarding there must have been justice since justice is
one of the good things which come from God. God, therefore, must have
given and to have given man free will” (On Free Will, II:3:i). So free will
has been established as a necessary attribute of man and it also applies to
angles, like Satan.
Free choice can be sinful according to Augustine when the choice
is made to turn away from the eternal God and focus on the changeable
material world (On Free Will, I:35:xvi). The next logical question is to ask
what could cause the will to make this movement away from God. To this
Augustine answers,
We cannot doubt that that movement of the will,
that turning away from the Lord God, is sin: but surely we
cannot say that God is the author of sin? God, then, will not
be the cause of that movement; but what will be its cause? If
you ask this, and I answer that I do not know, probably you
will be saddened. And yet that would be a true answer. That
which is nothing cannot be known (On Free Will II:54:xx).

In this account sin is thought of as being the absence of good,
hence Augustine saying that it is nothing. In this passage Augustine is
stating that he does not know and it cannot be know what the cause of the
first sin is; it is beyond knowing that it was the free choice of the acting
agent. This answer does not imply that there is no cause but simply that it
cannot be known. This answer is rather unsatisfactory as it cannot name a
first cause of sin. Fortunately, a cause can be hypothesized and it can be
found in the rational nature of Satan and his free will.
MacDonald states the problem as such: “All things created by God,
including the rational creatures whose free choices are the original evils, are
wholly good and without flaw” (“Primal Sin,” p. 110). So the question is,
how can perfect creations sin? The answer provided by Augustine and
endorsed by MacDonald is that it is by the free will of the rational creatures
that they are able to sin (“Primal Sin,” p. 111). The question that arises is,
why would these prefect creations decide to sin? For Augustine the answer
ends with free will and beyond that we cannot know the cause (“Primal
Sin,” pp. 111-112). MacDonald attempts to go further and find a cause for
the choice to sin. MacDonald states that “the answer must be that they
[evil angels and the first humans] failed to pay attention to the reason they
had for loving God above all things, namely, their knowledge that God is
the highest good” (“Primal Sin,” p. 120). This interesting insight is better
understood when one looks to the examples that MacDonald employs to
illustrate his point.
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The first example that MacDonald uses is the story of the fall of
Eve. The serpent tempts Eve by focusing her mind on the aspect of God
as an issuer of rules and the wielder of retribution. With her mind focused
on this and not on God’s quality of being the highest good she makes the
decision to eat the fruit from the tree of knowledge. MacDonald states
that “with her attention selectively focused in this way it becomes easier
for her as she deliberates about what to do to neglect the latter facts
altogether” (“Primal Sin,” p. 121). This seems impossible as Eve was a
creation without flaw and it seems that there is a flaw in her ability to be
negligent in not having all the important facts in her mind while she is
making a judgment.
In Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, he discusses reasonable
expectation, which seems to be what a person can be held accountable for
knowing. Though he discusses this in the context of ethical responsibility,
there seems to be wisdom in what he is saying which may shed light on the
subject at hand.
Now when (1) the injury takes place contrary to
reasonable expectation, it is a misadventure. When (2) it is not
contrary to reasonable expectation, but does not imply vice, it is
a mistake (for a man makes a mistake when the fault originates
in him, but is the victim of accident when the origin lies outside
him). (1135b, 15-25)

He seems to be saying that a person is not considered defective when
they act in a way according to what is able to be reasonably known. A
good example to illustrate this idea is the scenario of hunters. Consider
a situation in which a hunter, who for all intents and purposes, is a most
careful and conscientious. He never shoots until certain of what he is
shooting at and is never quick to pull the trigger. This hunter is out one
day in the forest and spots a deer. He takes careful aim and hits the animal.
As the hunter is walking up to the deer he realizes that the deer is in fact an
animal rights activist dressed up in a very real to life deer costume. In this
situation it seems that the hunter cannot be held accountable for murdering
the activist. He was acting in accordance with what could be reasonably
known at the time. Now had the hunter been aware that there was a huge
animal activist group in the area and that the members of the group often
dress in deer costumes, and he still went hunting that day and shot at what
appeared to be deer, he would not have been acting in accordance with
what he reasonably knew.
This concept pertains to the memory as well. If a person is
remembering all that they should when making a judgment then they are
acting responsibly, but if they are making judgments without remembering
all the relevant facts then they are not acting responsibly. What a person
should remember is what can be reasonably known. Consider the hunter
again, he knows about the activist group’s presence and about their history
of dressing up as deer. The hunter decides to go hunting because he
was not thinking about those pieces of knowledge when he made the
decision. In this instance the hunter acted irresponsibly and can be held
accountable to a certain extent. Obviously the hunter did not maliciously
murder the activist but killed the person out of negligence. Another
example is a person with some sort of deficient memory, one in which the
person cannot remember things for more than a few minutes at a time.
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In this situation that the person could not reasonably know anything for
any duration of time, thus they would not be held accountable for the
judgments they made as long as they were aware of the deficiency. If they
are aware of their problem that they would not make decisions without
consulting someone or something else to aide them in the decision making
process. As long as a person with normal rational functions keeps in mind
what can be reasonably known when making judgments then they are
acting in a responsible manner.

A clear distinction needs to be understood between a good but
limited creature’s forgetfulness and the negligence of a defective creature
in making a judgment while forgetting relevant pieces of knowledge. Eve’s
ability to forget in and of itself is not a defect and not a sin. As long as she
is not making a judgment while she is forgetting she can still be perfectly
ordered. It is not meant here that she must at all times have every piece of
knowledge present to her mind in order to fulfill the definition of perfect
orderedness. Further there is no sin in simply forgetting some knowledge
temporarily. There was no sin in the hunter forgetting about the activist
rally. His sin came when he went hunting and shot the activist because he
forgot that the rally was going on at the time of his hunt. While deciding
what to eat for breakfast that morning the hunter was not thinking about
the rally and he did not commit a sin because the knowledge that the rally
was taking place had no relevance to the decision of breakfast foods. The
same could be said of Eve, she too would not need to have the knowledge
that God is the supreme good in her mind while deciding something
like when to eat lunch. The defect would arise however, if she were to
make deliberations and consequent judgments while not attending to the
knowledge that she possesses.
The example that MacDonald provides is a clear case of defect
of deliberation and judgment. It is not possible that Eve, even though
perfectly ordered, can be forgetful. However, this could be described as
being a limitation and not a defect. The defect is clearly her ability to
neglect relevant knowledge while making a decision. As Aristotle pointed
out, there is moral culpability to assign when a person makes a judgment
without all of the reasonably known information in mind. In the case
of Eve it is reasonable that she should have in mind the fact that God
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is the greatest good when making a decision to act against His direction.
The fact that she was not attending to this knowledge when making her
decision shows moral responsibility for her actions. It is contrary to a
perfectly ordered being to be able to exhibit this sort of negligence.
God either created Eve negligent and so defective or he created
her free of defect and therefore not negligent. It is known that He created
her without defect and so she would not have made a judgment without
considering all the relevant facts. God being the highest good seems to be
in His very definition and yet she does not consider this and decides to defy
Him. This solution here is concluding that if Eve did not have this defect
of negligence, then she would not have sinned. In other words, she sinned
because she was defective and we know that she was not defective. This
example does not give a reason for original sin that is consistent with Eve’s
perfect order.
MacDonald’s second example is an everyday situation which
people face and experience all the time. In this example MacDonald
supposes that on his way out of the office on a Friday a coworker of his
approaches him and asks him if he would like to go get a cup of coffee.
MacDonald gives the reason that he should accept this invitation because
he believes that getting coffee will promote inner office relations, which
is something that is important to him. He also gives the reason that if he
goes for the cup of coffee he will have to drive home during rush hour as
being why he should not accept the invitation. In this scenario he quickly
decides to accept the invitation, which would be fine had he not forgotten
that he was supposed to take his children to the park that same afternoon
(“Primal Sin,” pp. 123-124).
MacDonald wants the reader to see that this is a situation where
a person did not attend to all the relevant information before making a
choice. This example does have intuitive attraction as every person can
think of an instance when they have made a choice without considering
all that they knew about the choice. The problem with using this example
to defend MacDonald’s account of the first sin is that he is using human
nature post-fall to describe the natures of the original sinners: the evil
angels and the first humans. It is easy to see how MacDonald made the
bad choice of neglecting his promise to his children; he is human and not
perfect. The first sinners were without flaw; while the humans after the
fall are with flaw so it does not follow that MacDonald can use an example
of this sort to further his argument. Again this example is only pointing
to how a post-fall human can sin by negligence and says nothing of value
about humans or angels before the fall.
In his article “Is Satan a Lover of the Good?” Robert Dunn first
makes a distinction between two different kinds of intentional action. The
first type is what Dunn calls motivational action, which he describes as the
“intentional agents are pursuers of goals or desired outcomes” (Is Satan
a Lover pp. 13). The second is evaluative action which is the “intentional
agents are pursuers of value, as they see it” (“Is Satan a Lover,” pp. 13).
Dunn sums up the conclusions of these two types of actions: “Within
the terms of the evaluative story, intentional agents look like practical
reasoners, who act under the guidance of reason. Within the terms of the
motivational story, intentional agents look like they just act at the behest
of desire” (“Is Satan a Lover,” pp. 13). Dunn wants to maintain these
distinctions because he can “save Satan’s Satanism, self-haters’ self-hate,
and so on, if we preserve an intuitive distinction between intentional action
that is the outcome of self-reflective means-end-reasoning and intentional

39

JULIE BURNETT
action that is the outcome of seriously evaluative reasoning” (“Is Satan a
Lover,” pp. 14). It is Dunn’s conclusion that Satan acts as an intentional
agent under the description of the evaluative story (“Is Satan a Lover,”
pp. 27). He wants to say that Satan’s choice to sin was not a good in the
sense of moral good but good in the sense that manifested success in
attaining his goal (Is Satan a Lover pp. 27). It is possible that Satan’s first
goal of being more like God was good in the moral sense and that when
he sinned to attain his goal that action was not morally good but good in
the sense that Dunn is referring to, in that it was successful in attaining his
good goal. Perhaps this calls for some qualification. As soon as a means
is determined that will attain a said goal, those means become a sort of
secondary goal. So in the example of Satan, once he deliberated to the
judgment that sinning was the best means to reach his goal, sinning would
become his secondary goal. One could still say that his secondary goal was
good in the sense that it would attain his primary goal but one could never
say that the goal of sinning is a morally good one. If this is the case then
Satan committed his first sin when he made the judgment that sinning was
his secondary goal. However, that judgment was not a sin as that would
give Satan a defective ability to judge. In the amoral sense his judgment
was good but it is unclear whether that is enough to stay true to his perfect
character.
What is needed is an explanation of why Satan chooses to sin
that does not imply he was defective. The scene here is one of the angels
in heaven with God and all is right in the world and all is perfectly good.
The scecne then shifts focus onto Satan and his thoughts. Satan was
contemplating about how to be more like God. This is not an absurd
possibility, it is plausible that Satan worshipped and adored God to the
point of desiring to emulate Him. So Satan’s goal is to be more like God
and it seems that this goal is a good goal and not where the sin is to be
found. This makes sense as one who is perfectly good could not have a
sinful goal unless there was a defect of some kind present and we know
that Satan had no defects. Augustine interpreted this goal to mean “…if
the mind, being immediately conscious of itself, takes pleasure in itself to
the extent of perversely imitating God, wanting to enjoy its own power, the
greater it wants to be the less it becomes. Pride is the beginning of all sin,
and the beginning of man’s pride is revolt from God ( Eccl. 10:12-13)” (On
Free Will, III:76:7-12). Satan did not have this intention to begin with but
simply had the intention of being closer to God in attributes. To say that
Satan had pride in such a way that he found pleasure in perverse imitations
of God would be saying that he was defective. It is contradictory to him
being perfectly good and perfectly ordered to have this defect of pride. It is
better to say that after Satan sinned he was prideful and otherwise defective
in character but I feel as if saying that he was beforehand is not being true
to his definitional qualities. So now that the goal has been established the
next step for Satan is to deliberate on how to accomplish his goal.
Suppose that Satan felt that to be more like God he needed to have
a will that was not submissive to anyone including God. This also makes
sense because God’s will is not submissive to anything and in so having a
will like God’s Satan reasoned he would be more like God. Again this was
not the point of the first sin, there was nothing sinful or defective about
Satan’s reasoning. Satan must now make a judgment on the best course of
action to bring about the fulfillment of his goal. Satan then judges that
sinning will release his soul from its submission to God. This judgment
is also not the sin, it was a good judgment and there are no defects to be
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found. In fact, it would seem that this was the best judgment in order
to insure successive attainment of the goal. The first sin occurred when
Satan’s goal became to sin.
The question then becomes: Was the decision to sin the right
decision? Quite obviously sinning did not bring Satan closer to God as
was his original goal but accomplished the opposite effect of moving him
far away from God. In situations of deliberation one’s goals change along
the lines of the reasoning that is done. In Satan’s case he first had the goal
of being more like God in attributes, he then had the goal of attaining an
unsubmissive will, and then finally he had the goal of sinning. These goals
do follow directly from each other but the original goal and the ending
goal do not match up. So was he right? Neither his reasoning nor his
conclusions show any signs of defect and if they are not flawed they must
be good.
Another question that should be considered is: Is it not a fact
that serving God in heaven is better than ruling in hell? The only rebuttal
that can be offered up is that it is not a matter of fact but one of opinion.
By opinion it is meant that it is a judgment call and Satan with his perfect
judgment made a different choice than God would have made. Quite
obviously in the case of Satan it is better to rule in hell or he would not
have made that judgment.
The notion that two perfect beings could reason to two different
judgments seems strange but can be illustrated with an example. Imagine
a committee that is made up of nearly identical individuals. By this it is
meant that they all have the same backgrounds, the same educations, the
same experiences even, but they are different people. Now this committee
was founded in order to decide which religious studies graduate program
was the best in the country. It is possible that these people would not all
pick the same school regardless of their similarities. This judgment would
be simply that: a judgment call. After all of the criteria were examined the
members of the committee could judge differently based on something
in their own personal capacity to judge. The members of the committee
all have the same main goal of deciding which program is best, but the
members could easily have differing subsidiary goals. Maybe one member
is attending to her knowledge of the importance of a balanced curriculum,
and another member is thinking of the quality of faculty. It could be
pointed out that the committee members were not keeping in their minds all
that they should reasonably know to make their judgments. In the case of
God and Satan we would have to say that they would have all the criteria in
their minds when making judgments. If this is the case, then how did they
manage to arrive at different conclusions? An answer to consider is simply
that God would not have in his mind the goal to acquire an unsubmissive
will because he already has one. God and Satan would therefore have
differing goals and would therefore arrive at differing conclusions. If this
is related back to the committee we could say that the overall goal is the
same for all members but that each member could possibly each have an
individual subsidiary goal that is based on their individual sub-desires. In
the case of the board member that was thinking of the fullness of the
curriculum; perhaps she has as her sub-desire that students become more
comprehensive in more areas. The member who was thinking mainly of
quality of faculty had the sub-desire that the faculty should have a greater
impact on the quality of education they provide. In the case of God and
Satan both desire the good but they differ on other sub-desires and so are
able to make different judgments. In this way Satan and God could have
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had deliberated to differing conclusions based on the fact that they are not
the same rational being but two different rational beings. This explanation
preserves Satan’s character and God’s part in creating him but allows for a
perfectly good rational creature to sin.
In conclusion, Satan was not defective in any way and still chose
to sin. This phenomenon was the result of Satan’s original goal of being
more like God in attributes. That was a good goal and his further desire
to have a will like God’s will is also a good goal. It follows through good
reasoning that sinning was the way in which Satan could attain this Godlike unsubmissive will. Augustine’s solution of pride attributes a defect to
Satan’s character and therefore is not a valid answer. MacDonald’s article
also leads to the contradiction of Satan having a defect in deliberation and
in judgment. The conclusion provided in this essay does not violate Satan’s
perfect nature and yet allows him to sin.
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I Will be There:
A projection of Heideggerian time
Marcus Lobstein

Time as present, is made apparent by the intentional use of a clock.
A clock signifies the presence of time itself; it says “the time is…now.” Yet
time is more than the significations of a clock. What then, is time? How
is it present and why is it always going to be present even without the
significations of a clock, and why is it that clocks are significant?

Let us think of the face of a clock and how it tells time. The
markings of a clock face signify time as measurable. The radials on a clock
which tick through the circular procession of markings serve to indicate
what the time is; when we measure time we look to a clock to tell us. A
clock is meant to indicate the present, as necessitated by the presence of
time, thus the present time, the time of now, is the primary signification
of a clock. When a clock stops it no longer signifies the time of now;
but a clock which is going, is in a constant state of signifying the time of
now. Interestingly, the markings on a clock are encircled and proceed from
one to the next with no end or beginning. Time proceeds from whence it
came, along the infinite continuance of the clock face’s circularity. Always
tracking time in the present this circular movement allows for clocking, a
consistent method for measuring time. Each glance cast towards a clock is
a measuring of time in the present; clocks are used for the sake of clocking
time. For beings in time, clocking time becomes an essential feature of
existence. To be in the time of now, is to be in the presence of time; that
we are all within the same time is made apparent by clocks. Clocking,
in the simplest utterance of “now” is indicative of time. The consistent
measuring of time as provided by clocking has a synchronic function; it
is the additional signification that by being within the same time, we can
synchronize. Clocking allows for certain significations of time, yet there is
more to time than the significations of a clock.
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When a clock stops, the presence of time continues. A stopped
clock refers not to the time of now, but to itself, in that it is no longer
clocking and that it stopped clocking at what ever time it indicates. The
radials may not move but a clock face still shows that time is there,
somewhere, lost in the motionlessness. When we look to a clock which is
stopped, the singular focal point of rotation contrasts the infinite points
of the circle’s circumference and time shows itself to be without beginning
or end. Time is revealed as a constancy of presence, always having been,
always being, and always going to be.
When a clock is looked upon the measuring of time is taking
place; time is being taken. With a clock one can gaze around the ring of
marked time, see the markings of any measurable present moment and
take any of those times. I can take the present time of now and take a later
time of now and say “from now till then I shall take the time.” From when,
then, am I taking time and how is it that I do so? I shall take the time from
now till then to measure the time between now and then. When I look to a
clock and observe its radials going round and round, the time which passes
shall be made apparent in my activity of clocking. From now till then my
waiting shall be a continually present measuring of time. My taking of time
is something I must wait through, or better yet, my taking of time is my
continual being in it. Taking time and waiting through time are analogous
to each other as each reflects the procession of time as indicated by a clock.
Thus each is done in a clock, as each is done within the significations of
the measuring and clocking of time. Taking the time is to wait; in taking
the time to spend writing this paper I wait until I have finished writing, to
stop taking the time. In this sense, waiting is a function of the clocking of
time.
Time is still present when clocks stop, but when clocks stop we
can no longer take the time of now. The significance of now can no longer
be measured and thus the significance of now dissipates in stillness. The
present of now becomes lost within time. But we still feel the presence
of time. This means that time is more than its measurement, that perhaps
time is itself, as before, during and after its measurement. In fact, time is
the condition for clocks and clocking. Time as fundamentally in itself is
temporality; as Heidegger would say, “Temporality is the reason for the
clock.” (BT, II.6.413) Time, then, is what happens when temporality is
limited to and by clocks; it is clock time.
The potential stopping of clocks is a limitation of clock time.
Another limitation of clock time is that when time is taken it can only
be taken from the present. We cannot take time from the past or the
future; we may have taken time in the past and we may take time in
the future, but in the present we always are, taking time. Yet in clock
time people come together, they stretch towards each other looking to
reciprocate the cyclicality of clocking. Worlds of experience swirl together,
interrelating. A great sea of potentiality swells, manifesting articulations
of actuality. Fractyllic iterations of self-reflection counter point each
other, communicating without end whether they synchronize in unison, or
syncopate rhythmically. Together, in time, beings fluoresce outward and
inward, waving with the precision of a thousand fully unified leaves.
Clocks, in their limitedness, are of general purpose to all people.
To go beyond clocks in order to pursue temporality requires finding the
future and the past. But where have these aspects of temporality - the
future and the past - gone? Deep into temporality have these two aspects
receded. As with the present itself, which isn’t found within a clock, the
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past and the future aren’t actually locatable. Temporality is not within the
world like clock time is within the clockings of clocks. A location such
as a clock is an attractive concept as it is the expression of our attraction
to clock time and wanting to be in it, together, now. We locate ourselves
within clocks as within clock time, as on time. Yet this wanting to be in
(and on) time is just an iteration of temporality being within itself; being is
within time, beings are located in time, and time locates beings. Questions
arise as we seek to locate ourselves and others: If you weren’t here then
where were you? When did you arrive? Don’t worry, I’ll be there.
The present can be in clock time because the present is in
temporality and temporality conditions the present as something to be
clocked. Temporality has also in it the past and future. Temporality is
within the past, present and future as each are within temporality. I think
this is what Heidegger is getting at when he refers to temporality as a
manifold. Temporality is the manifold of past, present, and future. What
then is time as pertaining to this manifold of temporality? To consider
this question requires following Heidegger’s conceptual flow from the
idea of clock time to the idea of within-time-ness. Within-time-ness is a
meaningful phrase which seeks to illuminate temporality as a pre-existent
being, of which clocks and we are a part; temporality conditions, and
necessitates the ability to clock. The ability to clock is grounded within us,
as the clocking of time is performed by people. However we are not just
within the clocking of time. That we are within the clocking of time is a
moment of temporality reflected into itself as through us time is within
temporality in being temporal. We are not, though, limited to clock time.
Even though we may constrain ourselves to clock time, we are within time
in being temporal. Being is in the world temporally; Dasein (being-inthe-world) is located in time; Dasein is a temporalizing temporality. As
Heidegger shows, Dasein as a temporalizing temporality is a being-therein-the-world which consists in fundamentally having concern for its own
being-there in time. “In temporalizing itself with regard to its Being as
temporality, Dasein is essentially ‘in a world.’” (BT, II.4.365) It is with
concern for that being-there, in the world, temporally, that Dasein is
projected towards the potentiality of being itself. Actually, being-there, in
the world, commits people to having concern for the potentiality of beingthere, in the world (‘actually’ as used in a present tense and ‘potentiality’
as used in a futural tense). Of course, the ways in which people deal with
the potentiality of being in the world are vast. In fact, clock time is one of
many aides we deploy to deal with feeling overwhelmed at the possibility
of being.
One potentiality which is a great concern for most, if not all
people, is death. Death is the nothingness we must regard with care; to
forget this great attractor of infinite orientations would be to deny the
obligatory imperative which demands that we deal with the disparaging
angst felt when we reflect into the image of becoming nothing, becoming
death. Death is potentially around every corner, and people are sensitive
to this in their being. For Heidegger, the ownmost (or authentic) potential
of Dasein is its own death, a finitude and end. Dasein has always been
processing towards death, as through the futural orientation of having
always been coming from the past. This suggests that Dasein has a past
from whence it came. The past, future and present of Dasein are merged
as manifold into the cumulative proliferation of a fracturing unity. This
manifold of temporality which Dasein is, is maintained in three ways: a
cumulative proliferation of the past, a constancy of the present, and a
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potentializing of the future. People deal with this complex manifoldness
of temporality in many ways. Often, being together in the world, we invest
ourselves publicly, engaging the discourse of the present, and talk about
things that trouble us, such as death. Sometimes we come to conclusions
which project us into the past or future as through awaiting and forgetting.
Also, generally speaking, since being is such a problem for us, one we wish
to reckon with, we are often waylaid by the overwhelming detail of the
world and find ourselves, in ways curiously similar to clock time, limited.
The temporality of Dasein is that which is in itself, not that
which is in a clock. Dasein is temporality; it is a having been, a being now
and a potential to be. It is the nothing which is not the present, nor the
past, nor the future. But when Dasein takes time as from within a clock,
Dasein becomes only that now of the clock, and is lost within the clock
within itself. This present taken, is present-at-hand, and is the general/
public taking of time; thus this limiting of temporality to clock time is the
limiting of Dasein to clock time. This pulls Dasein away from temporal
complexities in a way where it remains within temporality but is hidden
to it; by self occultation, Dasein becomes lost. Being-in-the-world is a
condition of truth for Heidegger, as it is the unveiling of a hiding away.
Seeking a way out of being lost Dasein may come to authenticity - the
location of where it is, when it is unveiled. Within ordinary public time
Dasein is limited by its own taking of such time; such taking of time hides
away that which Dasein has been and that which Dasein is going to be.
This hides Dasein from its ownmost potential of death. People hide in
the world, people hide in clocks, people hide within themselves as within
each other. Constantly, we limit ourselves, hiding from the vastness which
is our unending continuance until death, that thing which perhaps we may
actually come to know through becoming it wholly, totally.
The task of living is hard; we may struggle and suffer, and strive
to be totalized in life. Such is the way in which people have come before
the sovereignty of commerce, the greatest game. Such manufacturing of
orientations leads to tragic misinterpretations of the difficulties of life,
wherein totalitarianism may be allowed to foster notions of totality and
authoritarianism may come to proclaim a self righteousness to which all
else shall perish. Authority is easy, as its orderings are prevalently followed,
so we are attracted to it and like clocks its ticking mechanisms are existent
only because something more fundamental is the original perturbation,
the resounding coming to be, of a being which essences itself. We send
ourselves away to some place while fleeing in the face of death, such as
when we hide in clock time. By recognizing what they do and where they
go, we can reach past our limitations. We may observe the effects of our
limitations, and unveil what they do. When our limitations drive us we
may come to recognize where it is we are going. By looking into ourselves
futurally, we see the potential of our projections as that to which we are
going. Where is it that we are going, into the future as into ourselves? Why
are we in an ever increasing, and magnificently deranged rush? Are we
anxious of arriving at our moment of becoming death?
Being towards one’s death authentically is to meet it through
futural projection, or to be with it, along side it, until one becomes it. This
being along side death, until once more merged with it, may only be done
through the temporalizing of temporality. Life is the dynamic manifoldness
of past, present, and future, which together all coalesce as entangling and
entwining aspects of each other. These animations and excitations allow
for Dasein to orient itself in various ways, which is revealing for Dasein.
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Dasein isn’t always clear, however, as when the present is made primary it is
severed from past and future, and the time of ‘now’ comes to neglect and
cover up the dynamic manifold of temporality; this facet of non-clarity is
clock time. However, Dasein may come to be clear through orienting itself
in a manner which is authentic. Such clarity would reveal that just as clock
time is conditioned by temporality, and Dasein is temporality, Dasein is the
condition for clock time and is beyond the limitations of clock time. So
why does Dasein submit in commonality, to that ordinary, clock time which
is recognized by everyday Dasein?
It is through our everydayness, and public commonalities that we
seek dialogue; it is in clock time that we come together. We seek to be
delimited, in being unlimited, yet we need limits and have them, so we must
recognize those limits to be reconciled. The question of whether we can
ever be reconciled is of great importance. Heidegger claims that Dasein
can be reconciled and is delimited in anticipatory resoluteness, which has
the constitution of Dasein’s ability to be revealed to itself through having
clarity of its temporalizing - where it has come from, that it has always been
going, and that the projection of its potentiality is futural. The past, present,
and future are all ecstatical, or excitational, for Dasein as its temporalizing
is de-centering. These three aspects of temporality are temporalized by
Dasein. As the processes of each aspect of temporality dynamically cross
modulate, Dasein is ecstatically projected into the iterations of a continual
decentralization.
The taking of ordinary time from temporality confines everyday
Dasein to the penalties of such a theft, a taking without seeing; isolated
from its relations to the past through forgetting and isolated from the
future through awaiting everyday Dasein becomes criminal to itself,
punished for being found guilty of such a dedication to the present. For
their punishment, people have commodified themselves into tradable
labor, grasping for a bond which may hold them together. Such life can
make people want to hang on to the past, as when times were better, or
look to the future for who they may come to be. Such negations arise
through evasion, as we flee in the face of death. In the present, people
evade their potential by nostalgically retaining the past, and inauthentically
projecting into the future with the non-clarity of expectation. Hopes and
wishes dominate Dasein by limiting it from its potential; people become
restrained; what they think, they desire. Dasein is left hopeless and without
granted wishes in such diminished being. Yet this diminished being retains
Dasein in the everyday of now, through keeping closed the pathways found
in temporality.
Everyday Dasein reigns as champion of the inauthentic. Similarly
in consequence, but as through different orientation, Dasein awaits the
graciousness of future happiness through inauthentically forgetting the
past; casting aside inequity is no way to deal with it. Clock time diminishes
the temporality of Dasein, causing a disconnection amongst the manifold
relationships through which temporality temporalizes. In being towards
a future without being open to having been from a past, Dasein is left
without the resoluteness to anticipate its potentials. Dasein becomes
severed from itself as when the dynamic relationship between past and
future is severed, and is unable to ‘clear’ the way towards the authenticity
of its death. This is usually because Dasein evades its death, by thinking
it can put it off and expecting other potentials to actualize. People hope
and wait for the future as the bearer of anything but death. People hope
the future as the bearer of a happiness which will resolve a present wherein
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they are trying to forget the past.
In explicating Heidegger, we can understand how it is that clock
time, as a limiting articulation of Dasein, comes from Dasein in that its
limiting quality is conditioned by the delimiting totality of authentic Dasein.
This is parallel with the notion that language cannot be used to transcend
language, but that within language there are recognizable facets which have
been covered up and must be unveiled. It is within the seeking of those
obscured truths that a way can be cleared; our goal shouldn’t be in finding
those truths to be clear, but to acknowledge such clarity and continue to
push at ourselves for meaning and understanding. Clarity and transparency
are the unveiling of the authentic, reflected in the totality and unity brought
to bear by the truth of Dasein. Dasein arrives at this authenticity through
its care. By caring, Dasein attends to its being-in-the-world, appropriately
and authentically. In its relation to time, Dasein is articulated through its
care by its own limiting activity of taking time from clocks. This is because
taking time from clocks is taking time as everyone does, or is inauthentic.
We shall still take clock time, but also let us be ourselves in being temporal.
With each other in time may we be communicative and understandable,
in seeking to share a recognition of death. There is recognition of death
which comes in peace and there is recognition of death which comes
in war. We learn from both, so as to unify life and death into a calm,
infinitely harmonious and infinitely rhythmic expression of an iterated
decentralization.
As over against the authenticity of having cleared the way in
temporality (decentralization), everyday Dasein covers the way in clock
time (centralizing). Temporality possesses us, yet we want to deny this by
possessing time, i.e. making clocks and taking time, or spending time, or
wasting time. Moving beyond clock time, as when the clock stops, Dasein
will become disclosed and uncovered to itself, so that it may project itself
futurally and authentically towards its potential. Through clock time Dasein
can step beyond the inauthenticity of its everydayness, and go beyond the
constant procession of the now so characteristic of everydayness. For
Dasein to be able to do this means that Dasein is within the fundamental
temporality wherein clock time, everydayness, and inauthenticity appear.
Dasein is more fundamental than clock time, and has also the potential
to be more, to be authentic, through having concern and caring - the
expression of resolute being, as anticipated futurally, in the cumulative
proliferation of an ecstatic being. The cumulative interrelations of Being
recursively reflex upon the cumulative proliferations of all beings ecstatic,
so no matter how much we may wish to fuss we should remember that we
are here to get along.
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Proof of a Logical Truth
Damian Raczkowski

Logic; most find it tedious, an
odd few find it pleasurable, and me,
well, I look at it like a crossword puzzle
... that I can actually do. The proof is
based upon a handful of plainly valid
inference patterns.
→O
→I
&O
&I
-O
-I
↔O
↔I

from □→△ and □ derive △
from □⊢△ derive □→△
from □&△ derive □
from □, △ derive □&△
from -□⊢△&-△ derive □
from □⊢△&-△ derive -□
from □↔△ derive □→△
from □→△, △→□ derive □↔△

To prove this theorem I had to show
that it was a truth of logic, which is to
say it could be derived from the ground
up with no reliance on any assumptions.
The column on the right gives the
justification for what I derived on that line. The middle column contains
propositions, which have been arrived at through logical steps. The column
on the left gives the provisional assumptions that line is based on.
A provisional assumption (PA) is a proposition that is introduced
as a working hypothesis that must be discharged later. The proof is a
matter of deriving a conclusion from an assumption you make; you can’t
say if the assumption is true or not, but you can know it would lead to the
conclusions derived from it. Constructing a conditional relation between a
PA and a statement derived from it is exactly how you remove the PA from
the proof yet still keep useful information. Notice, for instance, that the
first line is identical to the antecedent of line 63. The conclusion I derived
from line 1 is on line 62 and it is the consequent of line 63. Simple huh?
To demonstrate the theorem I showed the left hand side of the
biconditional implies the right hand side (line 63) and then that the right
implies the left (line 127). These results are combined in a statement of
equivalence on the last line (128).
Theorem: ((P↔Q)↔R)↔(P↔(Q↔R))
{1}
{1}
(1}
{1}
{5}
{6}
{1,6)
{1,6}
{1,5,6}
{1,5}
{11}

1. (P↔Q)↔R
2. R→(P↔Q)
3. (P↔Q)→R
4. -R→-(P↔Q)
5. P
6. R
7. P↔Q
8. P→Q
9. Q
10. R→Q
11. Q
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1 ↔O
1 ↔O
3 CN
PA
PA
2,6 →O
7 ↔O
8,5 →O
6-9 →I
PA
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{5,11}
{5,11}
{5}
{15}
{16}
{15,16}
{15,16}
{15}
{5,15}
{21}
{1,21}
{1,5,15,21}
{1,5,15}
{1,5}
{1,5}
{1}
{28}
{28}
{30}
{31}
{1,31}
{1,31}
{1,31}
{1,30,31}
{1,30}
{37}
{1,30,37}
{28,37}
{1,28,30,37}
{1,28,30}
{28}
{28}
{1,28,30}
{45}
{30,45}
{30,45}
{30}
{49}
{1,28,30,49}
{1,28,30,49}
{1,28,30}
{30}
{1,28,30}
{1,28,30}
{1}
{1}
{1,28,30}
{1,28,30}
{1,28}
{1}
{1}
{64}
{65}

12. P&Q
13. P
14. Q→P
15. Q
16. P
17. Q&P
18. Q
19. P→Q
20. P↔Q
21. –R
22. –(P↔Q)
23. (P↔Q)&-(P↔Q)
24. R
25. Q→R
26. Q↔R
27. P→(Q↔R)
28. (Q↔R)
29. R→Q
30. –P
31. R
32. P↔Q
33. Q→P
34. –P→-Q
35. –Q
36. R→-Q
37. R
38. –Q
39. Q
40. Q&-Q
41. –R
42. Q→R
43. -R→-Q
44. –Q
45. –Q
46. –Q&-P
47. –P
48. –Q→-P
49. –P
50. –P&-Q
51. –Q
52. –P→-Q
53. P→Q
54. Q→P
55. P↔Q
56. (P↔Q)→R
57. -R→-(P↔Q)
58. –(P↔Q)
59. (P↔Q)&-(P↔Q)
60. P
61. (Q↔R)→P
62. P↔(Q↔R)
63. ((P↔Q)↔R)→(P↔(Q↔R))
64. P↔{Q↔R}
65. R
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5,11 &I
12 &O
11-13 →I
PA
PA
15,16 &I
17 &O
16-18 →I
19,14 ↔I
PA
4,21 →O
20, 22 &I
21-23 –O
15-24 →I
25,10 ↔I
5-26 →I
PA
28 ↔O
PA
PA
2,31 →O
32 ↔O
33 CN
34,30 →O
31-35 →I
PA
36,37 →O
29,37 →O
39,38 &I
37-40 -I
28 ↔O
42 CN
43,41 →O
PA
45,30 &I
46 &O
45-47 →I
PA
49,44 &I
50 &O
49-51 →I
48 CN
52 CN
53,54 ↔I
1 ↔O
56 CN
57,41 →O
55,58 &I
30-59 -O
28-60 →I
27,61 ↔I
1-62 →I
PA
PA
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{66}
{64}
{64,66}
{64,66}
{64,65,66}
{64,65}
{72}
{65,72}
{65,72}
{65}
{76}
{77}
{64}
{64}
{64,77}
{81}
{76,81}
{76,81}
{76}
{65,76}
{64,65,76,77}
{64,65,76}
{64,65}
{64,65}
{64}
{91}
{92}
{93}
{64}
{64,93}
{64,93}
{64,93}
{64,92,93}
{64,92}
{100}
{91}
{91,100}
{64,92,100}
{64,91,92,100}
{64,91,92}
{64}
{64}
{64,91,92}
{109}
{92,109}
{92,109}
{92}
{92}
{91}
{91}
{64,91,92}
{117}
{64,91,92,117}
{64,91,92,117}

66. P
67. P→{Q↔R)
68. Q↔R
69. R→Q
70. Q
71. P→Q
72. Q
73. Q&R
74. R
75. Q→R
76. Q
77. –P
78. (Q↔R)→P
79. -P→-(Q↔R)
80. -(Q↔R)
81. R
82. R&Q
83. Q
84. R→Q
85. Q↔R
86. (Q↔R)&-(Q↔R)
87. P
88. Q→P
89. P↔Q
90. R→(P↔Q)
91. P↔Q
92. -R
93. P
94. P→(Q↔R)
95. Q↔R
96. Q→R
97. -R→-Q
98. –Q
99. P→-Q
100. P
101. P→Q
102. Q
103. -Q
104. Q&-Q
105. –P
106. (Q↔R)→P
107. -P→-(Q↔R)
108. -(Q↔R)
109. -Q
110. –Q&-R
111. –R
112. -Q→-R
113. R→Q
114. Q→P
115. -P→-Q
116. –Q
117. –R
118. –Q&-R
119. –Q
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PA
64 ↔O
67,66 →O
68 ↔O
69,65 →O
66-70 →I
PA
72,65 &I
73 &O
72-74 →I
PA
PA
64 ↔O
78 CN
79,77 →O
PA
81,76 &I
82 &O
81-83 →I
75,84 ↔I
85,80 &I
77-86 -O
76-87 →I
71,88 ↔I
65-89 →I
PA
PA
PA
64 ↔O
94,93 →O
95 ↔O
96 CN
97,92 →O
93-98 →I
PA
91 ↔O
101,100 →O
99,100 →O
102,103 &I
100-104 -I
64 ↔O
106 CN
107,105 →O
PA
109, 92 &I
110 &O
109-111 →I
112 CN
91 ↔O
114 CN
115,105 →O
PA
116,117 &I
118 &O
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{64,91,92}
{64,91,92}
{64,91,92}
{64,91,92}
{64,91}
{64}
{64}

120. -R→-Q
121. Q→R
122. Q↔R
123. (Q↔R)&-(Q↔R)
124. R
125. (P↔Q)→R
126. (P↔Q)↔R
127. (P↔(Q↔R))→((P↔Q)↔R)
128. ((P↔Q)↔R)↔(P↔(Q↔R))

117-119 →I
120 CN
121,113 ↔I
122,108 &I
92-123 -O
91-124 →I
90,125 ↔I
90-126 →I
63,127 ↔I

So how do you know where to start and what to do? Before
starting on this long proof I had to figure out the last steps I’d ultimately
have to take in order to prove the theorem. Those are on lines 63 and
127. I still didn’t know what to do, so I went back another step and knew
I needed what’s on line 62 and 126, then yet another step to 27, 61, 90, and
125. From there I was able to break it down to four smaller proofs and
began to prove line 27, 61, 90, and 125 separately, later combining it all.
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The Power of Glucose Inverted
Porcupine Smith

It seems so crucial, so critical, so god awful urgent
and then She...lets you and then She...gives you
Every...
Little...
Thing...
And in that moment immediately after the only thing
In the world that matters is Art and poetry is again
The most important and crucial of things
Then…
After…
Half an hour…
The invert sugars in the blood start to again feed the brain
And slowly but surely all that She has
Every...
Little...
Thing...
Starts to again become of inordinate and monumental
importance
Never underestimate the power of glucose inverted

It’s never too late to change
your mind aboutTabasco Sauce
Porcupine Smith

Once upon a time… when I was… a philosopher, I found
myself trapped in a bottle of Tabasco Sauce. It was not for
my small abode but rather my disdain for Tabasco Sauce that I
sought to escape. Therefore… after a thousand years of diligent
and arduous effort… finally, I escaped… Only to discover that
the bottle of Tabasco had been residing in the lower bowels
of a goat that had been cursed with eternal constipation by a
spell casting Witch… and on that very day, I went again into
the bottle, having suddenly… and assuredly… acquired, a great
love… for Tabasco Sauce.
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Announcements
The Richard Wood Distinguished Speaker Series
The Philosophy Department is pleased to continue the Richard Wood
Distinguished Speaker Series. This series, inaugurated in the spring of
2006, is made possible by a fund established by alumni and friends in
memory of Professor Wood.
The first speaker for the next academic year is Dr. Michael Naas of DePaul
University. Dr. Naas has published in the fields of Ancient Greek and
Contemporary French thought, and is internationally regarded for his
translations of and with Jacques Derrida. Dr. Naas is currently completing
translations of Derrida’s last two works. Dr. Naas will deliver a public
lecture on October 4th, 2007.
From March 7th – March 9th, 2008 the Philosophy Department will host a
conference on Ancient Thought. The Keynote Addresses will be delivered
by Dr. Julia Annas of the University of Arizona and Dr. Paul Woodruff
of the University of Texas at Austin. Both Drs. Annas and Woodruff are
internationally known for their research in the field of ancient philosophy.
The conference will also provide an opportunity for regional scholars and
students to present their work. If you are interested in learning more
about the conference and discovering ways to participate, please contact
Dr. Piering at Julie.Piering@nau.edu.
Dr. Martha Nussbaum has agreed to be a Wood Distinguished Speaker
in the academic year of 2008-2009. Dr. Nussbaum is one of the eminent
scholars of our day, and her many published texts engage such topics as
ancient philosophy, literature, law, and social and political thought, just to
name a few. We are pleased to host Dr. Nussbaum as she delivers a public
lecture on her current work in social and political philosophy.
The Philosophy Department Colloquium Series
The Philosophy Department sponsors an on-going colloquium series,
featuring departmental, regional, and visiting scholars. You can access the
most current information regarding the colloquium series at:
http://www.cal.nau.edu/philosophy/html/colloquia.htm.
-Zetetikon
-Zetetikon
is an annual publication of the philosophical work of Northern
Arizona University students. For the 2008 edition, the editors seek quality
submissions that reflect the philosophical lives and interests of NAU
students. Please send electronic submissions to zetetikon@nau.edu. All
submissions should be prepared for anonymous review and preferences
will be shown for submissions fewer than ten pages in length. For more
information, please contact Dr. Piering at Julie.Piering@nau.edu.
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