	Theory of Knowledge:  How do we know?
	Metaphysics: 
What do we know about causality?
	Philosophy of Religion: What do we know about God?

	Rationalism of Descartes and Aquinas:  We know as mathematicians do in geometry.  We know basic postulates as self-evidently true.  Based on those postulates, we can prove other truths as theorems flowing absolutely out of those postulates as the key principles  when we analyze evidences.
[We saw Rationalism in Ethics when we studied Kant’s Ethics.  He held that the first two formulations of the categorical imperative were the fundamental postulates of moral consciousness and that they were self-evidently true.]
	Descartes and Aquinas both hold that the principle of efficient causality, “Whatever begins to exist must have a cause of its beginning to exist,” is self  evidently true, just like 2 + 2 = 4.
	Descartes wants to prove the existence of God from the idea of perfect being in his mind.  This idea must have some cause.  If an imperfect being cannot give cause an idea of perfection, then only God, the perfect Being, could be the Cause of the idea of a perfect being in the mind of Descartes.
Aquinas wants to prove the existence of God as the First or Uncaused Cause of an essentially ordered series of efficient causes.
Nogar in his first book, The Wisdom of Evolution wants to prove the existence of God as the Great Orderer who is the Cause of continuing order and purpose in the world.

	Empiricism of Hume:  We know the external world through our sense perceptions, and we know our internal self through our emotions and sentiments.
[We saw Empiricism in Ethics when Mill argued that we had deep feeling for others and deep feeling for the Socratic pleasures.  If someone doesn’t feel these, we cannot prove to that person that the person should have these feelings.]
	Hume argues there is no self-evident analysis that shows the principle of efficient causality is true.  We can believe it, but we do not know it.

Hume argues that we do not perceive with our senses a necessary connection between one event (called a cause) and another event (called an effect.  We only experience constant conjunction, what we call today in science a correlation of two events.

	We cannot know God as the cause of a series of events because the only way we know causality is by correlation of one event, called the cause, with a second event, called the effect.  We never experience first God and then the universe a number of times to give us a good correlation.  

Hume reduces the argument from causality then to an accidentally ordered series of causes, and he rejects it just as Aquinas does.

	Pragmatism of William James and John Dewey:  Knowledge is meant to be primarily a guide to practical interaction with realities.  Those ideas are more true which are very practical guides for our long-range practical interaction with realities.
[James has some very positive words to say about Utilitarianism, dedicating his book Pragmatism to the memory of John Stuart Mill from whom James first learned pragmatic openness of mind, saying that   Pragmatism is an attempt to apply the Utilitarian way of thinking in Ethics to our very way of thinking about truth.]
	James argues that we know causality neither as a self-evident truth nor as clearly evident in our perceptual experience.  Rather, the idea of causality is a hypothesis which is well verified in all our thinking and all our experience.  The idea of causality is an excellent practical guide, well-verified in experience, for both our practical and our theoretical lives.
	James argues that the idea of God is a good support and guide to an enriched moral and religious life and that we are justified in believing in God before all the evidence is available precisely because believing in God can help us either find confirming evidence of God in our moral lives or help us create with god deep religious and mystical experiences which confirm the existence of God.
Dewey argues in direct contrast to James.  He argues that the idea of God as a supernatural power actually detracts from our best human moral efforts and also that deep religious experience is better interpreted through belief in God as a Symbol, rather than as an Ultimate Metaphysically Real Being.

	Existentialism of Michael Polanyi and John Hick:  Against Descartes’ rationalism, Polanyi and Hick argue that we cannot successfully adopt a method of doubting everything.  Such a radical doubting would deprive the mind of the very ability to think.  So we must always think in the context of some fundamental, living interpretations of ourselves and our world. 
	Hick identifies three fundamental levels of interpretation which cannot be proven absolutely but which are well-verified, as a Pragmatist would say, in our interaction with the world, with others, and with the sacred.  The first level of existential interpretation is that there is a world and that there are social others in the world.  The second level of existential interpretation is that there are moral values
	For Hick:  The third level of existential interpretation is that there is a sacred dimension to our lives.  While neither theism nor atheism can be proven, nevertheless there are some profound considerations for both theism, including profound moral transformation and deep religious experience, and for atheism, including the pervasive problem of evil and the success of science as a natural explanation of events in nature.


