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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this course is not to provide final answers to one of the “Great Questions” of philosophy, but rather to provide a basis and incentive for further study and exploration. This is especially true vis-à-vis reason, faith and the Bahá’í Writings because the fact remains that very little philosophic research has been done in this area to date. Given the relative youth of the Bahá’í Faith, this situation is not surprising, but it is also one that requires remediation since the Writings make numerous strong statements on the subject, some of which at least, seem to contradict one another. For example, `Abdu’l-Bahá tells us “If a question be found contrary to reason, faith and belief in it are impossible, and there is no outcome but wavering and vacillation.” (PUP, 181) while Bahá'u'lláh
warns us, “Weigh not the Book of God with such standards and sciences as are current amongst you, for the Book itself is the unerring balance established amongst men” (Gleanings 198). It could be argued that reason is one of those standards devised by human beings and their cultures, and, therefore, should not be used to weigh, or evaluate or estimate the worth of the Book of God’s new revelation.  But how, then are, we to know which divine Book to choose?  Is ‘pure faith,’ a “leap of faith” - of the Kierkeggardian kind - the answer? Although such seems to be the suggestion in the incident of the “mystic knower” (Seven Valleys, and Four Valleys, 51) and the grammarian, there may be more to that story than initially meets the eye. 

To facilitate further independent exploration of the debate between reason and faith, this paper will provide ample background material for the reader. This material will provide an intellectual context for our deliberations, and sensitise our hearts and minds to the important issues involved. 

The Latest Attack on Faith 

The relationship between faith and reason is one of the “great questions” in philosophy, i.e. one of the issues that everyone answers regardless of educational level or life-style. The answers to these questions may be embodied in words, attitudes and/or actions and they may be expressed in the simplest, even crudest, or most sophisticated terms. If verbal answers are not forthcoming, answers will be found implicitly in people’s actions and choices. So pervasive are the “great questions” it is hard to avoid the conclusion that answering the great questions is part of the human condition, part of being a “rational soul” (SAQ 151).

The importance of this issue is emphasized by the acclamation given Sam Harris’ book, The End of Faith. The book claims that (1)faith and reason must inevitably clash; (2) faith and religious belief have inspired the worst atrocities throughout history (he counts communism and fascism as forms of faith); (3) faith is by nature absurd, irrational, blind, deaf and dumb; (4) WMD’s make religious untenable; (5) faith and religion are a threat to democracy and freedom because they demand conformity to their ‘knowledge’; (6) faith must be replaced by a scientifically based and rational mysticism to meet our spiritual needs and (7) faith and religion are inherently opposed to development and change in virtually all aspects of life and (8) faith and religion are naturally immoderate and extreme.  In addition to these points, Harris also heaps contempt upon faith and religion, mocking Jews for stoning heretics (Deuteronomy 13: 7-11), Christians who still believe in virgin birth, but saving his worst venom and scorn for Islam which he puts on par with Batman comics. The men of 9/11 were, he says, men of “perfect faith” (Harris 67). He approvingly quotes the popular historian Will Durant, who writes, “Intolerance is the natural concomitant of faith; tolerance grows only when faith loses certainty; certainty is murderous” (Harris 86; The Age of Faith, 784).

Before we rush in to cry “Foul!’ – and there is much to cry “Foul!” about in The End of Faith – let us stop ask ourselves if there are not some grains of truth amidst all this chaff. Does not        Bahá'u'lláh say that “In all matters moderation is desirable. If a thing is carried to excess, it will prove a source of evil (Tablets of Bahá'u'lláh 69)? Can we not see some truth in Harris’ claim that faith and religion have committed some of the worst atrocities in history – even if we overlook his obviously fatuous claim that Fascism, Nazism and Communism are religious movements? What Bahá’í could disagree with his view that WMD’s in the long run make religious differences incompatible with the welfare and progress of humankind? After all, the very purpose of Baha’u’llah’s revelation is to overcome religious differences in order that human kind can make real, not merely superficial, progress. 

Here, of course is where the controversy starts. What constitutes real progress? As `Abdu’l-Bahá says, “A man may have attained to a high degree of material progress, but without the light of truth his soul is stunted and starved” (Paris Talks 31). It is possible to be technologically advanced and morally barbarous – as the Nazis, among other, have conclusively demonstrated. Because Harris’ notion of progress is so intimately tied up with ‘material progress’, he  would have trouble understanding `Abdu’l-Bahá when he says, “Another man may have no material gifts, may be at the bottom of the social ladder, but, having received the warmth of the Sun of Truth his soul is great and his spiritual understanding is enlightened.” (Paris Talks 31). According to Harris, humankind will meet its spiritual needs through mysticism instead of religion because “Mysticism is a rational enterprise. Religion is not” (The End of Faith 221). 

Harris cavalierly forgets that all mystics, eastern or western have been profoundly religious and worked within the context of faith – which did not hamper the empirical rationality he prizes among Buddhist mystics in particular. In other words, Harris simplifies things, too much, and, as the great historian Burkehardt warned us, “Beware the simplifiers!” In physics and chemistry and perhaps in biology Occam’s Razor is well applied, but in the assessment of human behaviour and motives it is a crude instrument that does not, as Aristotle says, cut cleanly at the joints as logic should, but rather mangles its object. One example will suffice to show that things here are more complex than Harris’ grade eight version of the rise of science. As Benedictine monk and physics Ph.D. Stanley Jaki has shown, medieval scholastic philosophy created the cultural matrix from which modern science was born. 

Finally, man figured in the Christian dogma of creation as a being specially created in the image of God. This image consisted both in man's rationality as somehow sharing in God's own rationality and in man's condition as an ethical being with eternal responsibility for his actions. Man's reflection on his own rationality had therefore to give him confidence that his created mind could fathom the rationality of the created realm." (Christ and Science 23)       

One might also add that scholastic philosophy with its ideal of absolute precision of expression and precise distinctions helped foster an attitude in which careful observation and analysis were highly regarded. The disputes between various schools only sharpened these skills. In other words, the history of faith and science is neither uniformly black nor white but is chequered. Similar points could be made in regards to Islam. 

The best way to defend faith against attacks like Harris’s is to sharpen and clarify our own thinking about faith and reason. The first step in doing this is to start clarifying out terms, even if only tentatively, in order to refine them later. What, then, do we mean by “reason”? 

FORMAL REASON IN THE WRITINGS

The Law of Identity

There is general (though not unanimous) agreement that reasoning must obey the law of identity as laid out by Aristotle, i.e. that A = A, that at any given moment, a thing, situation, or process is what it is and not something else.
Although the Writings do not mention this law of identity specifically, `Abdu’l-Bahá does in fact make use of it. For example, he says, 


It may be said, for instance, that this lamplight is last night's come back again, or that last year's rose hath returned 
to the garden this year. Here the reference is not to the individual reality, the fixed identity, the specialized being of that other rose, rather doth it mean that the qualities, the distinctive characteristics of that other light, that other flower, are present now, in these . . .  that specific identity can never return. (Selections from the Writings of `Abdu'l-Bahá  184) 

In effect, `Abdu’l-Bahá is saying that yesterday’s rose is yesterday’s rose – and not some other rose. He is also saying that attributes of the rose can be shared among other roses but that the individuality of that particular rose, its “intrinsic elemental reality” (PUP 421)is what it is and none other. There is yet another example of the law of identity at work. At the end of his discussion about the alleged ‘return’ of Elijah, `Abdu’l-Bahá concludes, “In the same way, if we regard the return of the individual, it is another individual; but if we regard the qualities and perfections, the same have returned” (SAQ 134). The original individual is who he is, and not another individual even though they share certain qualities or attributes which may re-appear. Thus, we may conclude that `Abdu’l-Bahá supports or confirms Aristotle’s law of identity. 
The Law of Non-contradiction
A second law of logic grows out of the law of identity, or is another expression of it, namely, the law of non-contradiction. 
According to this law, first formulated by Aristotle, “It is impossible for the same thing at the same time to belong and not belong to the same thing at the same time and in the same respect.” 
  Another way of saying this is that a statement cannot be true and untrue at the same time, in the same context and from the same point of view (in the same respect), or, ‘It is not true that A is A and not-A at the same time and in the same respect.’   

Although this law receives no abstract formulation in the Writings, it is at work in various illustrations and arguments used by `Abdu’l-Bahá. For example, this rose cannot be itself and not itself at the same time, Bahá'u'lláh cannot be the Manifestation for this age and not the Manifestation for this age at the same time.
 It must be one or the other.
 A similar point is made in his discussion of John the Baptist and Elias. `Abdu’l-Bahá says, “John the Baptist, declared he was Elias. When John the Baptist was questioned, ‘Art thou Elias?’ he said, ‘I am not.’ These two statements are apparently contradictory, but in reality they do not contradict. The light is one light” (PUP 167-8. Elias and John may share similar attributes – in which sense they may be one – but essentially, they are different individuals, i.e. John is not John and not ‘not-John’, Elias, at the same time. 
The Unity of Truth 

The Writings’ commitment to the law of non-contradiction leads us naturally to the principle of the unity of truth. As `Abdu’l-Bahá says, “truth is one” (Paris Talks 146).
 In other words, the Bahá’í Writings espouse the idea that there is only one truth about things, although this one truth can be expressed in different forms: ”truth is one, although its manifestations may be very different”
 (Paris Talks 128) However, ultimately, these many expressions of the truth can be rationally reconciled to reveal the one truth that underlies them all. `Abdu’l-Bahá makes this point in relation to science and religion when he says,  

therefore, it has been said that religion is in contradiction to science, and science in opposition to religion . . . But when the truth of this subject becomes clear, and the symbol is explained, science in no way contradicts it; but, on the contrary, science and the intelligence affirm it. (SAQ 105). 

The one-ness of truth is also is also evident among different religions. `Abdu’l-Bahá hopes that “these many rivers,[religions] each flowing along in diverse and separated beds, will find their way back to the circumambient sea, and merge together and rise up in a single wave of surging oneness; that the unity of truth, through the power of God, will make these illusory differences to vanish away” (SWAB 30; emphasis added). He also says, “His Holiness Bahá'u'lláh has announced that the foundation of all the religions of God is one; that oneness is truth and truth is oneness which does not admit of plurality” (BWF 246-7; emphasis added).

The one-ness or unity of truth means that genuinely contradictory statements about something cannot both be true. Of course, we must remember that statements made from different viewpoints are not necessarily contradictory: a pencil may look like a rod from one angle and like a circle head on – but we can reconcile these apparent contradictions by taking viewpoint into account. Statements are genuinely contradictory when the truth of one necessarily excludes the truth of the other and no difference of viewpoint can explain the differences. In other words, there cannot be one God and many at the same time, although the one God may be viewed from many perspectives and, therefore, appear multiple. `Abdu’l-Bahá says that “truth or reality is not multiple; it is not divisible” (PUP 106) and that “the different religions have one truth underlying them; therefore, their reality is one” (PUP 106). In practice this means that not all propositions are true and that some propositions are false. This will be important to remember when we evaluate statements made on the basis of faith because all such statements are not automatically true, although they may be subjectively valid. 

From the foregoing discussion, we can generalize that the Writings do not accept contradiction or self-contradiction as

good or desirable. This, of course, should not be confused with 
the notion that variety is good because variety and non-contradiction are logically compatible. However, as the teachings about the unity of science and religion indicates, contradictions are to be resolved in one way or another. This is exemplified in Some Answered Questions where `Abdu’l-Bahá reconciles various apparently contradictory Biblical passages (SAQ 41) and between religion and science (SAQ 105; see also Paris Talks 141). Shoghi Effendi also takes pains to resolve apparent contradictions in the Writings (Unfolding Destiny 453) and in other matters relating to the Faith (The World Order of Bahá’u’lláh8). 
Why, we might ask, do the Writings place such emphasis on resolving contradictions? There are at least two answers to this. First, is the one-ness of truth which is a key principle in Bahá’í epistemology. Contradiction challenges this principle by fracturing the unity of truth and thereby suggesting there might be two or more incompatible truths about something.
 Thus, contradictions must either lead to a more inclusive outcome or resolution, or be resolved in favour of one side or another. Second, if we allow contradictions into our reasoning, we can ‘prove’ anything we want and thereby fall prey to our own “vain imaginations” (Gleanings 6) and this is not conducive to our evolution as social and spiritual beings. 
The Law of the Excluded Middle 

Because they support the law of identity and non-contradiction, as well as the one-ness of truth, the Writings also implicitly accept the law of the excluded middle which states that something either is or is not true: either this desk is completely in the room or it is not.
 Another way of saying this is that there is no other alternative to truth and falsehood.
 The Writings’ implicit acceptance of this law is evident in such quotes as the following:” Christ appeared, He did possess a sword; but it was the sword of His tongue with which He separated the false from the true” (PUP 292). For His part, Bahá'u'lláh says,” Yea, such things as throw consternation into the hearts of all men come to pass only that each soul may be tested by the touchstone of God, that the true may be known and distinguished from the false” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 52; emphasis added) and “But inasmuch as the divine Purpose hath decreed that the true should be known from the false, and the sun from the shadow, He hath, therefore, in every season sent down upon mankind the showers of tests from His realm of glory” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 53). As with the law of non-contradiction, we must bear in mind that contradictory statements may seem to be true if they originate from different points of view – in which case they are not genuine contradictions.  
The Principle of Sufficient Reason 

A fourth law of logic (explicitly identified by Leibniz) is the principle of sufficient reason (PSR). This law, implicit in Aristotle’s First Mover argument though not explicitly identified by him, states that “For every true proposition p, (a) there is a reason why p is true rather than being false, and (b) this reason is sufficient in the sense that it could be used to derive p.” 
 In other words, ‘Nothing happens without a reason’ or ‘Everything happens for a reason’ and specifically, for a reason that is sufficient to account for the particular phenomena that transpired. Or, in yet another form, there is a reason why everything is as it is and not otherwise. According to the PSR, nothing happens without a reason. 
Although the PSR is not accepted by positivists, it is confirmed by the Writings. For example, `Abdu’l-Bahá says, “For the noblest part of the tree is the fruit, which is the reason of its existence. If the tree had no fruit, it would have no meaning.” (SAQ 196-7; Paris Talks 98). In other words, the tree exists in order to produce fruit, and without fruit, the tree would have no reason to exist. He then extends this argument to humankind and physical creation, saying that without humankind – the fruit – physical creation would have no reason to exist. The fact that both the tree and physical creation need a reason to exist is an example of the principle of sufficient reason at work. Readers familiar with Aristotle, will of course, recognise that the principle of sufficient reason is a kind of final cause – the existence of which is also acknowledged by `Abdu'l-Bahá. He says, 

For the existence of everything depends upon four causes-- the efficient cause, the matter, the form and the final cause. For example, this chair has a maker who is a carpenter, a substance which is wood, a form which is that of a chair, and a purpose which is that it is to be used as a seat. (Some Answered Questions 280; emphasis added.)  

This final cause or purpose is the reason why the chair is brought into existence. `Abdu’l-Bahá, when, speaking about the Titanic disaster, he says “Although such an event is indeed regrettable, we must realize that everything which happens is due to some wisdom and that nothing happens without a reason.”
 We can also see the PSR at work in Bahá’u’lláh’s statement that “All that is created, however, is preceded by a cause,” (Gleanings 162)if we bear in mind that in the Writings, the word ‘cause’ can refer to any or all of the four causes mentioned by `Abdu’l-Bahá: material cause, efficient cause, formal cause and final cause. Reflection makes it clear that the final cause must precede all the other causes except the material cause because without a final cause an event or entity would have no reason to exist, the efficient cause would have no reason to act and the formal cause could not be actualised to meet certain specifications. The PSR is also demonstrated in the Noonday prayer, which says that humankind was created in order to know and worship God. It is also apparent in Bahá'u'lláh’s prayer: 
Lauded be Thy name, O Lord my God! I testify that Thou wast a hidden Treasure wrapped within Thine immemorial Being and an impenetrable Mystery enshrined in Thine own Essence. Wishing to reveal Thyself, Thou didst call into being the Greater and the Lesser Worlds . . .  

The Kitab-i-Aqdas 175

The purpose or PSR of creation is for God to reveal Himself. Finally, as an example of the PSR in the Writings we have the 
argument that a creator without a creation could not exist.  

God is the Creator. The word creator presupposes or connotes creation . . . If we should say that there was a time in past ages when God was not possessed of His creation or that there was a beginning for the world, it would be a denial of creation and the Creator. 

      (The Promulgation of Universal Peace 378) 

If there cannot be a Creator without a creation, then it follows that creation has a purpose, namely to let God reveal Himself as a Creator. 
One consequence of the PSR is that the universe is an ordered and rational place, and, therefore amenable to rational, scientific study. The scientific practice of finding and attributing causes – and manipulating them to our advantage - depends on assuming the validity of PSR. There is no point in looking for causal regularities in nature, if we do not believe that nature is ordered according to causality
 and for this reason we can say that in practice, though not always in theory, science depends on the PSR. Since religion does as well, there is no surprise in finding that the Writings insist that the truths of religion and science are ultimately one: “Put all your beliefs into harmony with science; there can be no opposition, for truth is one” (Paris Talks 146).  
Objectivity and Subjectivity

This brings us to another issue important to reasoning and the Writings: objectivity and subjectivity. The Writings do not give 

free rein to subjectivity in the manner of Kierkegaard, according to whom “Truth is subjectivity.”
 The Writings do not deny that we have our own subjective experiences but do not believe that the mere fact of having them makes them valid sources of knowledge. Indeed, they offer some very specific guidelines about the subjective requirements needed to investigate truth. The seeker should “purge and purify himself from the dust of vain imaginings and the smoke of idle fancy” (Tablets of Bahá'u'lláh 41) and be “free of all attachment to the world” (Ibid.) Subjective experience that does not meet these standards cannot be relied upon as a valid source of knowledge. Viewed from another angle, these requirements mean that we must self-evaluate our subjective experience to see whether it meets the tests set out by the Writings. In short, subjective experience – which is often closely associated with faith – is not its own warrant according to the Writings. We must investigate, not only ourselves, but also reality; throughout the Writings and in various contexts, we are reminded that we must “investigate reality” (PUP 62). This suggests that according to the Writings, reason is objective, that is, true for all and not just subjectively true, and it is empirical, that is, relying on information gained by observation or experiment. Reason, therefore, is not simply another subjective or cultural relative way of gaining ‘information’ but rather an objectively valid way of obtaining knowledge either directly or by inference.
 
The Rational Soul  
The importance of reason and rationality in the Bahá’í Writings is emphasised by the fact that the reality or essence of man is “the rational soul” (SAQ 151).  Elsewhere he refers to "the rational soul--that is to say, the human spirit" (SAQ 239) and in Some Answered Questions he writes, 
The human spirit which distinguishes man from the animal is the rational soul, and these two names--the human spirit and the rational soul--designate one thing. This spirit, which in the terminology of the philosophers is the rational soul, embraces all beings, and as far as human ability permits discovers the realities of things and becomes cognizant of their peculiarities and effects, and of the qualities and properties of beings. (SAQ, 208) 

This spirit, i.e. rationality, distinguishes humankind from animals. In other words, because of the rational soul there is a difference in kind, not merely a difference of degree between humans and animals. Animals and humans as fundamentally different in at least this one respect. More specifically, `Abdu’l-Bahá characterizes rationality or reason as being associated with our powers of abstract thinking:

As he possesses sense endowment in common with the animals, it is evident that he is distinguished above them by his conscious power of penetrating abstract realities. He acquires divine wisdom; he searches out the mysteries of creation. (PUP, 262) 

In other words, the mind, (another name for the rational soul; see `Abdu’l-Bahá, Star of the West, XIV,8) has the ability to take many particular examples of something and form an abstract idea: e.g. 'cat' that encompasses all the necessary qualities a thing needs to be a cat. These qualities apply to all cats; they are "universal". Even when no cat is present we can think 'cat': as `Abdu’l-Bahá tells us, we are not captives of nature, we do not always need the stimulus of having a cat in front of us. Even if we had never seen a cat, we can get some idea of what a cat is like by means of other universal concepts, e.g. dog, or lion or tiger. This point about abstract and universals is very important not only because it distinguishes us from animals but because it is the basis of `Abdu’l-Bahá's rational, logical proof for the immortality of the soul. It is also important because it allows the rational soul to
[lay] bare the secrets of creation--so that a man who liveth in the east can make plans and arrangements for the west; can unravel mysteries; although located on the continent of Europe can discover America; although sited on the earth can lay hold of the inner realities of the stars of heaven. (SWAB, 194)

What follows are several other quotes about the rational soul and the powers of reason: 


` 
This human rational soul is God's creation; it encompasses and excels other creatures; as it is more noble and distinguished, it encompasses things. The power of the rational soul can discover the realities of things, comprehend the peculiarities of beings, and penetrate the mysteries of existence. All sciences, knowledge, arts, wonders, institutions, discoveries and enterprises come from the exercised intelligence of the rational soul."  (Paris Talks, 217) 

Also:
Illumined by the spirit through the instrumentality of the soul, man's radiant intelligence makes him the crowning-point of Creation." (Paris Talks, 97) 

In itself, the human spirit or rational soul is a mystery  beyond human powers of explanation. On this matter, Bahá’u’lláh supports the modern neuroscientists known as 'mysterians' who believe the mind is incapable of explaining itself.
 

Wert thou to ponder in thine heart, from now until the end that hath no end, and with all the concentrated intelligence and understanding which the greatest minds have attained in the past or will attain in the future, this divinely ordained and subtle Reality, this sign of the revelation of the All-Abiding, All-Glorious God, thou wilt fail to comprehend its mystery or to appraise its virtue. Having recognized thy powerlessness to attain to an adequate understanding of that Reality which abideth within thee . . . " (Gleanings, 165) 

The rational soul allows humankind to escape the control of nature. 

But man is endowed with a second reality, the rational or intellectual reality; and the intellectual reality of man predominates over nature. 

All these sciences which we enjoy were the hidden and recondite secrets of nature, unknowable to nature, but man was enabled to discover these mysteries, and out of the plane of the unseen he brought them into the plane of the seen." 







(Foundations of World Unity, 51) 

A Rationalistic Religion?  
The importance given to reason by the Writings naturally leads us to wonder if the Bahá’í Faith is a purely rationalist religion. As we shall see, such is not the case. When we examine philosophies by asking the question, ‘How much can reason tell us?’, there are, broadly speaking three possible answers: reason can tell us everything, or some thing s or nothing. Those who believe reason can tell us everything – and that whatever cannot be discovered or explained by reason is not true knowledge are called rationalists. Spinoza is a famous rationalist, and so are today’s positivists.
 Knowledge, to be valid, must be rational. 
The second answer to the questions is that knowledge can tell us some thing but not others, a position known as moderate rationalism. The most famous western moderate rationalist is Thomas Aquinas whose work is the origin of both Thomism
 and neo-Thomism.
 According to Thomas, some things can be known by reason but others can only be known by faith. The third position believes that neither reason nor faith can give us any valid knowledge, that all claims to have real knowledge are claims to power, or mere self-delusions. All knowledge claims are relative and none has any more or less authority, privilege or validity than any other. In our time this view is most closely associated with Nietzsche, Foucault, Lyotard and the various branches of post-modern philosophy and social and historical analysis.
Knowledge of Essences 

As indicated, the Baháí Writings espouse a form of moderate rationalism, which means that some things can be known by reason but others can only be known by faith or by such various means as direct intuition or divine revelation or mystical experience. In this sense, the Writings resemble Thomism because they too envision creation as possessing aspects that are not available to rational deduction or induction by reason alone, or, in some cases, at all. For example, there is no way to prove deductively or inductively that          Bahá'u'lláh is the Manifestation for this age; that the legislative decisions of the Universal House of Justice are infallible, or the virgin birth of Christ. However, the Writings are more precise than this about the inherent limitations of reason. They make it clear, for example, that knowledge of things can only be gained by means of their attributes or qualities. `Abdu’l-Bahá says, 

Know that there are two kinds of knowledge: the knowledge of the essence of a thing and the knowledge of its qualities. The essence of a thing is known through its qualities; otherwise, it is unknown and hidden. (SAQ 220)

In short, whatever we know about things comes by means of their attributes or qualities, not by means of direct insight or intuition or mystical experience into their essence. This is further emphasised when he says in regard to the world of existence, we find that the essential reality underlying any given phenomenon is unknown. Phenomenal, or created, things are known to us only by their attributes. (PUP 421)

In philosophical terminology, essences cannot be known immediately but only mediately by means of their attributes, and therefore, reason is limited to working with attributes in its abstractions, deductions and inductions. `Abdu’l-Bahá also says, 
For the inner essence of anything is not comprehended, but only its qualities. For example, the inner essence of the sun is unknown, but is understood by its qualities, which are heat and light. The inner essence of man is unknown and not evident, but by its qualities it is characterized and known. Thus everything is known by its qualities and not by its essence. (SAQ 220; emphasis added) 

Again, the essences of things are not known in themselves or through themselves directly but are only known about by means of their outward attributes. To escape or transcend these outward limits of reason
 humankind must work with the knowledge provided by divine revelation. As we shall see in further discussion, this kind of knowledge is available only to faith. 
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche

The third answer to the question ‘How much can reason tell us?’ is given by Kierkegaard and Nietzsche and their modern followers. Kierkegaard holds that reason can give us no knowledge that is deeply and personally important to us but merely public, objective knowledge that is available to any and all and is of no help to suffering, conflicted beings left hanging in a state of doubt about their salvation. In effect, he expressed scepticism about the usefulness of reason. Nietzsche went a step further, and denied that reason could give us any knowledge at all: any claim to have true knowledge was simply a way of trying to gain influence and power over others, was, in Nietzschean language, an exercise in the will to power. Reason wasn’t abut getting knowledge but simply a way of gaining power: in short, Nietzsche politicized epistemology. All knowledge was completely relative and no statement was any truer – or less true - than any other. Post-modern philosophy (e.g. Derrida, Foucault, Lyotard) has developed these ideas in various subject areas and revolutionized both the academy and professional schools. In effect, the underlying position is one of radical scepticism because genuine, objective, disinterested knowledge does not exist and reason and logic are dependent on personal subjectivity and culture. At best, rationality presents one viewpoint among many other – but it has no special authority or ‘privilege’.

Three Kinds of Proof

Spiritual Proofs

This position leads to the question whether there are different ways of reasoning, that is, different ways of reaching the same true result while remaining within the four principles of logic observed in the Writings. The best place to start is with `Abdu’l-Bahá’s three kinds of proofs. The first of these is the spiritual proof, as in the following:
Therefore it cannot be said there was a time when man was not. All that we can say is that this terrestrial globe at one time did not exist, and at its beginning man did not appear upon it. But from the beginning which has no beginning, to the end which has no end, a perfect manifestation always exists. This man of whom we speak is not every man; we mean the perfect man. For the noblest part of the tree is the fruit, which is the reason of its existence; if the tree had no fruit, it would have no meaning. Therefore it cannot be imagined that the worlds of existence, whether the stars or this earth, were once inhabited by the donkey, cow, mouse, and cat, and that they were without man! This supposition is false and meaningless. The word of God is clear as the sun. This is a spiritual proof, but one which we cannot at the beginning put forth for the benefit of the materialists; first we must speak of the logical proofs, afterwards the spiritual proofs. (SAQ 196; emphasis added)
It is important to notice that `Abdu’l-Bahá does not abandon the laws of logic simply because he is providing a “spiritual proof”. In fact, his argument is so logically rigourous that it can be presented as a standard two part type A syllogism:

(1) All created things need a final cause (reason to exist - PSR) to exist.

(2) The universe is a created thing.

(3) Therefore, the universe needs a final cause to exist. 

and 

(1) All created things need a final cause (reason to exist - PSR) to exist.

(2) The perfect man is the final cause (PSR) of the universe.

(3) Therefore, the perfect man has existed since the beginning of the universe, i.e. the perfect man has always existed. 

The reason this argument cannot at first be presented to materialists is because materialists deny the existence of final causes in nature, i.e. they reject the PSR and completely ignore the concept of transcendentals (being, perfection, goodness, truth and beauty among others) which play such an important role in the Platonic-Aristotelian tradition and the Baha’i Writings. In addition, materialist philosophies usually deny the concept of essences as well as the concept of change as the actualization of potentials. All of these concepts play a vital role in the philosophy embedded in the Baha’i Teachings. Materialists might also object to the phrase “from the beginning which has no beginning to the end which has no end” (SAQ 196) as blatantly self-contradictory. However, such is not the case. In Bahá’í cosmology, the universe is a process that has no absolute beginning although each phase or moment of its evolution has a beginning, and the universe has no end although each phase or moment of its development does. Thus, there is no real self-contradiction in these passages. Each moment is a beginning in one respect and end in another.  
Why, we might ask, is this a “spiritual proof” (SAQ 197) as distinct from a “logical proof” (Ibid.)? The difference seems to be that spiritual proofs are based on divine principles revealed by 
  Bahá’u’lláh Himself, they involve principles such as the PSR/final cause which materialists do not necessarily accept and they prove propositions of a spiritual nature – such as the “perfect man” (SAQ 197).
Logical Proof

What follows is an example of a “logical proof” (SAQ 225):

The logical proof of the immortality of the spirit is this, that no sign can come from a nonexisting thing--that is to say, it is impossible that from absolute nonexistence signs should appear--for the signs are the consequence of an existence, and the consequence depends upon the existence of the principle. So from a nonexisting sun no light can radiate; from a nonexisting sea no waves appear; from a nonexisting cloud no rain falls; a nonexisting tree yields no fruit; a nonexisting man neither manifests nor produces anything. Therefore, as long as signs of existence appear, they are a proof that the possessor of the sign is existent. (SAQ 225) 

What makes this a “logical proof” is that it is based on a purely empirical principle, namely, that “no sign can come from a nonexisting thing” (SAQ 225). When we examine `Abdu’l-Bahá’s use of “rational proof” (PUP 87; SAQ 225) we see that here too it is based on an empirical observation.
Traditional Proof  
The Writings also recognise what `Abdu’l-Bahá calls “traditional proofs” (SAQ 36) which are based on the traditions found in the  “Holy Books” (Ibid.). In his discussion in Chapter 10 of Some Answered Questions, `Abdu’l-Bahá discusses how various Biblical passages foretell the coming of Baha’u’llah’s dispensation. Although the material he reasons with are from the Bible he nowhere violates the laws of formal logical reasoning. 
Kinds of Reasoning

However, in addition to formal reasoning, the Writings also make considerable use of informal reasoning. The difference between formal and informal reasoning is that formal reasoning achieves truth by following the laws of logic as well as the rules of inference by which propositions are connected. Informal reasoning does not violate the laws of logic, but its arguments are not arranged in formal patterns according to the rules of inference. These arguments are sometimes called “natural language arguments” and discovering their formal structure is not always easy. This is because natural language as ordinarily used is more complex and ambiguous than the rigorous language of formal logic. Informal reasoning also includes probabilistic reasoning which involves reasoning to probable answers when we have incomplete information. “Pascal’s Wager” or Kierkegarrd’s “Leap of faith” are examples of probabilistic reasoning  What follows are some examples of informal reasoning used in the Writings. 

First, the Writings use reasoning through analogy which compare people, things, events in order to show abstract relationships. This is illustrated by the following quote: 
How often white doves fly with black ones. In the same way, other birds and varicolored animals never look at color; they look at the species. 

Now ponder this: Animals, despite the fact that they lack reason and understanding, do not make colors the cause of conflict. (The Promulgation of Universal Peace 45).

Here is another example: 

After this come indifference, disobedience, inconsiderateness, indolence, baseness, animal instincts and the coldness and insensibility of stones. It is like the season of winter when the terrestrial globe, deprived of the effect of the heat of the sun, becomes desolate and dreary. When the world of intelligence and thought has reached to this state, there remain only continual death and perpetual nonexistence. (SAQ 75; emphasis added). 

Reasoning through analogy is another form of inductive reasoning because the more analogies we can supply, the stronger the argument becomes. Inductive reason itself is probabilistic because its validity is sensitive to sample size.  
Second, there is reasoning through example, as when `Abdu’l-Bahá writes, “For example, he invented the telegraph, which is the means of communication between the East and the West. It is evident, then, that man rules over Nature” (SAQ 4). Reasoning through example is also a form of inductive reasoning because the more examples we can provide, the stronger the argument becomes. 
Third, we have reasoning through cause: relationships between people, things, events are explained by means of the necessary influence of one on another. For example, `Abdu’l-Bahá notes that “His [the Manifestation’s] appearance causes the world to attain to maturity . . . “(SAQ 162). He also talks about the two causes of material and spiritual healing. Causal reasoning is deductive insofar as it allows us to deduce particular events from universal principles. The universal principle in our example is that divine Manifestations cause progress in the human maturing process. 
Fourth, we have the reasoning by testimony as seen in courtrooms. This is an inductive and informal method of reasoning and is used in the Writings, as in the following instance: “He [Galen] was not a Christian, but he bore testimony that religious beliefs exercise an extraordinary effect upon the problems of civilization.”(PUP 85). Later he adds, “This is evidence from the testimony of an intelligent outside observer [Galen]that spiritual education is the light of the world of humanity and that its absence in the world is darkness itself.” (PUP 331). Reasoning by testimony is largely dependent on the credibility of the witness. Strictly speaking, this is appealing to authority which is a fallacy in formal logic but not necessarily in informal and probabilistic reasoning. 
A fifth type of reasoning is reasoning by signs or symbols. This kind of reasoning, also informal, is most apparent in `Abdu’l-Bahá’s interpretations of Bible narratives, such as the fall from the Garden of Eden (SAQ 122). `Abdu’l-Bahá rationalizes these passages by interpreting the various characters as symbols of abstract entities such as the soul and spirit. 
A sixth type of informal reasoning by reduction to the absurd which exposes the absurd consequences of an opposing view. `Abdu’l-Bahá uses this technique in his debate with materialist philosophers, who, he says, should recognise that on their own principles, “the donkey is the greatest scientist and the cow an accomplished naturalist, for they have obtained what they know without schooling and years of laborious study in colleges, trusting implicitly to the evidence of the senses and relying solely upon intuitive virtues” (PUP 262). In other words, the basic adequacy of reasoning from the senses alone is rejected because it leads to a ridiculous conclusion. 
Faith and Reason 

As the forgoing materials show, the Bahá’í Faith has a great deal to say about reason, and that indeed, it seems to give reason priority over faith. This impression is supported by quotes such as the following:

If a question be found contrary to reason, faith and belief in it are impossible, and there is no outcome but wavering and vacillation. (PUP 181) 

and 

If religion is opposed to reason and science, faith is impossible; and when faith and confidence in the divine religion are not manifest in the heart, there can be no spiritual attainment. (PUP 299) 

However, as these quotes also show, faith and reason are not completely separated and unrelated; faith not based on reason, i.e. irrational faith is not a genuine option for humankind. Indeed, even the heart is brought into the picture showing that the human heart also partakes of rationality. Of course this does not suggest that reason alone is adequate for humankind’s spiritual needs but it does rule out a viewpoint known as fideism which relies on faith alone and not on natural reasoning on spiritual issues. In other words, reason is largely irrelevant to religious belief, especially the decision to accept certain religious beliefs. Furthermore, reason and faith are fundamentally irreconcilable. Perhaps the two most famous and radical fideists are Tertulian and Soren Kierkegaard. Tertulian is reputed to have said, “I believe because it is absurd” and it is Kierkegaard who in such famous books as Fear and Trembling and Concluding Unscientific Postscript that religious faith is totally divorced from reason. However, we must not rush to the judgment that the Bahá’í Faith completely rejects faith as a means of knowledge. As we shall see, such is not the case. 
Having completed our initial survey of the role of reason in the Writings, let us turn our attention to faith. 
FAITH

The first point that must be clarified is that the word ‘faith’ has – as we shall see below – various usages in the Writings. The word ‘faith’ can be reified as a spiritual substance (in the Aristotalian sense) to refer to distinct entity such as  one of the divisions of spirit, i.e. the spirit of faith, or as light, i.e. a means of acquiring knowledge and certitude. ‘Faith’ can also be a virtue or power/ability that people acquire – or lose, an action that they can demonstrate (SWAB 258, 318),an attribute they can possess (SWAB 84)or something we belief or profess (Gleanings 233). 

This gamut of usages – and these mentioned here are only a selection – means that readers must take good care to be aware of these possibilities and read accordingly. 
Faith as a Degree of Spirit

The following quotation will show how important faith is to the Writings:
The human spirit which distinguishes man from the animal is the rational soul, and these two names--the human spirit and the rational soul--designate one thing. This spirit, which in the terminology of the philosophers is the rational soul, embraces all beings, and as far as human ability permits discovers the realities . . . But the human spirit, unless assisted by the spirit of faith, does not become acquainted with the divine secrets and the heavenly realities. It is like a mirror which, although clear, polished and brilliant, is still in need of light. Until a ray of the sun reflects upon it, it cannot discover the heavenly secrets. (Some Answered Questions 208-209)

Elsewhere, `Abdu’l-Bahá says,

The fourth degree of spirit is the heavenly spirit; it is the spirit of faith and the bounty of God; it comes from the breath of the Holy Spirit, and by the divine power it becomes the cause of eternal life. It is the power which makes the earthly man heavenly, and the imperfect man perfect. (Some Answered Questions 144) 

From these two quotations, three things immediately catch our attention. First, the operations of the human spirit or the rational soul are, by themselves, incomplete, which is to say, they are adequate for receiving natural knowledge but not super-natural knowledge or “heavenly secret” (SAQ 208). In other words, the spirit of faith, which is the light, enables us to perceive and know about aspects of reality that were not visible to us before inasmuch as the spirit of faith expands our epistemological scope. Without it, our knowledge and understanding of the universe is severely curtailed. This has important implications for our interpretations of scientific discoveries – some of which will require re-contextulization in a framework that takes account of spiritual realities. Obviously our understanding of the relationship between science and religion will be affected. 
The necessity of the spirit of faith in the quest for knowledge also shows that by itself reason is not adequate in the quest for complete knowledge. This emphasises a theme that we have touched on earlier, namely, the Faith’s commitment to moderate rationalism which sees reason as adequate for some things but not others. The fact that the spirit of faith is needed to learn “heavenly secrets” draws our attention to `Abdu’l-Bahá’s critiques of materialist epistemologies which deny any knowledge that “transcends the senses” (BWF 235). Without the spirit of faith to enlighten the rational soul to the non-material  aspects of reality, humankind remains trapped in the purely material world of animals. If we ignore the non-material reality, “[t]hen the donkey is the greatest scientist and the cow an accomplished naturalist, for they have obtained what they know without schooling and years of laborious study in colleges, trusting implicitly to the evidence of the senses and relying solely upon intuitive virtues” (The Promulgation of Universal Peace 262). 
Second, the rational soul needs the spirit of faith in order to fulfill its destiny of discovering both earthly and “heavenly secrets” (SAQ 208) or divine knowledge. In other words, without the spirit of faith, the rational soul cannot be fully self-actualized cannot fulfill its epistemological capacities and, therefore, will be unable to express its evolutionary destiny. In short, without the spirit of faith, we cannot fully be ourselves and will remain incomplete, i.e. not fully actualized.   
Third, the spirit of faith is a “bounty of God” (SAQ 144), a divine gift or grace and this grace is the “cause of eternal life” (SAQ 144). This means that the pursuit of rational knowledge also has a spiritual dimension which must be actualized for this pursuit to attain its fullest potential. This may not strike us as important until we observe what happens when this sprit of faith is totally absent in an otherwise brilliant man with an M.D. and a doctorate in philosophy. Josef Mengele, known as the ‘Angel of Death’ at Auschwitz, was able to do his horrible human experiments only because his otherwise brilliant mind was completely unenlightened by the spirit of faith, and, therefore unable to gain any divine wisdom that would have re-directed his actions. 

Faith and Certitude

Another interesting feature of the spirit of faith is that it provides “certainty”, as seen in the following quote: “Then shall the spirit of faith, through the grace of the Merciful, be breathed into thy being, and thou shalt be established and abide upon the seat of certitude” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 236). This association of certitude and faith is seen throughout the Writings, such as “Ponder now upon the complaint of the Primal Point against the Mirrors, that haply men may be awakened, and may turn from the left hand of idle fancies and imaginings unto the right hand of faith and certitude, and may be made cognizant of that wherefrom they are veiled” (Epistle to the Son of the Wolf 162). Or, “Praise thou God that at last, through the divine teachings, thou hast obtained both sight and insight to the highest degree, and hast become firmly rooted in certitude and faith” (Selections from the Writings of `Abdu'l-Bahá 30)
. Or, “If the whole earth were to be converted into silver and gold, no man who can be said to have truly ascended into the heaven of faith and certitude would deign to regard it” (Gleanings 298). 

Faith and “Conscious Knowledge”

The association of faith with certainty – and often epistemological certainty – encourages us to conclude that in the Writings, faith has a strong epistemological emphasis, which is to say that the emphasis is on faith as a state of knowing rather than as a state of being. This is supported by the most explicit definition of faith given in the Writings: “By faith is meant, first, conscious knowledge, and second, the practice of good deeds” (BWF 383; emphasis added). The importance of “conscious knowledge” is emphasised in the immediately preceding lines which point out that perfect as the lamp may be, one of its deficiencies is its lack of conscious knowledge: “The lamp is lighted, but as it hath not a conscious knowledge of itself . . .” (BWF 383). We may, therefore, conclude that according to the Bahá’í Writings, faith is first a state of conscious knowledge, an epistemological condition that is a necessary pre-requisite for good deeds. The priority of the epistemological is also evident in the Noonday Prayer in which we witness to the fact that we have been created “to know [God] and to worship [Him].” Here too we see that knowledge is a necessary prerequisite for action, and, in that sense has priority. 

The significance of emphasising faith as “conscious knowledge” (BWF 383) is that it discourages the identification of faith with ‘intuition’ if by that we mean ‘blind knowledge’ or a sort of higher ‘spiritual instinct’. This suggests that in the Bahá’í view, faith is not a vague unconscious knowing, nor an immediate/unmediated knowing without the use of conscious reasoning. It is not a kind of immediate insight – sometimes associated with mysticism – that simply by-passes the conscious reasoning process altogether and delivers certitude. Rather, it is a conscious phenomenon according to the Writings, a phenomenon over which we, as free beings, exercise conscious control.

This view of faith as a kind of conscious knowledge also discourages – though it does not prohibit – any understanding of faith as a ‘blind leap’ into making a commitment of some kind, in the rather sense of Kierkegaard’s famous “leap of faith.”
 In other words, the “leap of faith” cannot be used as a replacement for careful thought or negate our obligation for thinking for ourselves, i.e. independently investigating the truth. In this way, the Writings ensure that faith never again becomes the kind of ‘blind faith’ that has wrought as much evil in the world as it has good. Consequently, Baha’is can accept legitimate criticisms of ‘faith’ as potentially evil, without feeling compelled to abandon the entire concept of faith.
From the viewpoint of the Writings, if such a ‘leap’ is undertaken without proper investigation of truth, it is not as an example of true faith. Among other things, it may simply be an example of Pascal’s Wager. Blaise Pascal, a devout Catholic, developed a pragmatic reason for adopting faith: if we choose faith in God and morality, we will have lived a good and honourable life even if no God exists. Thus, we will have suffered no real loss. If, on the other hand, there is a God, we will then gather the rewards of our faith in Him as well as the rewards of our good deeds. From a 
  Bahá’í point of view, this strategy is untenable because Pascal’s Wager will lead to ‘faith’ not based on knowledge but pragmatic calculations of one’s own self-interest. Such ‘faith’ has nothing whatever to do with “conscious knowledge” (BWF 383). 
The Biblical Definition of Faith 

Given this definition of faith, how are we to assess the Bible’s most famous statement about faith as “the substance of things hoped for, and the evidence of things not seen."
 Interestingly enough, this well-known definition is nowhere mentioned in the Writings and it is hard to resist the conclusion that this omission is a signal to look elsewhere for our understanding of faith. What makes this definition deficient from a Bahá’í point of view? Before clarifying this it is important that the statement is not wrong but incomplete insofar as it does not mention the importance of “conscious knowledge” (BWF 383) but only “things hoped for.” This shows the very subjective nature of faith as portrayed in Hebrews, for any one of us can hope for virtually anything. There is no external, objective guidance to faith – as may be provided by “conscious knowledge” and by the objective checks provided by the practice of “good deeds.” Consequently we may conclude that the Biblical definition of faith has a subjective tendency and the Bahá’í definition shows an objective tendency in this regard. The second part of the Biblical definition, “the evidence of things not seen” – in which “evidence” means ‘proof’ – means that faith is having proof or being certain of what we cannot apprehend by ourselves. It is a feeling of certitude about something. Certitude of course is a subjective state or condition, and in this we observe yet again the emphasis on the subjective aspects of faith. We have faith if we are certain of what we have not seen. Once again, the Bahá’í Faith’s insistence on faith as being ”first, conscious knowledge” (BWF 383) and “second, the practice of good deeds” (BWF 383)presents faith in a more objective manner. The subjective tendency of at least some branches of Christianity is also apparent in the emphasis placed in a personal relationship with Christ as one’s saviour. Nothing in the Writings prevents an individual Bahá’í from developing a personal relationship with Bahá'u'lláh, but such an expression of faith is a private preference and is not a necessary part of Bahá’í spirituality.  
Kierkegaard’s “Fear and Trembling” 

No study of the Bahá’íc oncept of faith can avoid an encounter with Kierkegaard’s “Fear and Trembling” which presents Abraham as the quintessential man of faith. This book, which has influenced all western discussions of faith for almost two centuries presents the story of Abraham’s act of faith in his willingness to sacrifice Isaac at God’s command. Kierkegaard’s account reflects the subjective emphasis of the Biblical definition, telling us that “faith is . . . the paradox that inwardness is higher than outwardness.”
 The intensity and purity of this “inwardness,” of this inner certitude matters more than any outward, worldly considerations. Thus, Abraham could ignore the various arguments and considerations against his intended act; His inward certainty sweeps everything aside, and prevents him from explaining his actions because “[f]aith itself cannot be mediated into the universe, for it would be thereby destroyed.”
 In short, faith is so intensely personal that it cannot be adequately communicated, becoming, thereby an almost solipsistic experience. This is emphasised by Kierkegaard when he writes, “ Christianity . . . is subjective; the inwardness of faith in the believer constitutes the truth’s eternal decision. And objectively there is no truth; for an objective knowledge of the truth of Christianity, or of its truths, is precisely untruth.”
 In other words, the truth in faith lies in the intensity and sincerity of the assent given by the believer and not in the propositions to which he assents. The believer is almost entirely cut off from an external, objective verifications or checks on what we believe. The inward quality of our assent is all that matters. 
`Abdu’l-Bahá’s definition of faith forestalls such a ‘solipsistic’ turn by insisting that faith has a second part, namely, “the practice of good deeds” (BWF 383). In the practice of good deeds any deficiencies in our “conscious knowledge” (BWF 383), or, to use Kierkegaardian terminology, in our ‘subjective experience’, will become objectively apparent to us once we test our knowledge or experience in action. We cannot simply avoid the truth about our faith by shutting one eyes and focussing only on ourselves and our personal faith-experience. We might express the same idea by saying that the objective, outward “practice of good deeds” (BWF 383) acts as a check against falling prey to “the dust of vain imaginings” (Tablets of Bahá’u’lláh 41) since this happens easily if we only pay attention to our inner experience. There were, after all, many who were Nazis or Communists in the full sincerity of their hearts, and meant “all for the best”
 yet their sincerity brought an enormous amount of suffering into the world. 
Tillich’s “Ultimate Concern”

Another major influence on all discussions of faith, and faith’s relationship to reason, is Paul Tillich’s work, The Dynamics of Faith. According to Tillich, “Faith is the state of being ultimately concerned: the dynamics of faith are the dynamics of man’s ultimate concern.”
 Humankind differs from animals because it has “spiritual concerns – cognitive, aesthetic, social, political.”
 This ultimate concern “demands the total surrender of him who accepts this claim and promises total fulfillment. . .”
 Faith is 

more than trust . . . [it] is participation in the subject of one’s ultimate concern with one’s whole being. Therefore, the term ‘faith’ should not be used in connection with theoretical knowledge, whether it is a knowledge on the basis of immediate prescientific knowledge, or whether it is on the basis of trust in authorities who themselves are dependent on direct or indirect evidence.

Tillich’s definition of faith reveals its Kierkegaardian heritage inasmuch as it describes faith as fundamentally subjective, as something divorced from knowledge. In the foregoing quotation, he clearly rejects the idea that there should be any external, objective interaction with or check on faith which is, in the last analysis, strictly a matter of complete personal commitment. That is why he writes that “the certitude of faith is ’existential,’ meaning that the whole existence of man is involved” (Dynamics of Faith 34). It is unlikely that Tillich would agree with the Writings that “faith is first [a matter of] conscious knowledge and second the practice of good deeds” (BWF 383). Even if we understand that “consciousness knowledge” means primarily – though not exclusively – knowledge of God (SAQ 238), the fact remains that some kind of knowledge is necessary not only to have faith but to act as a check on faith. Thus, faith is more than complete personal commitment to something – a definition of faith that would include even those who have sincerely and wholly committed themselves to evil causes such as Nazism, Communism or various forms of ideologically motivated terrorism. The Writings reject such an open-ended view, instead promulgating the view “that the foundation of success and salvation is the knowledge of God, and that the results of the knowledge of God are the good actions which are the fruits of faith” (SAQ 238). For Tillich, this is simply a form of “the intellectualistic distortion of the meaning of faith” (The Dynamics of Faith 30). This is not to say that Tillich thinks faith can be based on or created by sheer ignorance and pure will to believe(The Dynamics of Faith 38) since ultimate concern “claims truth for its concern and commitment to it” (The Dynamics of Faith 39). However, it is our concern and our commitment that is primary. The Writings on the other hand suggest that our concern and commitment, our faith grows out of the conscious knowledge that we have. Their attitude is perhaps best summed up by Abdu’l-Bahá when he says, 
If religious belief and doctrine is at variance with reason, it proceeds from the limited mind of man and not from God; therefore, it is unworthy of belief and not deserving of attention; the heart finds no rest in it, and real faith is impossible.  The Promulgation of Universal Peace 231. 
Faith and Subjectivity

None of this, of course, is to say that the Writings do not recognise the subjective portion of faith – which we shall discuss shortly – but only that `Abdu’l-Bahá’s definition of faith as “first consciousness knowledge and second the practice of good deeds” (BWF 383) provides a necessary corrective to the emphasis on the subjective aspects of faith as seen in Hebrews 11 and in Kierkegaard. From this perspective, `Abdu’l-Bahá anticipates such influential modern theologians like Karl Barth according to whom faith was 
the decision in which men have the freedom to be publicly responsible for their trust in God's Word and for their knowledge of the truth of Jesus Christ, in the language of the Church, but also in worldly attitudes and above all in their corresponding actions and conduct.
                       

Here, too, we observe the subjective elements in the “trust in God’s Word” but also a decisive objective turn, in the emphasis being “publicly responsible” for their faith especially through “actions and conduct” or what `Abdu’l-Bahá calls “the practice of good deeds” (BWF 383).

In the quotation from Barth, we also observe that faith is also knowledge, albeit “knowledge of the truth of Jesus Christ.”
 This leads us to ask about the kind of “conscious knowledge” to which `Abdu’l-Bahá is referring. Certainly it is not academic knowledge, or understanding, but something deeper – indeed, the only knowledge that matters, the knowledge of God: “You have attained to the knowledge of God. This is the most great bestowal of God. This is the breath of the Holy Spirit, and this consists of faith and assurance” (PUP 199; emphasis added). The fact that this knowledge of God is all that matters is alluded to in the statement “Consider how Balál, the Ethiopian, unlettered though he was, ascended into the heaven of faith and certitude” (Gleanings 83). Even more to this point are Baha’u’llah’s words that whoever has  

the testimony of faith from the Source of true knowledge, he verily becometh the recipient of learning, of divine favour, and of the light of true understanding.

The Kitab-i-Iqan 36

It is worth pointing out that the connection between faith and knowledge is strengthened by portraying faith as coming from the “Source of true knowledge” (Ibid.) and leads to receipt of “true understanding” (Ibid.). Without knowledge of and from God, whatever else we know would not be properly contextualized in our lives, and thus, potentially have a distorting on us. As an aside, it is worth noting that this knowledge is a “most great bestowal,” (PUP 199) which is to say faith is a gift, an act of grace bestowed on us by God. We can actively prepare ourselves to be ready for it when and if it arrives but we cannot actually demand or command it. This bestowal, which “consists of faith and assurance” (PUP 199)i.e. certitude, means that we come to know God in the only way we can – through His Manifestation, Who provides us with knowledge and contextualises our tasks in the “practice of good deeds.” Thus it is not only a theoretical knowledge that we receive, but a knowledge that informs or conditions our actions. Above all, as Bahá'u'lláh
advises us, these “good deeds” are to focus on the needs of our time, be “anxiously concerned with the needs of the age ye live in, and center your deliberations on its exigencies and requirements” (Gleanings 213). This too requires conscious knowledge because without it, we shall never be able to focus our efforts in a truly constructive manner. 

In light of these considerations about the objective aspects of faith, we cannot help but wonder where the subjective aspects are in the Bahá’í view of faith. This element is undoubtedly present as in the following quotation where it appears as faith, or trust in God: we should “exhort men to virtue and to faith in the loving mercy of God” (PUP 99). We should, in other words, possess faith in the form of trust in God, in a confidence that God will be merciful to us even though it may not always seem that way. Obviously, such trust in an invisible God Whose ways are not always understood by humankind is emphasises faith as a subjective state, as a commitment to remain loyal to God no matter what circumstances arise. However, we must not forget that this subjective faith is balanced by the fact that we can get “conscious knowledge” of the God to Whom we are committed from the Manifestation. A similar subjective orientation to faith is in `Abdu’l-Bahá’s that “although we feel sad and disheartened, we must supplicate God to turn our hearts to the Kingdom and pray for these departed souls with faith in His infinite mercy . . . ” (PUP 48). 
Faith as Empowerment

The foregoing quote also echoes a sub-theme, namely, that faith as a subjective trust in God will enable or empower us to take necessary action. For example, it allows us to overcome the material temptations of the world: ” If the whole earth were to be converted into silver and gold, no man who can be said to have truly ascended into the heaven of faith and certitude would deign to regard it” (Gleanings 298). Faith not only gives us power over the temptations of the external world, but also empowers us to gain power over ourselves: 

Arise and, armed with the power of faith, shatter to pieces the gods of your vain imaginings, the sowers of dissension amongst you. (Gleanings 217)

Here again we observe the strong rationalist tendencies in the Bahá’í view of faith inasmuch as faith allows us to break free from our own subjective delusions and fantasies to discover the real truth. Faith thus has an epistemological function in the quest for objective truth. Such faith also has a practical function because it provides social harmony and contributes to the unification of humankind  by freeing us from the “vain imaginings” (Gleanings 217) that cause so much discord and conflict among us. Faith will, therefore, play an important role in the evolution of humankind to its maturity as a species. Faith will also give us the strength to obey God, as suggested by `Abdu’l-Bahá’s exhortation: “Through the power of faith, obey ye the teachings of God, and let all your actions conform to His laws” (SWAB 35).
The Transformative Power of Faith 

In more general terms, `Abdu’l-Bahá tells us that we should “ through the power of faith, obey ye the teachings of God” (SWAB 35; emphasis added). This quotation also highlights the personal transformative power of faith, as does Baha’u’llah’s statement
as soon as they drank the immortal draught of faith, from the cup of certitude, at the hand of the Manifestation of the All-Glorious, were so transformed that they would renounce for His sake their kindred, their substance, their lives, their beliefs, yea, all else save God!(The Kitab-i-Iqan 155)

The transformative power of faith is so great that it can bestow new spiritual life on those who receive the gift of the “the reviving waters of faith” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 155). Indeed, the personal transformative power of faith is sufficiently strong to overcome the corruption caused by a life-time of sin: 
How often hath a sinner, at the hour of death, attained to the essence of faith, and, quaffing the immortal draught, hath taken his flight unto the celestial Concourse.
The Kitab-i-Iqan 194.

Faith can also bring about spiritual resurrection, as seen in the following quote: it “quickeneth the dead of the valley of self and desire with the spirit of faith” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 209). Here, we see yet again, another indicator of the objective emphasis on faith insofar as faith will bring us out of the extremes of subjectivity.   

The Cognitive Function of Faith 

According to the Writings, Faith also has a cognitive function, i.e. helps us acquire the necessary knowledge of our time, which is to say, knowledge of God and the Manifestation. This is why faith is sometimes associated with light, as in the following statement: “Unlock the gates of true understanding and let the light of faith shine resplendent” (PUP 115). In this quotation we see how “true understanding” is associated with “the light of faith,” once again showing faith’s role in acquiring the necessary knowledge of our time. This quotation reveals faith not as a ‘thing’ (“conscious knowledge”) or an action (“good deeds”) but rather as a light, a means by which we are enabled to acquire knowledge. From this perspective, faith is not itself knowledge but provides the light by which knowledge may be acquired, it illuminates reality in such a way as to allow us to see reality as it is. We are, thereby, rescued from entrapment in our own “vain imaginings.” The epistemological function of faith is also noted in `Abdu’l-Bahá’s statement that
man cannot grasp the Essence of Divinity, but can, by his reasoning power, by observation, by his intuitive faculties and the revealing power of his faith, believe in God, discover the bounties of His Grace. 

Bahá'í World Faith 341; emphasis added 

The light of faith reveals important realities to us, such as the existence of God and the gifts God has bestowed upon us. This statement is significant because it implies that without faith we will not actually be able to know God’s existence, or His gifts, i.e. everything else that God has created, i.e. reality. In other words, without faith there can be no real knowledge at all – since “vain imaginings” do not count as knowledge. The intellect’s need for enlightenment of faith is made clear in the following statement: “It [the rational soul] is like a mirror which, although clear, polished and brilliant, is still in need of light.” (SAQ 208). In other words, the spirit of faith, which is that light, enables us to perceive aspects of reality that were not visible to us before, and is, thereby, also connected to the acquisition of knowledge.

The association of faith and knowledge is also evident in `Abdu’l-Bahá’s reference to “the light of knowledge and faith” (Tablets of `Abdu’l-Bahá 56) and his thanks that God has “guided [a certain believer] unto the Path of the Kingdom, dispelled the darkness, caused thee to enter into the light of faith, and awakened thee to the proof and argument” (Tablets of `Abdu'l-Bahá 182). The light of faith dispels the darkness of ignorance and/or unconsciousness and enables the believer to make use of rational proofs and arguments. The Writings also allude to this cognitive function when `Abdu’l-Bahá says, 

You have attained to the knowledge of God. This is the most great bestowal of God. This is the breath of the Holy Spirit, and this consists of faith and assurance. 








(PUP 199) 

Attaining “the knowledge of God” (Ibid.) is called” the most great bestowal of God” (Ibid.), because it is the only absolutely necessary knowledge and includes all other kinds of knowledge within it since that which is greatest always includes the lesser. 

This “knowledge of God” (Ibid.) also brings with it “assurance” (Ibid.) or certitude.   

The philosophical position exemplified in the forgoing quotations brings to mind Saint Augustine’s famous declaration, “I believe in order to understand.” Here, too, faith is an essential part of the cognitive process, being a necessary pre-requisite for understanding. The Bahá’í position is similar insofar as it sees faith as a necessary requirement to obtain the knowledge humankind needs to evolve. 
Faith and Certitude

The association of faith and certitude is pervasive throughout the Writings. For example, Bahá'u'lláh tells us that “Balál, the Ethiopian, unlettered though he was, ascended into the heaven of faith and certitude (Gleanings 83) and that 

If the whole earth were to be converted into silver and gold, no man who can be said to have truly ascended into the heaven of faith and certitude would deign to regard it, much less to seize and keep it.







Gleanings 298

For his part, `Abdu’l-Bahá  instructs us to “Praise . . . God that at last, through the divine teachings, thou hast obtained both sight and insight to the highest degree, and hast become firmly rooted in certitude and faith” (SWAB 30).
The Ethical Role of Faith 

In addition to its cognitive functions, the light of faith also has an ethical role. For example, `Abdu’l-Bahá writes, 
When they are delivered through the light of faith from the darkness of these vices, and become illuminated with the radiance of the sun of reality, and ennobled with all the virtues, they esteem this the greatest reward, and they know it to be the true paradise

Some Answered Questions 224

The light of faith can save us from vice and, thereby, “ennoble” (Ibid.) us so that we understand that the possession of virtues is “the greatest reward” (Ibid.) in itself and our “true paradise” (Ibid.). If we enquire as to how the light of faith can accomplish this it is difficult not to conclude that faith provides true knowledge and understanding, and thus makes vice an unattractive option or dispels evil inclinations the way knowledge dispels ignorance. God may also use faith – or the loss of faith – as a punishment for misdeeds: “Thus hath God laid hold of them for their sins, hath extinguished in them the spirit of faith (The Kitab-i-Iqan 18). In effect, their behaviour has been such that God has blinded these people to the knowledge necessary for their personal evolution. 
The role of faith in ethics naturally leads to the question of whether or not we can be truly ethical without faith, or, as it is more often put, ‘Can we be good without God?’ In other words, do ethics need to be grounded on something more than natural human reason, do they need a super-natural foundation? The Writings answer this question in the affirmative. Reason is not sufficient for ethics because, as `Abdu’l-Bahá points out
, reason does not always lead to agreement, i.e. it leads to conflicting viewpoints about what des or does not constitute ‘the true’ and ‘the good.’ Likewise, sense knowledge would be unsuited as a ground for ethical standards, as would be tradition, and inspiration which is a potentially evil “influx of the human heart” (FWU 46). Thus, by process of elimination, we must conclude that only faith in God and His Manifestation can provide a foundation for ethics. 

(It might be protested that people without faith can be good too. From the viewpoint of the Writings, it would perhaps be better to say that people without faith can do good acts – and such goodness should never be denied or diminished – but those good acts are, in a sense, incomplete because they are divorced from the source of all goodness. They are also ‘accidentally good’ – they ‘happen to be good’ – because their goodness is not guaranteed by God, but only supported by imperfect reason, tradition and inspiration.)  
The Instrument of Faith in Us

If the mind or intellect is the instrument by which the rational soul devices proofs and arguments, what, we may ask, is the instrument of faith in us? There is no clear answer to this question in the Writings that have been translated so far, but at least one quotation suggests that the instrument of faith is the heart:

But, praised be the Lord, thou art engaged in that which secureth for thee a gain that shall eternally endure; and that is naught but thine attraction to the Kingdom of God, thy faith, and thy knowledge, the enlightenment of thine heart.
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Here, an enlightened heart – think of ‘the light of faith’ – is associated with faith and knowledge both of which are closely 
correlated with each other in the Writings. Another clue to support this is when `Abdu’l-Bahá says one of Baha’u’llah’s Teachings is “that love and good faith must so dominate the human heart that men will regard the stranger as a familiar friend . . .” (SWAB 84). If we think of ‘faith’ in this statement as the light of faith, then we can discern the underlying image of a heart enlightened by faith. 
Sparse and fragile as these clues are, they allow us to see something that is hinted at throughout Baha’u’llah’s Writings, namely, that humankind has two organs or instruments of knowledge – the mind and the heart. In regards to the heart as an instrument of knowledge provided by faith, let us keep in mind Baha’u’llah’s injunction to “Ponder a while those holy words in your heart, and, with utter detachment, strive to grasp their meaning . . .” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 5). Similar statements are found throughout His Writings and suggest that we not only know and think with our minds, but also with our hearts.
 Because this heart knowledge is bestowed by the spiritual light of faith it is a higher kind of knowledge than what we gain by the senses or by the powers of natural reasoning alone. Enlightened by faith, the heart becomes a way of gaining super-natural knowledge, i.e. knowledge about non-material realities, and thus giving assent to super-natural truths, i.e. truths beyond the grasp of natural reason alone. 

Faith as a Gift from God 

The Writings make it clear that the spirit of faith is a gift from God. Bahá'u'lláh says, “Then shall the spirit of faith, through the grace of the Merciful, be breathed into thy being, and thou shalt be established and abide upon the seat of certitude” (The Kitab-i-Iqan 236; emphasis added). Because it is a divine bestowal, this grace may also be withdrawn, as shown when Bahá'u'lláh informs us that God punished the Hebrews for turning against Moses: “Thus hath God laid hold of them for their sins, hath extinguished in them the spirit of faith, and tormented them with the flames of the nethermost fire” The Kitab-i-Iqan 18; emphasis added). From this it follows that if the spirit of faith can be “extinguished” for turning away from the Manifestation, it may be bestowed for turning towards Him. This raises an important question, namely, ‘Can receipt of the spirit of faith be earned?’ Another way of putting this question is, ‘Can we perform acts that will obligate God to bestow the spirit of faith upon us?’ From the Bahá’í perspective, the answer is clearly negative; God is He who “of a truth, hath power to ordain whatsoever He desireth, and He doeth as He pleaseth by virtue of His sovereign might” (The Kitab-i-Aqdas 26). He is also “the Potent, the Unconstrained” (Tablets of Bahá’u’lláh 49). Statements like these make it clear that nothing humans can do could ever put God under any kind of obligation to bestow the spirit of faith upon us. The best that we can do is to create in ourselves a state of readiness to receive such a gift should God choose to donate it out of His mercy or justice.  In other words, the Writings maintain that the spirit of faith cannot be earned in the sense of putting God under obligation to deliver something. 
Faith and Will

In reflecting upon faith in the Writings, we are left with a number of questions. One of these concerns the role of intellectual and spiritual assent in faith. It would seem obvious that when we profess to be Baha’is, we give our intellectual and spiritual assent to the claims made and propositions put forward by the Writings. In that sense, faith is another word for personal commitment which is, of course, something highly personal and difficult to assess from the outside. Indeed, our faith as commitment is entirely subject to our will, as Bahá'u'lláh makes clear when He writes “For the faith of no man can be conditioned by any one except himself” (Gleanings 143) which means nothing less than that we are responsible for our own degrees of commitment and belief. Faith in this sense can be ruled by the will and by our choices. This, in turn, leads to other important questions about faith as a commitment. Can we choose to have faith? Can we, for example, do as Pascal suggested and pretend to have faith, to act as if we did, until true faith developed in us? And is not even the very decision to undertake such a project a commitment of faith? The Bahá’í answer to the first of these questions seems to be affirmative: if faith can be conditioned by no one but ourselves, if faith is a decision of will, then it follows that we can, in fact, choose to have faith, and that the subsequent inward preparations to have faith are in themselves already a form of faith, a decision to commit oneself to God and Bahá'u'lláh. From this perspective, the Bahá’í view of faith is not far removed from Thomas Aquinas’s statement that faith is “the assent of the intellect determined by the will.”
  In both perspectives on faith, individual free will seems to determine whether or not an act of faith will occur. 

To what, we may ask, does the will command assent? Answering this question brings us back to our earlier discussion about the light of faith which is bestowed by God as a gift. What the mind or intellect and the heart assent to is the truth of God’s existence as well as His gifts which include the Manifestation. In short, we assent to truth, but a super-natural truth rather than a natural truth of our sense or reasoning powers. 

We shall now turn our attention to the relationship between faith and reason. 
The Relationship Between Will and Faith

The debate between reason and faith is, in its essence, a debate about the nature and authority of knowledge. Advocates of reason argue that knowledge must be empirical, i.e. based in direct observation and experience that is testable according to certain criteria such as falsifiability. If a hypothesis cannot be falsified or tested experimentally it has no claim to being scientific and, therefore, is not really knowledge. It is, at best, a conjecture. Reason, in other words, gives us knowledge that we can derive from nature and the use of our natural understanding alone. All such knowledge must fit into the natural order and must not be manipulated to prove ‘super-natural’ truths. Other advocates of reason insist that true knowledge must be logically explicable, must be presentable in syllogisms are other logical forms and must be logically internally coherent, i.e. contradiction free. Statements that cannot meet these criteria do not present truths. 

The kinds of truth described above fits into what `Abdu’l-Bahá calls “rational proofs” of which he says “in this age the peoples of the world need the arguments of reason.” (SAQ 7). His definition of “rational proofs” is wider than most rationalists because it includes reasoning on the basis of the Holy Books. He says, for example, “But now, as that Light of Reality [Bahá'u'lláh] has set, all are in need of proofs; so we have undertaken to demonstrate rational proofs of the truth of His claim”(SAQ 36).  Philosophical reasoning from the premises of scripture is usually associated with scholastic philosophy - best represented by Ibn Sina, Aquinas, Maimonides and Duns Scotus – which is often rejected by the advocates of reason as no more than ‘rationalized inferences’ of beliefs that have already been accepted and dressed up as ‘knowledge.’ They see reason as being something completely secular, working from empirical or logical – but not revelational – premises. 

To help us do so, I have provided several instruments for us to examine. The first is 
Four Models of the Relationship between Faith and Reason
In the history of this debate – which goes back at least to classical times – there are 4 models of what this issue is about.
1) The NOMA model: NOMA is an acronym for “Non-overlapping magesteria” which is a term coined by Stephen Jay Gould in his book Rock of Ages. Science and religion are two totally distinct enterprises that have nothing to do with each other. Science – or reason – looks after things pertaining to the measurable and material entities and processes while religion – or faith – pertains to spiritual issues and especially morals. Because they are completely disjunct, science and religion, reason and faith are not in conflict or competition. Nor are they complementary: NOMA is not a ‘two-wings’ model. Faith and reason do not work together but are entirely unconnected and unaffected by one another. In this model, a scientist may believe by faith everything s/he rejects by professional training. Faith and reason are compartmentalized. 

(1a) An older and more sophisticated variation of NOMA is the “language game theory” of Ludwig Wittgenstein. According to this theory, different endeavours such as science and religion, reason or faith us language in completely different ways,and have different reactions, expectations and expectations. Each language represents reality in its own terms, and these terms are only meaningful in their own context. Three common language games (Lyotard) are (a) the denotative game which focuses on what is true and false (science); (b) the prescriptive game which focuses on good/bad, just/unjust and other value judgments; (c) the technical game focuses on the efficient/inefficient. There are also smaller language games. 

In language game theory, Buddhism is one game and Christianity another and Bahá’í yet a third. They are not in conflict because they are ‘playing’ different games. Reason and faith are in different, non-communicating worlds. Both religious people and non-religious people can accept the NOMA model. Reason and faith, religion and science are, in that sense, compatible. 

(1b) Another variation of NOMA is the many-truths model, based on the belief that reason and faith seek different kinds of truth, i.e. spiritual, divine or trans-rational (or irrational according to some) truth and empirical truth. IOW, they have different objects of intention, different standards of truth and testing for truth, and they have completely different modus operandi. 

(1c) The newest version of NOMA is found in the work of Christian theologian and philosopher Alvin Plantinga who

Maintains that religious belief is “properly basic” and that Christianity provides “warranted belief.”
 According to Plantinga, certain beliefs are “properly basic”, i.e. they cannot be deduced from previous propositions or experiences. Seeing a tree is properly basic as is a deductive argument and – in religion – so is belief in God.
 Every endeavour – including science – has properly basic beliefs that function as the necessary and sufficient causes for that endeavour and therefore cannot be deducted or questions. The underlying principle of “warranted belief” is that a belief is warranted if it does not violate any laws of reasoning even though the believer may not have an inferential proof. He also maintains that our innate cognitive capacities for belief may be activated by the Holy Spirit and thus lead to the formation of “warranted beliefs.” 
Plantinga wants to keep religion and science apart, so much so that he writes, “[T]he Christian ought not to believe on the basis of argument; if he does is faith is likely to be stable and unwavering.”

(2) The COMPETING MAGESTERIA model: faith and reason are are in direct competition because their (a) goals, (b) objects of intention and (c)modus operandi are the same or similar enough to cause rivalry. In short, faith and reason, science and religion are over-lapping magesteria. They both make statements abut the ultimate nature and structure of the universe, the origin of life and other ‘ultimate questions.’ 

Many scientists and religious fundamentalists adhere to this model. Each settles the issue in favour of his or her own side. 

Interestingly enough both the Competing Magesteria and Non-competing Magesteria models come to the same result: faith and reason, religion and science have nothing to say to or offer each other. The only real difference is that in the former the relationship can range from disinterest and indifference to amicable toleration. In the latter, the relationship is often hostile or disdainful. In neither case is real dialogue possible. The competing magesteria view is best summed up by the early Christian, Tertulian, who asked rhetorically, “What has Athens to do with Jerusalem?” and announced that Christ’s resurrection is true “because it is absurd!” Harris’s book The End of Faith clearly sides with Athens against Jerusalem.  

(3) The COMPLEMENTARY model: in this model it is possible to have dialogue between faith and reason, religion and science. Each focuses on one particular aspect of truth and together they bring us closer to knowing the whole. This might be called the ‘division of labor’ model. Faith and reason maintain different areas of expertise: reason studies material and efficient causation), faith/religion formal and final causation. Thus reason and faith complement each other and provide complete knowledge. We might also think of this as a dialectic model, insofar as faith and reason enter into dialogue and develop each others’ views through a process of constructive criticism. In this model, reason and faith can share some modus operandi – such as hypothesis testing or logic – to one extent or another. 

(3a) One variant of the complementary model comes from Augustine who gave priority to faith, but thought faith was incomplete without the help of reason. “I believe in order to understand” he said. Reason starts with, or is grounded in faith in something or in some authority. This model is sometimes described as “faith seeking understanding.” By themselves, the truths of reason are partial and are ungrounded, that is, lack an ultimate sanction or authority. It is evident that Augustine starts with faith and progresses to a reasonable understanding of faith.  

(3b) Another variation of this model is the view that reason is propaedeutic to faith. In other words, the arguments of reason prepare the way for faith by removing intellectual obstacles to faith, and by establishing faith as a reasonable option for people to adopt. Reason does not supplant faith, nor can it provide an adequate explanation of revelation or the act of faith. In the Catholic Church, these preparatory truths established by reason are known as the “preambles of faith.” Its motto, “I understand in order to believe” (Intellego ut credam) is historically associated with St. Thomas Aquinas who starts with reason and advances towards faith. This view is predicated on adherence to moderate rationalism, the belief that the human intellect, though not perfect, is capable of attaining at least some truths on the road to faith. 

(3c) A variation of the complementary model is to argue that reason and faith need each other. That faith needs reason to explicate its ideas, is obvious, that reason needs faith is less so. Faith here must be understood in its broadest sense, i.e. adherence to ideas that are untestable or undeducible from any other proposition. For example, through straight line AB we can only draw one line CD parallel to AB through a point E not on AB. Mathematicians accepted this on faith, just as scientists accept on faith the basic assumptions of science: whatever is real is (a) quantifiable/measurable; (b) material; (c) repeatable; (d)real, i.e. independent of human observers.

None of these criteria are (a) falsifiable (Popper), i.e. cannot be experimentally proven false and therefore, cannot be proven true. Thus, science is as faith-based as religion

although it is a faith in the nature of the physical universe and not faith in a super-natural being
 (4) The COMPATIBILIST model: maintains that reason and faith are in the last analysis, one and the same; both express the same truth albeit in a different manner. Thee is no division of labour here. 
(4a) The strict compatibilist model maintains that there can be no genuine conflict between faith and reason, and that any apparent conflict is due to misunderstanding vis-à-vis reason, or faith or both. “[T]ruth is one, although its manifestations may be very different” (Paris Talks 128)says `Abdu’l-Bahá andadds, “The Reality of all is One. Truth is one” (`Abdu'l-Bahá in London 62). Since reality and truth are one, there can be no genuine conflicts among genuine truths. Thus, science and religion are not different magesteria (cf. Gould below) but only have different ways of stating the same truths. 
(4b) The natural theology variation maintains that all we need to know about God and spiritual matters can be deduced from God’s revelation in the natural world. These deductions are sufficient to our natural needs and, therefore, make supernatural revelation superfluous. Some philosophers (Bishop Butler) held that nature and supernatural revelation are so much alike that all the tenets of Christian theology could be deduced from nature (Butler, 1763). The scientific method of gaining truth (observation, hypothesis, test/observation, conclusion) can also yield religious truth. Aristotle’s, Aquinas’s and `Abdu’l-Bahá’s first mover argument for the existence of God is an example of natural theology: it begins from the scientific fact of motion and then uses logic to explain why the fact of motion necessarily entails the existence of a “Prime Mover” (Prayers and Meditations 262). In short, we can accept the truths of faith either as a supernatural revelation or a natural deduction – but in either case the truths will be the same.

Natural theology often starts with a truth of faith and then show how science either reflects this truth or at least makes it probable or reasonably possible. One could also start with a scientific truth and show how it has a ‘spiritual aspect’, e.g. that gravity is the physical analogue of love or that light is the physical analogue of the spiritual enlightenment provided by God. This approach takes physical reality as a metaphor for spiritual truths (Schopenhauer; Emerson.) `Abdu’l-Bahá does this in the following passage: 

“If the atoms which compose the kingdom of the minerals were without affinity for each other, the earth would never have been formed, the universe could not have been created. Because they have affinity for each other, the power of life is able to manifest itself, and the organisms of the phenomenal world become possible. When this attraction or atomic affinity is destroyed, the power of life ceases to manifest; death and nonexistence result. 

It is so, likewise, in the spiritual world. That world is the Kingdom of complete attraction and affinity.” (PUP 4) 

At this point, the question naturally arises as to which of these models – if any – the Bahá’í Writings adhere. There can be little doubt that the Writings either follow the complementary model or the compatibilist model in the relationship between religion and science. The complementary model is perhaps best illustrated by `Abdu’l-Bahá’s remark that 

We may think of science as one wing and religion as the other; a bird needs two wings for flight, one alone would be useless.  

Paris Talks 130
Later, he says, 
Religion and science are the two wings upon which man's intelligence can soar into the heights, with which the human soul can progress. Paris Talks 143.
 

Implicit in this image is that religion and science each have their tasks, each provides us with knowledge about one aspect of reality, and together they provide a more complete knowledge. They are different but are working towards the same goal of discovering the whole truth. Strong as the argument for the complementary view may be, it is my view that the Writings favour the strong compatibilist model for the reasons mentioned above: reality is one and therefore truth is one, and therefore what we have in faith and reason, or religion and science, is the appearance of one truth in different ways. The one-ness of reality and truth provides an ontological foundation for the compatabilist model.   

Having briefly examined the major schools of thought about faith and reason, let us examine some of the questions we can ask about this subject. For this purpose, I have provided “101 Questions about Faith and Reason.” The following is a list of issues that have been raised by various thinkers about the relationship of faith and reason.  Understanding these questions will help us develop our understanding of what the Bahá’í Writings teach about this subject. It must be born in mind that the subject of faith and reason includes several other topics: truth; science and religion; belief; knowledge; understanding; truth; validation. 

101 Questions about Faith and Reason.

1) Can reason alone deliver truth? About the natural world? Ourselves? The supernatural?  Do we need the light of faith to discover truth about the natural world? 
2) How much truth can reason alone deliver? About everything? Some things? Nothing? 

3) Are statements true if they are reasonable? Are they absolutely true? Warranted belief? (i.e. probably true)Possibly true? 

4) Is the universe constructed according to reason? 

5) Can we have faith in something we know as a fact?

6) Is faith inherently antagonistic to reason? (Tertulian: “I believe because it is absurd.”) Is faith against reason? 

7) Is faith above or higher than reason?

7.1) Is faith by nature absurd? Is the object of faith    necessarily something that is absurd i.e. unreasonable?  

8) Do faith and reason have appropriate – but different – goals, objects, methods and foundational assumptions? 

9) Augustine said, “I believe that I may know [understand].” Was he right? 

10) Augustine said, “Belief is thinking with assent,” i.e. to believe is to accept the results of thought with a personal commitment, by an act of will, that says, “Not only is X right, but it is good that X is right and it ought to be so and I commit myself to affirming it.”

10.1) Does reason or science demand such a commitment? 

11) According to Augustine, rational inquiry into matters of faith is “faith seeking understanding.” Is this a viable view? (This is called the intellectus fidei in Catholic philosophy.)

12) Can faith or what is reasonable be determined by any final authority? 

13) Is the necessity of faith, the only way to preserve the absolute ‘otherness’ of God? If we claim to have more than faith in God, are we claiming to ‘know God’?
14) Is love a pre-requisite for faith? Is love a pre-requisite for ‘knowing’ God? Is love a pre-requisite for any kind of knowledge? For the application of reason? 

15) Can non-believers reason correctly about God and religion or a particular religion?

16) Can reason or science (applied reason) pass judgement on what faith believes? By what criteria? 
17) Is one task of reason to make faith rationally intelligible?  

18) Does faith represent a unique personal potential in each individual? Is reason, by contrast, universal, i.e. common in all people?

19) Can we hold one idea by reason and its contrary by faith alone? E.g. ‘As a scientist I don’t believe in God, but as a [some religion] I do? 
20) Is the ‘information’ we get by faith ‘real knowledge’? Is it simply ‘opinion’? What makes an item of ‘information’ into knowledge? 

21) Can we gain knowledge without some kind of faith? Is the faith required by science the same as the faith required by religion? (Science requires faith in the uniformity of the laws of nature in space and time – something which cannot be proven.)

22) Is faith a virtue? Reason? Can faith be a vice? Reason? 

23) Are there things we should not reason about? 

24) Are there things we should not have faith about? 

25) Do you agree with the following division of labor: reason establishes the demonstrable “preambles of faith” (Aquinas) but faith is required to accept the “articles of faith”? Does faith always pertains to that which is beyond reason? 

26) Is faith simply a way of short-circuiting reason? An “opiate of the people” (Marx) to prevent people from thinking for themselves?

27) Do nature and reason point to, give hints about, the existence and nature of the supernatural?

28) Is faith simply a stance of ‘open-ness’ or “releasement” (Heidegger) to a realm of being beyond the possibility of human discourse (which includes reason.)?

29) If the truths of reason are known through logic, how are the truths of faith known? Are there things only faith can know?

30) Is faith alone sufficient for religious belief? The view that it is is called fideism. 

31) Can faith be earned or acquired – or does it require divine assistance? Is grace necessary for faith? 

32) Within the context of a particular religion, should the power of reason be limited to making faith more understandable? 

33) Is there any room for rationality in faith? Or is faith strictly a matter of will or assent? Such a view is known as voluntarism.

34) Can reason prove the existence of God? Can faith?

35) What could reason or faith tell us about God?

36) What gives faith credibility? The content? The credibility of the source? The results of believing? Are faith and reason self-validating i.e. experiences or knowledge that need no outside validation. 
37) What gives reason credibility?

38) Can faith be willed?

39) Can nature be a source of faith? The view that it could is known as natural theology. What kind of a faith would that be?

40) Can truths of faith be argued rationally from a scientific or natural basis? Is there such a thing as ‘rational faith.’?

41) Does faith transcend the world of ordinary natural  experience?

42) Are faith and feeling the same things? Is faith a no more than a feeling?

43) Is the knowledge of faith inferior to the knowledge of reason or only different? If they are different, how can science and religion be one? 
44) Can we have faith of something against the apparent facts – even apparent scientific fact?

45) Does faith always involve trust in another ‘person’? Does it always involve trust of some kind?

46) Can faith be objective in the same way that reason can be objective? 

47) Does faith always involved an element of subjectivity? Does believing make it so? 

48) Must faith be passionate? Can there be dispassionate faith? 

49) Can reason be passionate? Must it be dispassionate?

50) Is Pascal’s Wager an example of attaining faith by means of rational calculation? Can faith be a ‘probabilistic assent’?

51) How are faith and truth related? Can we have true i.e. sincere faith in a lie (e.g. sincere Communists, Nazis)? Can reason lie?

52) Do we all practice a dialectic or inter-play between faith and reason in our daily lives and on many issues?

53) Is faith simply one language game (Wittgenstein) and reason another? Are the laws of logic just a game or do they reflect reality? 

54) Can one adopt, espouse, faith for strictly pragmatic or utilitarian or even selfish reasons? Can one do the same for reason?

55)  Does faith, like reason, have certain minimum standards of proof or evidence? 

56) Is all faith equal? How do we know? What are the consequences of our answer? 
57) Is faith limited to existential issues, i.e. questions that grow from our experience of contingency, finitude and transitoriness, i.e. from our “ultimate concern” (Tillich)?

58) Is faith “properly basic” (Platinga), i.e. does not need any external justification? Is it self-validating? Is it foundational, i.e. can be justified without being inferred from previous beliefs? 

59) Is faith an example of self-evident truth?

60) Is reason self-validating? Or does reason require an external, authoritative, i.e. extra-rational ground? 

61) Can the adherence to a “life-lie” (Nietzsche), a lie that is willed to be true in one’s life, be considered as a kind of faith?

62) Can faith be acquired, inherited ‘ready-made’?

63) Is faith what we have when faced by a lack of other reasons?

64) Is reason only the laws of logic or can it include intuition? Does faith require intuition? 

65) Is there a knowledge that is unique to faith? Is faith a form of phronesis (“an experience-based and agent-centered form of knowledge that can guide practice under conditions marked by plurality, contingency, and irreversibility” – Goankar)? [Nichomachean Ethics] (‘Techne’ is abstract technical reasoning, ‘craft knowledge’ – Aristotle)  

67.1) If yes, how can such knowledge be obtained? 

67.2) How is it like and unlike other kinds of knowledge 


(scientific, personal, communal)

66) Does the knowledge of faith involve assent? (personal willed agreement, not only that it is so, but ought to be so)

67) How is freedom related to faith? 

68) Is faith fundamentally inexplicable, a mystery?

69) What are the limits of the knowledge of reason? What are the limits of the knowledge of faith? 

70) Can faith explain anything? Does it even provide explanations? 

71) Is reason necessarily attached to a materialist/sensationalist philosophy and/or methodology? To the realm of the contingent? 

72) Are there different kinds of truth? (Are they all ultimately resolvable into one, i.e. the unity of truth?) 

73) Would you agree: reason is universal, i.e. common to all and faith is uniquely personal to the individual? 

74) Is the secret or hidden goal sought by reason the knowledge which only faith can provide?

75) Would you agree: reason is calculative thought, faith is meditative thought? (Heidegger)

76) What are the proper objects of faith and reason?

77) Can faith “illumine” reason? How? 

78) What happens when we have faith without reason or reason without faith? 

79) Does faith rely on “connatural knowledge” (Aquinas; Maritain) This is pre-conceptual knowledge by inclination, the way a mother knows her baby needs a hug. Connatural knowledge is knowledge we have pre-conceptually due to a similarity of nature with the object known (Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II Q 45 a2). It is sometimes described as metaphorical or poetic knowledge (Maritain).  

80) Is the heart the ‘instrument of knowledge’ in faith? 

81) Do faith and reason need each other to work at their best? Do they ‘enrich’ each other? Are faith and reason distinct but inseparable? 

82) Can we have true understanding of the world without both reason and faith? 

83) Can we have a ‘sense of meaning’ without faith?

84) Is reason propaedeutic to faith, i.e. a preparation for faith?

85) Are there truths that faith can discover but which are inaccessible to reason? (E.g. free will, our spiritual nature, our inherent dignity as humans; the equality of all humans; moral right and wrong; other values.)

86) Is knowledge the province of reason and sapience (wisdom) the province of faith? 

93) Must faith provide certainties for us? Reason? Or do we bring certainity (“certitude”) to them?

94)Does faith contain truths that lie beyond the range       of language?

95) Do the truths of faith cross (transcend) all cultural  and historical boundaries, i.e. do they transcend time and                      space? 

   
   96) Does faith (like reason) give beliefs, or is faith a 


   particular ‘state of being’?

   
   97) Can faith lead to evil acts? Can reason?

98) Can faith be learned or taught? Can the habit of rationality be learned?

99)Must faith be an end in itself, or can it be a means?  

     100) Is faith (and religion) necessarily associated with                            

       intolerance, superstition and violence? 

101) Can we be ethical on the basis of reason alone? Can   we be ethical without reason? 

Exploring these questions will help us achieve three things: (a) knowledge, inasmuch as we gain insight into the parameters and complexities of these issues; (b) self-knowledge, inasmuch as we will discover our own views on these issues; (b) readiness, inasmuch as we will read the Baha’í Writings with greater sensitivity and awareness for what they say about these issues. 
Being in a state of good readiness to explore the Writings on this issue is vital because the Writings do not always explicitly provide definitions or answers to our questions. Often, the information we seek is implicitly given in the course of discussing other matters and it is our task to ferret out answers by analysing what          Bahá’u’lláh or the `Abdu’l-Bahá say on apparently unrelated topics. This requires a ‘trained eye’, an awareness of the philosophical nuances and implicit logical connections between words, phrases and various concepts. 
Some Memorable Quotes about Reason and Faith 
(1) “Faith is the great cop-out, the great excuse to evade the need to think and evaluate evidence. Faith is belief in spite of, even perhaps because of, the lack of evidence.” [Richard Dawkins]

(2) “Faith certainly tells us what the senses do not, but not the contrary of what they see; it is above, not against them.” [Blaise Pascal]

(3) The intuitive mind is a sacred gift and the rational mind is a faithful servant. We have created a society that honors the servant and has forgotten the gift. Benjamin Franklin

(4) “The way to see by Faith is to shut the eye of reason .” William James

 (5)“ Faith means belief in something concerning which doubt is theoretically possible.” Søren Kierkegaard

(6)“Certainty... lurks at the door of Faith and threatens to devour it.” Martin Luther

(7)” Faith must trample under foot all reason, sense, and understanding.” Blaise Pascal
 (8)“ Faith certainly tells us what the senses do not, but not the contrary of what they see; it is above, not against them.” Bertrand Russell

(9) “We may define ‘Faith as the firm belief in something for which there is no evidence. Where there is evidence, no one speaks of “Faith." We do not speak of Faith that two and two are four or that the earth is round. We only speak of Faith when we wish to substitute emotion for evidence.” Paul Tillich

(10) “Faith is not belief without proof, but trust without reservation.” Mark Twain

(11)“ Faith is believing what you know ain’t  so.”
(12)  “Faith consists in believing when it is beyond the power of reason to believe.” Voltaire

13) “Scientists were rated as great heretics by the church, but they were truly religious men because of their faith in the orderliness of the universe.” Albert Einstein: 

(14) “When we blindly adopt a religion, a political system, a literary dogma, we become automatons. We cease to grow.” Anais Nin
(15) “The brute necessity of believing something so long as life lasts does not justify any belief in particular.” George Santayana: 

(16) “What has Athens to do with Jerusalem, the academy with the church?” Tertulian 

(17) "I do not feel obliged to believe that the same God who has endowed us with sense, reason and intellect has intended us to forego their use." - Galileo Galilei

(18) “We have not lost faith, but we have transferred it from God to the medical profession.” George Bernard Shaw:
(19) “The only force that can overcome an idea and a faith is another and better idea and faith, positively and fearlessly upheld.” Dorothy Thompson
(20) “Unthinking faith is a curious offering to be made to the creator of the human mind.” John A. Hutchinson
21) “As sight is to the body so reason is to the soul.” Aristotle

22) “Reason is the greatest enemy that faith has: it never came to the aid of spiritual things, but – more frequently than not – struggles against the Divine Word.” Martin Luther.   

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
`Abdu’l-Bahá
`Abdu’l-Bahá in London. Baha’i  Publishing Trust. London, 1987. 

Foundations of World Unity. n.p., Immerse. Bernal Schoole, 1997 

Paris Talks. London: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1971.

Promulgation of Universal Peace. Second Edition. Wilmette: 
Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1982

Selected Writings of`Abdu’l-Bahá. Haifa: Baha’i  World Centre, 1978

Some Answered Questions. Wilmette: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1981. 
Aristotle              Metaphysics. Trans by W.D. Ross. Chicago, Encyclopedia Britannica 1971. 
Bahá'u'lláh
Baha’i  World Faith. Wilmette: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1976. 

Epistle to the Son of the Wolf. Wilmette: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1979.

Gleanings from the Writings of Bahá'u'lláh
. Wilmette: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1976. 

Kitab-i-Aqdas.  n.p., Immerse. Bernal Schooley, 1997

Kitab-i-Iqan. Wilmette: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1950. 

Proclamation of Bahá'u'lláh

. n.p., Immerse. Bernal Schooley, 1997

Tablets of Bahá'u'lláh
. Haifa: Baha’i World Centre, 1978

The Seven Valleys and the Four Valleys. Wilmette: Baha’i Publishing Trust, 1975
Barth, Karl
Dogmatics in Outline. Trans. By G.T. Thomson New York: Harper and Row, 1959. 
Catholic Encyclopedia. 
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/
Chalmers, David.
“The Puzzle of Consciousness” Scientific American, December, 1995; http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:1XU8lIOmTdQJ:www.dhushara.com/book/brainp/hard/hard.htm+mysterians+neuroscientists+&hl=en

“Faith and Reason”. The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. http://www.iep.utm.edu/f/faith-re.htm 


“Reason and Faith” (1). http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:z18OD2FxNpYJ:www.objectivethought.com/articles/sciencevsreligion.html+reason+and+faith+(1)&hl=en 
Faulconer, James. 
“Three Positions on Reason and faith: A Draft of a Sketch.”http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:y_4b963z4wgJ:jamesfaulconer.byu.edu/reason%26f.htm+faulconer+faith+and+reason&hl=en 
Garrett, Tim. 
“Faith and Reason: Friends or Foes?”Probe Ministries. http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:p2_z3sZoxtMJ:www.leaderu.com/orgs/probe/docs/faithrea.html+faith+and+reason+garrett&hl=en
Gould, Stephen.
“Nonoverlapping Magisteria”. Natural History 106 (March 1997): pp. 16-22

Harris, Sam.
The End of Faith. New York; WW Norton and Company, 2004. 

Jaki, Stanley. 
“Christ and Science”. Port Huron: Real View Books, 2000.

John Paul II
Fides et Ratio. Papal Encyclical. http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:iEdFztZV0LUJ:www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/encyclicals/documents/hf_jp-ii_enc_15101998_fides-et-ratio_en.html+%22fides+et+ratio%22&hl=en
Kierkegaard, Soren. 
Concluding Unscientific Postscript. Trans by Swenson and Lowrie. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968. 
Fear and Trembling. Trans by W. Lowrie. New York: Doubleday, 1954.  
Penelhum, Terence. 
Reason and Religious Faith. New York: Westview Press, 1995. 

Plantinga, Alvin. 
“Intellectual Sophistication and Belief in God” in Faith and Philosophy 3 (1986): 306-12; http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:5xUW8w4XM3wJ:www.leaderu.com/truth/3truth03.html+Plantinga+properly+basic+belief&hl=en

Warranted Christian Belief. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Roche, Patrick. 
“Knowledge of God and Alvin Plantinga’s Reformed Epistemology”. Quodlibet Journal, Vol. 4 Nov 4, 2002. www.Quoblibet.net 

Stairs, Allen. 
“Plantinga: Religious Belief as Properly Basic”. aistasirs@polaris.umuc.edu. 

Swinburne, Richard. 
Faith and Reason. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983. 

Tillich, Paul. 
The Dynamics of Faith. New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1957. 
�   Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1005b12-20. 


� This must not be confused with the fact that a Manifestation has two stations, one divine and one human. Those are two essential attributes of being a Manifestation and only a Manifestation has them. 


� Hegel claims to have disproved this law, but after 200 years this is still a matter of hot dispute.  


� See also `Abdu’l-Bahá in London 62, 67, 92. The Promulgation of Universal Peace 62. 


� Paris Talks 136. 


� This is not to suggest there cannot be two perspectives of one truth. However, ultimately the two perspectives must be reconcilable i.e. made one.  


� Many objections to this law or based on inadequate wording. 


� In 3-valued or fuzzy logic, the possibilities are true, false and undecided. See also intuitionist logic. 


� The Principle of Sufficient Reason, � HYPERLINK "http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:wQNJ8P459_UJ:www.georgetown.edu/faculty/ap85/471/PSR.html+PSR+leibniz&hl=en" ��http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:wQNJ8P459_UJ:www.georgetown.edu/faculty/ap85/471/PSR.html+PSR+leibniz&hl=en� 


� The Promulgation of Universal Peace 46. 


� We should not allow various acausal interpretations of quantum phenomena to lead us astray. A number of workable causal interpretations also exist, such as David Bohm’s.  


� Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript. 


� For example `Abdu’l-Bahá uses inference to show the existence of an animal and the human spirit in SAQ 189 – 190. 


� “The Puzzle of Consciousness” by David Chalmers, Scientific American, December, 1995; � HYPERLINK "http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:1XU8lIOmTdQJ:www.dhushara.com/book/brainp/hard/hard.htm+mysterians+neuroscientists+&hl=en" ��http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:1XU8lIOmTdQJ:www.dhushara.com/book/brainp/hard/hard.htm+mysterians+neuroscientists+&hl=en� 


� Logical Positivism, Internet Encyclopedia, � HYPERLINK "http://www.iep.utm.edu/l/logpos.htm" ��http://www.iep.utm.edu/l/logpos.htm� 


� Thomism, Catholic Encyclopedia, � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/14698b.htm" ��http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/14698b.htm� 


� Ibid. See also Gilson, Maritain, Marechal, and Rousselot in From Unity to Pluralism by Gerald MacCool, S.J.


� The perceivable outward attributes are adequately described by referring to Aristotle’s 10 categories: substance, quantity, quality, relation, place, time, position, state/condition , action, and passion (active or passive). For example, ‘ A fat [quantity] white [quality] mother [relation] cat [substance] sat [position] by the roses [place] early one morning [time] hungrily [condition] thinking [action] enthusiastically [passion] about a breakfast of mice.’ This description of the cat allows us to identify it, i.e. distinguish it from all others. (More details can be added if needed.)To make a broad generalization, we may say that natural reason – reason unaided by revelation – stops working as more and more of the categories are become inappropriate for describing something.   





� It is noteworthy that in this, and the fore-going quote, faith and knowledge are still closely associated. 


� This brings up questions which we shall discuss later, such as ‘Can we choose t have faith?’


� The Sickness Unto Death 


� Hebrews 11:1. Also translated as “Now faith is being sure of what we hope for and certain of what we do not see.” Hebrews 11:1, NIV





� Soren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling 79. 


� Fear and Trembling 81. 


� Soren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript 201.


� William Shakespeare, Romeo and Juliet, Act 3, Sc.1.


� Tillich, The Dynamics of Faith 1. 


� The Dynamics of Faith 1. 


� The Dynamics of Faith 1. 


� The Dynamics of Faith 32. 


� Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, with a new introduction, trans. G. T. Thompson. New York: Harper & Bros., 1959, 28. 


� Ibid. 


� Foundations of World Unity 46. 


� For example, Kitab-i-Iqan 102, 123, 125, 167; Gleanings 46, 76,129; The Hidden Words # 2 


� Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, xiv, 1; II-II, Q ii a.1. 


� Alvin Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 


� Alvin Plantinga Intellectual Sophistication and Belief in God in Faith and Philosophy 3 (1986): 306-12; � HYPERLINK "http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:5xUW8w4XM3wJ:www.leaderu.com/truth/3truth03.html+Plantinga+properly+basic+belief&hl=en" ��http://66.102.7.104/search?q=cache:5xUW8w4XM3wJ:www.leaderu.com/truth/3truth03.html+Plantinga+properly+basic+belief&hl=en� 


� Alvin Plantinga quoted in “Knowledge of God and Alvin Plantinga’s Reformed Epistemology” in Quodlibet � HYPERLINK "http://www.Quodlibet.net" ��www.Quodlibet.net� 


� See also `Abdu’l-Bahá in London 28. 





