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"The spiritual life is lived in a balance of paradoxes, and the humilty that enables us to hear the truth of others must stand in creative tension with the faith that empowers us to speak our own"

 -- Parker Palmer (To Know as we are known, 109)

It seems that teaching requires both listening and speaking, and these in turn require some humility (to listen) and courage (to speak).  IF I am too full of myself and my viewpoint, I may be nearly unable to hear another position.  But this does not mean that we should not have commitments.  It means, rather, that we should respect our students. In the words of Ralph Waldo Emerson, "The secret of education is respecting the pupil." or as Betrand Russell says somewhere, "No man can be a good teacher unless he has feelings of warm affection toward his pupils and a genuine desire to impart to them what he himself believes to be of value."   Russell here brings us both these points then: to teach well we must be committed to the students, but also committed to teaching them some particular content that we believe and value. Teaching, I believe, must be a sort of leading, both by example, and by opinion.  I must be able to show the students how to wrestle through problems on their own, but I should also show students how to come to conclusions, how to defend a position, and how to do it in a civil manner.  In our culture today, one of the most important things I must do is to show my students how to hold an opinion and respect others, without merely lapsing into a mindless relativism that says that all viewpoints are equally valid.  Since this is what I think we must do as teachers, I consequently think that teachers who are personally committed religiously or ideologically to particular positions are in a position to be much better teachers than those without strong convictions.  

This will strike many as peculiar, since many often assume that religiously committed teachers, for example, are biased, and we all know biased teaching is wrong, because it is considered to be indoctrination, rather than instruction.   The principle value which seems undermined by such instruction is the principle of fairness or justice-- it seems that if we are not being fair to positions other than the one we want to win the debate.   Many people are especially suspicious of religiously committed people, as they feel that the religious commitments undermine the possibility of true inquiry.  But is such suspicion accurate?  Is a religiously committed person less able to present fair instruction than a non-religious person?  Do one's personal convictions so cloud our ability to teach that we cannot accurately and objectively deal with material?  This question becomes more acute when we are discussing ethical instruction.  The question becomes even more interesting when religious orientation comes into the equation-- whether that religious orientation is that of the instructor or the school.  So the basic issue I want to wrestle with here is, can one who has religious convictions teach ethics, and if so, should such a person allow their religious beliefs to taint their ethical teaching, and if so, in what way.  I will argue that your religious or ideological (and that is an important broadening of the point here) convictions should be displayed in your teaching, and those with no such convictions are less likely to be good teachers of ethics.  Further, I will argue that neutral pedagogy has some role to play at moments in the process of instruction, but ultimately, one should not teach ethics in such a way that one never presents ones own opinions.  

Some Clarifications

Before we go any further, let me clarify and emphasize a couple of points.  First, I am not saying religious people are better teachers than the non-religious per se.  My point is broader, as I want to argue that religiously or ideologically committed teachers-- either one-- can make better teachers than those without strong convictions.  I  do not think we should distinguish religious belief-convictions from non-religious belief or ideological belief-convictions.  Consider this a defense of committed feminists and marxists as well.  Those who have strong commitments to an ideology then, be that a religious or non-religious ideology (like feminism or marxism), have the potential to be better ethics teachers.  Second, those with convictions don't necessarily make better teachers, but ideally they can teach students particular things with a non-convicted teacher cannot, so they have the potential to be better teachers.  Third, I am certainly not claiming that one should force their convictions on others.  I am not here promoting indoctrination or brainwashing.  Hopefully I will explain that more clearly, but it is perhaps useful for you to know that up front.  

Christian Teaching, Christian Education, and Heidegger

Some personal bio may help you understand where I am coming from.  As a Christian, I try to do everything as a Christian.  I try to drive my car as a Christian should (no cutting people off, if I am thinking), I try to eat as a Christian should (body stewardship), I try to treat others as a Christian should, and-- of course this affects my teaching-- I try to think and teach as a Christian should.  But how should a Christian teach?  I have gotten the impression that people have a certain predisposition towards Ph.D's who, like myself, come from Catholic schools (I did studies both at Fordham and Marquette).  There is often a notion that graduates from Catholic schools are somehow limited in their education, because they are educated within the confines of a religious tradition, the creeds which serve as starting points for the education.   This, some seem to think, has likely given me tendencies to preach and indoctrinate, rather than to teach.   But personal experience seems to have shown me that my education at Marquette was in fact more liberal than my education at the State University to which I went.  At the State university, there was much more preaching, and most professors were dogmatically critical of all religious positions.  The opposite was not the case at Marquette.  I was able to study Saintly Aquinas and not-so-saintly Nietzsche at the Catholic school.  I got very little of Aquinas at the state university.   Yet this perception that religiously-affiliated education is less liberal is a strongly-rooted and continuing perception which I believe is false.

A quote from Heidegger's Introduction to Metaphysics  has stuck with me for many years.  There Heidegger says "Christian philosophy is a round square and a misunderstanding."(7)   A religious believer "cannot really question without ceasing to be a believer and taking all the consequences of such a step.  He will only be able to act 'as if'" according to Heidegger.  So, since the philosopher must let his thinking carry him where it will, and the religious person (says Heidegger) must start with dogma (creeds of the church) which he assents to, and understand his experiences and let his thoughts be directed by those previous assertions of faith, the religious person cannot authentically be a philosopher.   The Christian cannot be authentically ask the questions of philosophy, because he already 'believes' the answers and is committed to them by his religious faith.

Heidegger's comment here represents to me the bias against religious commitment which I want to argue against.   A view such as Heidegger's has a flawed understanding of philosophy and of faith and of pedagogy.  

First, the study of ethics (which is certainly part of philosophy) is not merely a wandering pilgrimage to an unknown destination, it is the study of various ethical theories and an analysis of how these theories hold up and apply to daily life.  So if ethics is part of philosophy, not all philosophy is merely a heroic abrahamic pilgrimage, going we know not where.  Heidegger's view, and any view which claims we must not know where we are going if we are to be teachers, is not realistic or accurate to our profession.   Heidegger himself provided very little ethical direction, and perhaps that was a necessary consequence of his too-narrow view of philosophy.  Certainly philosophers must be open to see where their arguments would lead, like Socrates, but this does not mean that one must have no idea what conclusions might be reached.   It is pointless to have teachers without ethical commitments teaching ethics.  

The second, and more important problem with this view of that the religious are less able to teach adequately is that Heidegger seems to think that faith is a dogmatic assertion of creeds.  Of course some of Christianity is a commitment to creeds, but Christianity is for many a perpetual self-questioning, a conviction about my inadequacy and need for redemption.  The prophets were not so much about providing clear principles of direction as they were about providing criticisms of community and self which throw one into question.  The Judeo Christian tradition which Levinas opens up to us, for example, is one of being put into question-- infinitely-- not one of being self-confidently assured of my position and status in the world.  Heideggers portrayal of Christianity seems to be over-dogmatic in its orientation.
  

Third, Heidegger appears to have a pedagogical view that one can only really understand questions to which you personally are existentially related.   So Christians could teach about Christianity, but their attempts to teach non-Christian points of view will be necessarily weak and poor because they aren't really non-Christians-- they can only pretend to be and teach other ways of thinking 'as if' they were not what they really are.
   But we know as teachers and students that opinions of worldviews by outsiders are often quite illuminating.   Atheists like Nietzsche have very interesting things to say about Christianity, so why shouldn't Christians have interesting things to say about Nietzsche's non-Christian worldview? 

But this kind of claim, that ones personal commitments or even personal being blind one to objectivity seems unfounded, although it is regularly used to dismiss various points of view today.  Recently on NPR Title 9 was being discussed, and it was obvious to one woman commentator that those who had questions about the fairness of title 9 had no legitimate questions, but were simply blinded by their maleness.   In affirmative action debates, viewpoints which want to repeal aspects of affirmative action are considered racist attempts by whites to undermine civil rights, and blacks who argue against affirmative action are considered to be too white in their thinking.  Such a confining interpretation of people's arguments undermines reason altogether, as it proclaims with confidence that viewpoints other than its own are simply politically motivated, not reasonably argued.   When this sort of stereotyped interpretation suspects the religiously committed person's ethical reasoning capabilities simply on the basis of being religiously committed, it verges on being discrimination on the basis of religion.

Buber's Alternative View

Martin Buber, in his essay "Education and World-view" provides some sensible thoughts on teaching pedagogy.  I will turn to him for some help in criticizing Heidegger-like anti-religious bias.  First of all, Buber says that all teaching comes from somewhere, and that the 'somewhere' is religious rather than nonreligious cannot really be helped, and  seems irrelevant.  To think that we should put off our personal beliefs in order to teach is nonsense for Buber:

The educational concept that is really true to its age and adequate to it must be founded on the insight that in order to arrive somewhere it is not enough to go towards something' one must also proceed from something.  And the fact is that the 'towards what' can be set by us, by our goal-defining 'worldview,' but not the 'from where."  It is not given us to set this; what we pretend to prepare thus soon proves itself to be deceptive artifice. (99)

We should not pretend to have no place from which we are coming.  We should not try to hide who we are.  We do our teaching with a worldview of some sort, and that worldview is not something we can decide to lay down or turn off.  As Buber says,   "No one can show others a reality except as it presents itself to him, necessarily, therefore as an aspect!"  Our students need to see where we are coming from in order to see real conviction in action, not contrived amoral professors without ethical or metaphysical-religious worldviews.  He asks the question, "Is it then possible to teach without any world-view? And if it were possible, would it be desirable?" and answers immediately: 

No it is not possible, and no, it would not be desirable.  But for him who is teaching as for him who is learning, the question is whether his world-view furthers his living relationship to the world that is 'viewed' or obstructs it.  The facts are there; it is a question of whether I strive to grasp them as faithfully as I can.  My world-view can help me in this if it keep my love for this 'world' so awake and strong that I do not grow tired of perceiving what is to be perceived.  (100)

If the question is, do my viewpoints obscure the world or enhance it, Buber's view is clear: My perspective and convictions do not necessarily cloud my vision of the world, they are the means by which I interpret the world.  To hope for a worldview unaffected by a worldview-- a worldview pristine pure and undefiled from a perspective-- is a futile quest for the 'view from nowhere' which Thomas Nagel wrote about in his book by that name.  

What Buber points out is that the true teacher must have a worldview inevitably, and that this worldview can help the teacher explain their experiences intelligibly.  But the pursuit of 'reality' is important.   Some ideal of the hoped-for goal of our inquiry must be kept ahead of us.  We see this throughout the history of philosophy-- a commitment to pursue an answer which is better than others.  Socrates pursues this in his quest for forms, Peirce refers to the "Real" as the goal of our communal search for knowledge, and that is a fruitful model of our quest for knowledge, and even postmodern thinkers like Derrida have affirmed the notion of better and worse readings, for example in the midst of of this formal/structural  pursuit as a messianicity-- a continual search and open expectancy towards what we have not yet discovered.  In this formal sense, at least, we must be committed to pursue something very much  like 'the truth'.

Buber does not claim to have a corner on 'truth with a capital T' but still says that we must continue on this quest, though mindful of our own tendencies to deceive ourselves and rationalize or construe 'facts' for our own benefit:

It is not granted us to possess the truth; but he who believes in it and serves it has a share in building its kingdom.  The ideological factor in what each individual calls truth cannot be extracted; but what he can do is to put a stop in his own spirit to the politization of truth, the utilitarizing of truth, the unbelieving identification of truth and suitability.  Relativizing rules in me as death rules in me, but unlike death, I can ever again set limits to it; up to here and no farther! 101

Leaving students with no adequate mechanism for trying to determine right from wrong is not fruitful.  Oftentimes, students come out of an ethics class simply bewildered by the variety of arguments and with a vague belief that just about any position could be argued for and rationalized, with enough effort.   

Why suggestions that Religion and Ethics must be strictly separated are paranoid.

Buber helps us underrstand why having a strong conviction is an asset, not a liability, when teaching.  It is often said that ethics and religion must be separated.   But to say that one cannot learn from the other does not follow from the fact that they are different.  Some ethicists think that religion only distorts authentic ethical theory, because ethics must be based on reasonable principles which are universally held, not on principles which may be particular to a given religious tradition.  This point in itself seems right-- that if I, for example, have a particular religious viewpoint on a moral issue, then I should not root my position in premises which make no sense to someone outside my tradition.   But it seems paranoid, unnecessary, and besides that impossible to  demand that the religious thinker must set aside his religious convictions when doing ethics.  

First, it is paranoid, because providing a moral position rooted in a systematic religious doctrine is not in itself dangerous.   This is especially true if I also can provide secular (non-religious) reasons for that same conclusion which are not rooted in a religious point of view.  To deny that religion have any part in my thinking is a reactionary position not unlike the way of thinking that Rorty perceives in Lyotards paranoia about metanarratives of institutions.   Rorty, in speaking of Lyotard's 'incredulity towards metanarratives' says 

Lyotard unfortunately retains one of the Left's silliest ideas -- that escaping from such institutions is automatically a good thing, because it insures that one will not be 'used' by the evil forced which have 'co-opted' these institutions.  Leftism of this sort necessarily devalues consensus and communication, for insofar as the intellectual remains able to talk to people outside the avante [garde she 'compromises' herself." ("Habbermas and Lyotard on Postmodernity" in his Essays on Heidegger and Others, 175 (Cambridge, 1991)  

In the same way, some seem to have a similar attitude about bringing anything religious into the realm of ethics-- religious influence automatically means compromise of ethical purity.  But philosophy and religion cannot be so absolutely separated, and it seems paranoid to think that bringing any sort of religious point of view into the discussion 'compromises' the integrity of the conclusions.  To deny those wiht particular personal worldviews the opportunity to participate in the discourse is not a liberal, but an oppressive, practice.

That being said,  this doesn't give the religious person license to simply draw conclusions from dogma. (Heidegger is correct on this)-- I cannot simply say "john 6:10 says such and such, and the Bible is God's word, therefore . . ."  I cannot say "Pope John Paul II has recently stated that sex outside the confines of marriage is wrong, therefore . . ."  But it is important to remember that this dogma cuts across religious boundaries.  It is also illegitimate to say something we might imagine coming from Peter Singer such as, "Well, given the fact that God doesn't exist, we know that cross-species sex is not immoral as the puritanical church once taught"-- for this is an argument rooted similarly in an ideological dogma-- although quite dissimilar in its assertion and conclusion.  Dogma is dogma, and religious dogma should not be singled out.


So rather than thinking that people with particular worldviews should be kept out of the classroom, what seems really important is that the teacher maintain a particular stance or attitude-- one which welcomes new thoughts and learning.  The teacher must be a student.  Again, Heidegger puts it well when he says "only that man is knowing who understands that he must keep learning over and over again, and who above all, on the basis of this understanding, has attained to the point where he is always able to learn. This is much more difficult than to possess information."  

Heidegger claims that the Christian's beliefs hem him in, and keep him from freely thinking.  This is a problem.  But it is not a problem for religious people alone.  It is a problem for anyone who has beliefs about the world.  Theistic, atheistic, pantheistic, patriarchal, matriarchal, materialist, idealist, beahaviorist, realist-- whatever our viewpoint, we must be doing our ethics from some particular standpoint, and in fact, when we are trying to determine where the good comes from, we must necessarily develop these metaphysical positions.  This is a very important part of what we talk about in ethics-- whether the good arises from God, from social contract, from personal gain, from natural standards, etc.

To say that those who have strong convictions about the way the world is are inferior teachers to those who have weak or no convictions is not far from saying that those who know little or nothing are better teachers than those who think they know something.  On this view, it seems that as I became better acquainted with philosophy, more knowledgeable about the history of thought and more confident about particular arguments as being weak, and more convinced that other arguments were much stronger than others, I was simultaneously becoming a worse teacher for all that.  But that seems strange.

We do need humility in teaching, but humility is not ignorance.  Real humility (not humiliation) is something one has when they have reason to boast.  Ignorance is when I do not know something.  Now I may be modest in my assertions when I am ignorant-- I should be modest then.  But at times people are arrogant in their ignorance-- either making claims they shouldn't, or sometimes in claiming to know that you also are ignorant, when in fact you may not be nearly as ignorant as they are.  But ignorance or uncertainty are not necessary conditions for humility.  

A Convicted Teacher can be a better teacher

1. heart and mind-- engaged teacher-- avoid burnout


I think that there are good reasons to think that a teacher who has strong convictions will ultimately be a better teacher.  First, a teacher who has convictions will be a committed teacher, one who is engaged in the material, cares about it, and wants to communicate to the students.  This sort of energy makes teaching much more effective.  In addition, if the teacher is actively pursuing the subject personally, they will likely avoid burnout.

2. Model of rationality and civil discussion


Second, teachers with convictions are able to model what civil discourse is.  Hiding one's opinion altogether doesn't demonstrate to the students an example of having an opinion, yet disagreeing with others and trying to rationally debate and work through an issue.   Holding an opinion clearly also helps the teacher to demonstrate what it means to provide a fairly objective assessment of  opposing positions.  Teachers who hide their convictions and secretly undermine all of their opponents in the process of teaching are deceitful.  

Parker Palmer expresses an important point in his book, Courage to Teach, which is basically that, as teachers, we will teach who we are.  He says,

Teaching, like any truly human activity, emerges from one's inwardness, for better or worse.  As I teach, I project the condition of my soul onto my students, my subject, and our wway of being together.  The entanglements I experience in the classroom are often no more or less than the convolutions of my inner life.  Viewed from this angle, teaching holds a mirror to the soul. (Courage to Teach, 2)

What is really important in teaching, I think, is not simply what one's convictions are, but the effects of those convictions on one's soul or being.   Of course particular convictions may lead to very dreadful behavior-- for example, if I am convinced that women should not be in school.  But there are some convictions which may lead to positive or negative results, depending on how we respond to them.  I think of the belief of some that the Bible is the word of God and given to us to let us know what God wants for the world.  Some may think that this would lead to an arrogance which would make such a believer unable to teach, because the person is unable to learn, and that seems to be just what  Heidegger and others are really concerned about:  Teachers must be students, and one who has all the answers is not a very good student.  But on the other hand, one who does not know what she is teaching cannot be a very wise teacher.  Even Socrates, who claimed he didn't know the answers to the questions he asked, certainly knew much more than his students about the wrong paths, the many answers which would lead to dead ends, and he was well adept at leading students to see those dead ends.    

Transcendental Content, and the purpose of Ethics Training

"The freedom of the subject is not the highest or primary value. The heteronomy of our response to the human other, or to God as the absolute other, precedes the autonomy of our subjective freedom. Even if I deny my primary responsibility to the other by affirming my freedom as primary, I can never escape the fact that the other has demanded a response from me before I affirm my freedom not to respond." --Emmanuel Levinas

One fundamental question for ethics is whether or not we can have ethics without God.  Without God, all we have is the self, and nothing transcendentally other towards or against which I stand.  Philosophers like Dostoevsky, Mavrodes, Chamberlain, and many others argue that without some sort of a deep-rooted metaphysic at least-- ideally a religious worldview-- we cannot have real obligation.  Others, like Epicurus, Bentham, Nielsen, claim that religion distorts ethics and ethics is much better off without it.   But the important thing to see here is that each of these views stem in some way from a metaphysical viewpoint.  There may be some which are less connected to a particular metaphysical viewpoint (like Mill's utilitarianism) but realizing and admitting our metaphysical viewpoints which underlay our ethical positions is an important exercise in the process of teaching ethics.


But Students are often quite unaware of the connection between their metaphysical view of reality and their moral principles.  Sometimes their beliefs are based on spurious arguments at best, and often simply aren't thought through much at all.   A professor visiting us once at Marquette remarked that the most common arguments he seemed to hear against belief in God went something like the following: If God exists, then I have to listen to what the church says about premarital sex/ The church says I should not have premarital sex/ I want to have premarital sex with my girlfriend/ Therefore, God doesn't exist.    What seems necessary is for us to try to awaken in students an understanding of the connection between their worldview and their ethics.  The structure of university does not always encourage us to prompt such awakenings, but it is important, as Heidegger himself says, 

"Science today in all its branches is a technical, practical business of gaining and transmitting information.  An awakeningof the spirit cannot take its departure from such science.  It is itself in need of an awakening. " ITM 49 

We shouldn't allow our ethics classes to simply be a techincal practical business of gaining and transmitting information.  If we do that, we will never prompt any ethical transformations or awakenings in our students.  Here again, I am in sympathy with Heideggers account of the world-- we must try to revitalize our students spiritual connection to being-- to the reality of the world-- by being teachers who are committed to being, committed to reality and actively attempting to make students engage the world as well.  To continue to provide students information and facts, without trying to move them spiritually and to show them models of determined participation in the realm of knowing and learning, is a waste of our positions and resources.


In ethics classes, we need to be aware that we have a responsibility to teach values, that we are teaching values whether we mean to or not, and we need to be aware of what those values are.  In many classes, the key value which is taught is tolerance.  It is very important to teach tolerance, but it is also important for us to teach particular views, and to teach people how to have solid ethical opinions while praciticing tolerance, otherwise we just promote mindless relativism.  Aristotle says in his politics that "[the art of education] exists only in order that a certain character of soul may be produced in the young, and the production of that character is its end."  He goes on to say that "the educator must take his orders from the statesman as to the sort of character to be produced in the souls of the citizens.  Like the make or lyres and bridles, he is an artist who makes, not an artist who uses.  He produces goodness of character, . ."  I believer Aristotle was right to say that one of the most important aims of education is to help the state.  By that I don't mean that we should indoctrinate students to think that the opposition is evil, or get our students to become Texan Repulicans.  This sort of political indoctrination is what happens in many taliban schools.  But we must help to instill civil virtues, like rational discourse, moral conviction, etc.  We need to help students come to take positions, take responsibility for those positions, and learn to defend those positions and simultaneously respect opposing viewpoints.  And I think the best way we can do that is by having strong convictions of our own which we ably defend, while also demonstrating honest respect and integrity in explaining opposing positions.


Its not as though our students are encouraged to be ethical, practice virtue, or even think in moral categories.  Life today is much as Mill describes it:  

Capacity for the nobler feelings is in most natures a very tender plant, easily killed, not only by hostile influences, but by mere want of sustenance; and in the majority of young persons it speedily dies away if the occupations to which their position in life has devoted them, and the society into which it has thrown them, are not favourable to keeping that higher capacity in exercise.  Men lose their high aspirations as they lose their intellectual tastes, because they have not time or opportunity for indulging them; and they addict themselves to inferior pleasures, not because they deliberately prefer them, but because they are either the only ones to which they have access, or the only ones which they are any longer capable of enjoying. (Mill, Utilitarianism, 7)

In our ethics classes we need to provide time and opportunity for students to indulge their high aspirations, and if they have none to indulge, to provide some possible aspirations to aim for.  It is likely, for example, that the loss of as sense of anything transcendent-- be it God, community, or whatever, is at the root of the loss of respect for others in our society.   So while it is important to provide a variety of opinions in our classes, if we do not really challenge students ethically and introduce them to convictions and transcendental ideas that are bigger than they are, we might be throwing away our chance to try to bring about some ethical sturdiness to withstand the dreadfully dulling effects of our consumer-culture society.    Again, a religious point of view is not less but actually more conducive to providing such a respect for things/Beings greater than oneself, and high aspirations worth indulging in.

Conclusion

My point here has been that your religious point of view can and should affect your teaching of ethics.  By that I do not mean that ethics teaching should simply be propagandizing ideological/religious dogma.  Rather 1) so long as you fairly demonstrate how your religious worldview leads to your conclusions, you may do so; 2) providing secular reasons for positions which you also hold on religious grounds is not deceitful, but rather, is a fruitful way to publicly demonstrate arguments for your position; 3) providing students a model of how your worldview and ethics connect is a fruitful demonstration of how they themselves might think through their worldview to understand how they should act in the world.

� It is likely true that from a Catholic perspective, Christian dogma and Philosophy must be kept in separate domains.   There is a limit which cannot be passed in inquiry for most creedal Catholics. 


Protestants, on the other hand, tend to think that God can illuminate Scripture to the individual, and in general, Protestants tend to be much more likely to trust their own insight and intellect (with prayerful guidance from God) to guide them.  Their own convictions and their faith are simultaneous, whereas for many Catholics, one might maintain personal reservations while also affirming the Catholic Church's position on a doctrine.  Heidegger, as a former Catholic, probably was thinking "Catholic Christianity" when he was saying that Christian Philosophy is a square circle.  Such a statement is probably true if Christianity means that you hold particular dogmas regardless of your own intellectual understanding/reason.  But this is not the only view of the relation between faith and reason.


� But this kind of rhetoric seems unfounded, although it happens constantly today.  Recently on NPR Title 9 was being discussed, and it was obvious to one woman commentator that those who had questions about the fairness of title 9 were simply blinded by their maleness.   In affirmative action debates, viewpoints which want to repeal aspects of affirmative action are considered racist attempts by whites to undermine civil rights, and blacks who argue against affirmative action are considered to be too white in their thinking.


� One of my favorite books is Merold Westphals book, Suspicion and Faith: The Religious Uses of Modern Atheism in which he explores the thought of Marx, Nietzsche and Freud, and takes to heart many of their criticisms of false spirituality-- how that we make God into our own image-- what we feel comfortable with, want him to be, etc.  Westphal, as a Christian, has some very valuable insights into these atheist thinkers, and in doing so, Westphal demonstrates a model for us.





