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Pui10copusHbI OKBITY KOJIBIHAAFBI MICeIe/Iep

Kasipri 3amanzma rymMaHuTapIIbIK O1TiIM HACOIOTHSIIBIK OACBIMABUIBIKTAH apbUIFaH CHAKTEL. OFaH KapaMacTaH,
CTEpEOTHIITEpre KapCchl TYPYy OHAMJIBIKKA COKIAC Jien oiaiiMbi3. Byl Makana ¢uiocobus TapuxbiH Kazipri
3aMaHFa cail OKy opi OKbITY MaceseciHe apHanFaH. ©OTKEeH FachIp/blH aTakThl JaHblnimansl Mepad Mamapaa-
IIBWJIY aHTHKA 3aMaHBIHAAFb! (PHIOCO(USIHEI 03 OMMEH «TipiITKeH» cHAKTHl. COHBIMEH Katap o eypomna ¢u-
nocodusiceiH  3eprreredH. @Puimocodus Tapuxbpl agaMHBIH OWBIHA TiKeNeW ocep eTedi, COHIal-ak
¢bunocopusIIbIK oiayabIH e3iHaiK xonaapel 6ap. Con xosFa TyckeHaep OacKamapblH i34epiH Kepiln OTbI-
pazsbl.

J.A. XaxynbexoBa

K Bonpocy o npenogasanuu ¢punocopuu

B craThe mokasaHo, 4TO XOTsS I'yMaHHTapHOE 3HaHHE M30aBHIOCH OT HACOJIOTMYECKOro-THETA, HPEOAOIIeTh
YCTOSIBIIIMECS CTEPEOTHUITBI OKA3aJ0Ch ropasio cioxHee. MccnenoBaHue MOCBAIIEHO MPOOIEMe COBPEMEHHO-
TO MPOYTEHHMS U MPENoAaBaHus HcTOpuH Gunocoduu. ABTOp B paboTe Omupascs Ha OIBIT H3BECTHOTO POC-
cuiickoro ¢mnocoda-rymanucra Mepada MamapiamBiiz, B YaCTHOCTH, Ha €ro Kypchl JIEKIUH 110 UCTOPUHI
COBPEMEHHOH eBponenckoil n antTnaHoi ¢uitocodun. [loguepkHyTo, uTo McTOpUs Pritocodhrr — ITO KHUBast
(dopma punocohcTBOBaHMS, IO3BONIAIONIAS HE IPOCTO 3ayUUTh TECT, HO C €r0 TOMOIIBIO PEKOHCTPYHPOBATD
poxneHne GuIocohCKON MBICIH.
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The Problem of Perfection: Reflections on Heaven and Human Nature

In the present paper analyzes the current issue of improvement of human nature and is closely associated with
the presence of all sorts of evil.in the world. Without going into the history of the subject, the author exam-
ines two different points of view, trying to find something in common that unites, links and unites them.
However, the point of view — religious, where God is regarded as the most perfect being, but a person only
his likeness. Another stresses the need for the infinite perfection of human nature, the development of it as a
spiritual and moral being. However, as the author concludes that a person should not rely solely on the heav-
ens, and count on myself, objectively assessing their own strength and to set realistic goals.
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A well-known challenge to belief in God’s existence is the problem of evil: the charge that it is irration-
al'to believe that the world was created by a being of infinite wisdom, power and love given the terrible
things that happen in this world. I will not, however, be discussing the traditional problem of evil in this es-
say; rather, | bring it up only as an avenue of approach to a problem that might be seen as the reverse of the
problem of evil. My subject in this essay is the charge that belief in an omni-natured God (a creator whose
wisdom and power and love are without limit or defect) and the promise of heaven held out by such a being,
stand at an uneasy angle with respect to human nature and the values and moral practices that inform and
constrain our lives on earth. As a contrast to the problem of evil, the general concern that I have in mind here
might be called the problem of God, or perhaps the problem of transcendent goods, or, if alliteration is our
aim, the problem of perfection. It is the reverse of the problem of evil in that the concern is not whether be-
lief in God can survive our measured intuitions about human nature, morality and moral responsibility given
the abundance of evil in the world; rather, the concern is whether belief in a heaven of perfect and everlast-
ing fulfillment can survive our measured intuitions about human nature, morality and moral responsibility.
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Really, the problem of perfection is a group of distinct issues that cluster around this theme. One of the prob-
lems that a transcendent realm of perfection poses is what might be called the problem of denigration; i.e.,
the temptation to think of the goods of this world as of utterly no account by contrast with the infinite good
of communion with God in an afterlife. A second problem is the problem of motivational impurity; that is,
the danger that a promise of infinite personal reward for doing God’s will might lead one to do what is right
only out of self-interest, and not because it is morally correct. Though these are both interesting and complex
issues, they are not the problem I will address herein. The problem of perfection I focus in this paper is what
1 call the problem of heaven. By the problem of heaven 1 have in mind worries about whether the traditional
conception of heaven — as a realm of perfect and everlasting fulfillment — is actually at odds with some of
our deepest convictions about human nature and what actually is able to fulfill human nature.

There appear in C.S.Lewis’s, The Great Divorce, two characterizations of heaven that appear'to.be at
odds with each other. The first depicts heaven as a realm of perfect and everlasting fulfillment. It is ex-
pressed by one of the blessed in heaven who asks, « What needs could I have... now that I have all. I am"full
now, not empty» [1; 113]. The second, which portrays heaven as a realm of unending spiritual development
and growth, is evident in a remark made by the narrator’s own spirit guide, George/Macdonald, another
member of the blessed whose place in heaven is already secure. About himself and the other blessed who
have come to meet the busload of the unsaved, the George Macdonald character remarks; «Every one of us
lives only to journey further and further into the mountains. Every one of us has/interrupted that journey and
retraced immeasurable distances to come down today on the mere chance of saving some Ghosts» [1; 72].
Juxtaposing these accounts of heaven may cause one to wonder what further journeying can be expected to
accomplish for a being that has «all» and is «full». Assuming that these characterizations are in fact incon-
sistent, one might be tempted to explain this inconsistency as'a product of Lewis, a Christian apologist,
a) wanting to be true to an orthodox Christian account of heaven while b) recognizing at some level that the
traditional view is an uneasy match for human beings whose nature seems best-suited for an environment in
which goods unfold over time. Contemporary philosopher Richard Taylor is one who advances this latter
criticism, arguing that human beings find fulfillment in challenge and change and thus would find tedious a
realm of perfect and everlasting fulfillment. Such a heaven, Taylor observes, is a «picture of infinite bore-
dom» [2; 331]. Moreover, he contends that the meaning we find in this life «far exceeds in both its beauty
and permanence any heaven of which men have ever dreamed or yearned for» [2; 334].

Now Richard Taylor does not go to any great lengths to specify why he thinks the picture of heaven
would be one of infinite boredom. Indeed; much of the force of his case rests upon the metaphor for heaven.
Taylor develops his metaphor for heaven, by modifying the Myth of Sisyphus, Taylor imagines Sisyphus to
be rolling boulders to the top of a hill.in order to build a temple. He further modifies the myth by imagining
that Sisyphus is successful. Instead of having the boulder roll back down the hill and thus having Sisyphus’
efforts remain futile — as happens in the original myth — Taylor supposes that Sisyphus actually succeeds
in building a temple that he'can then contemplate for eternity. And it is this, the contemplation of a temple
for eternity, that serves as the analogue to heaven in Taylor’s modification of Sisyphus’ plight. It is, of
course, hard to disagree with Taylor given the picture of heaven he presents. The idea of eternally contem-
plating a temple — even one born of one’s own laborious effort — is not a particularly enticing prospect. By
the same token, @ person who took seriously the promise of heaven might rightly fault the extent of Taylor’s
imaginative reach. Surely Taylor could conjure a more enticing view of heaven than a temple eternally con-
templated.-Nonetheless, even though he does not do so, I think it is not hard to reconstruct a more detailed
and compelling account of what is behind Taylor’s worry about heaven.

Taylor’s worry about heaven is something like the following: to be fulfilled, human beings need at least
some- variation in their experience and some opportunities to strive for specific goals, where the latter in-
volves overcoming difficulties and obstacles, and includes the chance for failure as well as other risks. At the
very least, the thrill of achieving fulfillment requires a prior lack or deficiency or want in a person that is
then overcome or fulfilled. We derive, that is to say, a great deal of fulfillment and satisfaction from change
and challenge. This is not, of course, to say that we don’t also appreciate consistency and security. It is not to
deny that we can find fulfillment in the familiar; however, a life that was all of a piece and included no goals
for which to strive is one that seems a poor fit for the kinds of beings we experience ourselves to be. If we
think, Taylor might say, of times in our lives when we have experienced the greatest degree of satisfaction,
we see that many of them are occasions on which we have been engaged in activities or circumstances that
presented us with a rich variety of experiences. Many others are occasions on which we have achieved some
end of great value, at great personal risk, with an investment of significant effort and energy, and with signif-
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icant chance of failure. And even if one would not count the risk or potential failure as requisite to the future
fulfillment, at the very least a prior lack or want would seem to be required. Moreover, the fulfillment we
experience when we have achieved some goal in the face of difficulty and/or danger has three further com-
ponents. First, one’s sense of fulfillment is intimately tied to factors that involve change, temporality and evil
or imperfection. Second, its ability to satisfy one is inversely proportional to the length of time elapsed since
it was achieved. Third, future instances of achieving the same goal against the same odds tend to diminish
the sense of satisfaction one experiences.

So it is, for Taylor, in conceiving of heaven as a realm of perfect and unending fulfillment, we have
fallen prey to an illusion, a natural and understandable illusion, but an illusion all the same. We find and en-
counter much that is good and valuable and fulfilling in life, but also much that is wretched and disturbing
and dismaying. It is natural, then, to think that we would find much more fulfillment, if only we could. have
the good and the valuable without limit or qualification, and have it without the bad, including the bad that is
found in the good’s coming to an end. Hence we construct the ideal of heaven, a realm of perfect and —un-
ending- fulfillment. But it is in this, if Richard Taylor is right, that we fall prey to an illusion. To convey the
nature of the illusion, one might draw upon a beautiful metaphor used by Immanuel Kant to describe meta-
physicians who attempt to use reason to go beyond the bounds of experience. To convey the illusion to
which such metaphysicians are subject, Kant imagines a.

«... light dove, cleaving the air in her free flight, and feeling its resistance, might imagine that its flight
would be still easier in empty space» [3; 8, 9].

Kant’s point, of course, is that the dove needs the resistance of the air invorder to fly at all, just as hu-
man reason needs information from the senses to achieve any knowledge at all. Using the metaphor of the
dove to express Taylor’s criticism of heaven, we might note that want and lack and change and challenge are
an essential part of the atmosphere of human endeavor and human fulfillment. To imagine a realm in which
these are absent — a realm of perfect fulfillment — is to imagine a realm void of that gives lift to human life.

This, then, is the problem of heaven. Taylor himself is not troubled by the problem since he does not be-
lieve in a personal afterlife or heaven. But what should a theist. who does believe in heaven make of it?
Though the challenge it poses is significant, I believe that the traditional view of heaven can survive this
challenge. Below I sketch two avenues by which it«could do so.

The first response explains the human thirst for challenge and change in this life as largely a function of
the fact that we encounter only finite goods that are incapable of supporting complete or lasting fulfillment.
The good of heaven, by contrast, is the infinite good of loving union with an infinitely perfect being. The
second response is to argue that one can consistently hold both of the following propositions: a) the blessed
enjoy complete fulfillment; i.e., theyno longer have needs waiting to be filled, and b) the blessed are capable
of experiencing further enrichment. The suggestion here is that one can have no unfulfilled needs in one pe-
riod and then, in a subsequent period, acquire additional needs that are immediately fulfilled, and in a later
period still, acquire yet more needs that are immediately fulfilled and so on. In this way, one might be con-
stantly experiencing new_sources of fulfillment without ever experiencing one’s current fulfillment as in any
way lacking or imperfect. Quite the contrary, at that moment, one’s current nature is perfectly fulfilled. As an
analogy to convey what I have in mind, I suggest that we could conceive of a seven-year-old child being per-
fectly fulfilled even though he or she has not enjoyed the fulfillment of romantic love. Such love is not a
need found in a young child’s nature; nonetheless, in adulthood, such love might well constitute an important
part of her-or his fulfillment.

I will closeithis essay by noting that in responding to Richard Taylor thus, I am put in mind of a remark
by Norman Maclean from his novella, A River Runs Through It. On an afternoon on which he was landing
all the fish and his much more talented brother was having no luck, the narrator muses: «When [ was young,
a teacher had forbidden me to say «more perfect» because she said if a thing is perfect it can’t be more so.
But by now I had seen enough of life to have regained my confidence in it. Twenty minutes ago I had felt
perfect, but by now my brother was taking off his hat and changing flies every few casts» [4; 88].
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Jxerimc [letpuk

Kemeanik macesieci: Kyaaii skoHe agam3at TaduraThbl Typasbl 0ii-ToJIFamMaap

Makanazia anam TaOUFaTBIH KETUIIIPY ©3€KTI Maceseci JKOHEe OCHI MOCEIEMEH THIFbI3 OaifaHbicTa 0OIAaTHIH
QyeMJeri op TYpii KacTeIK capanTangsl. Cypak TapuXbIHA T€peH YHIUIMeH, aBTop Oip-OipiHe Kapama-Kapchl
KO3KapacTapsl KapacTHIPHII, ONapAbl OipiKTIpeTiH Kammbl skakTapabl i3aeni. bipinmi xeskapac — niHm,
Kynait — xemen, anm agaM — TeK OHBIH YKCACThIFbl. EKiHIIN Ke3Kapac OOMBIHINA, ajaM TaOUFAThIH YHEMI
JKETUINIPY, OHBIH PyXaHH JKarblH IaMbITy KepeKTiriH kepcerexdi. bipak, aBTOpIbIH MiKipiHIIE, agam
tosibiFbiMeH Kynaiira cyiieHOei, COHbIMEH Karap €3 KYIIiH OOBEKTHBTI TypAe Oaramam »oHE HAaKThl
MaKcaTTap/ibl KOWBII, ©31HE 1¢ CeHyi KepeK.

Hxerimc [letpuk

IIpo6sema coBepuieHcTBa: pa3mblinienns o0 bore u yesioBeueckoii mpupoae

B crarbe npoaHann3MpOBaHa aKTyaibHas MpoOJieMa COBEPUICHCTBOBAHMUS MIPUPO/IBI YEIOBEKA, TECHO CBS3aH-
HOM ¢ HAJTMYUEM Pa3HOTO poja 371a B Mupe. He yrimyOussch B HICTOPHIO BOIIPOCA, aBTOP PACCMOTPEI IBE pa3-
JIMYHBIC TOYKH 3PEHUsI, TBITAsCh HAWTH HEYTO olliee, 4To OObEANHSICT, CBA3BIBACT U POAHUT UX. [lokazaHo,
YTO OJJHAa TOYKA 3PCHHS — DPEIUTHO3Has, Tae bor paccmarpuBaeTcs Kak caMoOe COBEPIIEHHOE CYIIECTBO, a
YeNIOBEK — JIMIIb KaK ero mojooue, Apyras — MOAYEPKUBACT HEOOXOAUMOCTh OECKOHEIHOTO COBEPIICHCT-
BOBaHMSI YEJIOBEUECKOW MPHPOJBI, Pa3BUTHE €ro (UesioBeKa) KakK IyXOBHOIO U HPAaBCTBEHHOTO CYIIECTBA.
OmnperneneHo, YTo YeI0BEK He JTOJDKEH BCEelelo MolaraTthes Ha Hebeca, a pacCUUThIBaTh Ha caMoro ceds, 00b-
EKTHUBHO OLIEHHBAsi COOCTBEHHBIE CHIIBI M CTaBsI PEASIbHBIC LISITH.
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