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In this section you will find arguments of manyfdient kinds for the existence of God. And we miakgou,
the reader, an initial appeal. We realize that mzagple, both believers and nonbelievers, doubtGloa's
existence can be demonstrated or even argued afmutmay be one of them. You may in fact have dyfai
settled view that it cannot be argued about. Bubm® can reasonably doubt that attention to thegerents
has its place in any book on apologetics. For weapy have believed that such arguments are pogsaiide
that some of them actually work.

They have also believed that an effective ratianglment for God's existence is an important §irsp in
opening the mind to the possibility of faith—in atang some of the roadblocks and rubble that prepeaple
from taking the idea of divine revelation seriougind in this they have a real point. Suppose @st hnd
most honest reflection on the nature of thingsuedo see the material universe as self-suffi@eudt
uncaused; to see its form as the result of randotions, devoid of any plan or purpose. Would yantbe
impressed by reading in an ancient book that tegists a God of love, or that the heavens proclagmlory?
Would you be disposed to take that message seyibibre likely you would excuse yourself from tadin
seriously anything claimed as a communication ftbenCreator. As one person put it: | cannot belikad
we are children of God, because | cannot beliegeetls anyone to do the adopting.



It is this sort of cramped and constricted horittwat the proofs presented in this chapter aredrionexpand.
They are attempts to confront us with the radicalfficiency of what is finite and limited, anddpen minds
to a level of being beyond it. If they succeedhist+-and we can say from experience that some gbribefs
do succeed with many people—they can be of vergtgrglue indeed.

You may not feel that they are particularly valeatd you. You may be blessed with a vivid sens8ad's
presence; and that is something for which to béoprally grateful. But that does not mean you hawe n
obligation to ponder these arguments. For many hatéeen blessed in that way. And the proofs are
designed for them—or some of them at least—to giknd of help they really need. You may even beds
to provide help.

Besides, are any of us really in so little needwith help as we may claim? Surely in most of usettse
something of the skeptic. There is a part of ugptechto believe that nothing is ultimately real tieg what
we can see and touch; a part looking for some redmyond the assurances of Scripture, to belieafethere
is more. We have no desire to make exaggerateusiar these demonstrations, or to confuse "goasam@'
"with scientific proof." But we believe that themee many who want and need the kind of help thesefe
offer more than they might at first be willing tdrait.

A word about the organization of the arguments.N&\e organized them into two basic groups: thosetwh
take their data from without—cosmological argumerasid those that take it from within—psychological
arguments. The group of cosmological argumentsisegith our versions of Aquinas's famous "five ways
These are not the simplest of the arguments, adftire are not the most convincing to many pedpie.
order is not from the most to the least effectiMee first argument, in particular, is quite abdteaed difficult.

Not all the arguments are equally demonstrativee (Prascal's Wager) is not an argument for God,dil
an argument for faith in God as a "wager." Anofftiee ontological argument) we regard as fundamigntal
flawed; yet we include it because it is very famauod influential, and may yet be saved by new fdatns
of it. Others (the argument from miracles, the argat from religious experience and the common aanse
argument) claim only strong probability, not demtoative certainty. We have included them becausg th
form a strong part of a cumulative case. We beltba¢ only some of these arguments, taken indiViglaad
separately, demonstrate the existence of a beaidhts some of the properties only God can have (no
argument proves all the divine attributes); butwaénty taken together, like twined rope, make ry w&rong
case.

1. The Argument from Change

The material world we know is a world of changeisTyoung woman came to be 52", but she was naiyaw
that height. The great oak tree before us grew tfwertiniest acorn. Now when something comes tm lae
certain state, such as mature size, that stateothring itself into being. For until it comes te,ht does not
exist, and if it does not yet exist, it cannot @asything.

As for the thing that changes, although it can batvit will become, it is not yet what it will beee. It
actually exists right now in this state (an acoitnyill actually exist in that state (large oakdy). But it is not
actually in that state now. It only has the potditti for that state.



Now a question: To explain the change, can we denshe changing thing alone, or must other thadgs be
involved? Obviously, other things must be involvidthing can give itself what it does not have, Hral
changing thing cannot have now, already, whatlita@me to have then. The result of change canctoiadly
exist before the change. The changing thing begitisonly the potential to change, but it needbémcted
on by other things outside if that potential idbtomade actual. Otherwise it cannot change.

Nothing changes itself. Apparently self-moving tisnlike animal bodies, are moved by desire orwill
something other than mere molecules. And whennimaa or human dies, the molecules remain, but the
body no longer moves because the desire or wilbibonger present to move it.

Now a further question: Are the other things owgdlte changing thing also changing? Are its moats
moving? If so, all of them stand in need right naivbeing acted on by other things, or else theyotin
change. No matter how many things there are is¢hies, each one needs something outside itsatttt@lize
its potentiality for change.

The universe is the sum total of all these moviniggs, however many there are. The whole universe the
process of change. But we have already seen thagehin any being requires an outside force tcatiztuit.
Therefore, there is some force outside (in additi)rthe universe, some real being transcendeheto
universe. This is one of the things meant by "God."

Briefly, if there is nothing outside the materialiverse, then there is nothing that can causerherse to
change. But it does change. Therefore there musbimething in addition to the material universet e
universe is the sum total of all matter, spacetame. These three things depend on each otherefdrerthis
being outside the universe is outside matter, spaddime. It is not a changing thing; it is thekianging
Source of change.

2. The Argument from Efficient Causality

We notice that some things cause other things {todeegin to be, to continue to be, or both). &ample, a
man playing the piano is causing the music thahear. If he stops, so does the music.

Now ask yourself: Are all things caused to exisplyer things right now? Suppose they are. Thatigpose
there is no Uncaused Being, no God. Then nothingdosxist right now. For remember, on the no-God
hypothesis, all things need a present cause outsitiemselves in order to exist. So right nowtlailhgs,
including all those things which are causing thitmgbe, need a cause. They can give being onlgrepds
they are given being. Everything that exists, tfegee on this hypothesis, stands in need of beinged to
exist.

But caused by what? Beyond everything that isgtlsan only be nothing. But that is absurd: alleaflity
dependent—but dependent on nothing! The hypothiesisall being is caused, that there is no Uncaused
Being, is absurd. So there must be something uedagsmething on which all things that need arcieffit
cause of being are dependent.

Existence is like a gift given from cause to effdéicthere is no one who has the gift, the giftmainbe passed
down the chain of receivers, however long or sti@tchain may be. If everyone has to borrow a rebaok,
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but no one actually has it, then no one will evarig If there is no God who has existence byolwa eternal
nature, then the gift of existence cannot be padeeah the chain of creatures and we can nevet.getii we
do get it; we exist. Therefore there must existoa:Gn Uncaused Being who does not have to receive
existence like us—and like every other link in tiain of receivers.

Question 1: Why do we need an uncaused cause? W\ihy there not simply be an endless series of ¢hing
mutually keeping each other in being?

Reply: This is an attractive hypothesis. Think airegle drunk. He could probably not stand up al&d a
group of drunks, all of them mutually supportingleather, might stand. They might even make thay w
along the street. But notice: Given so many druaks, given the steady ground beneath them, we can
understand how their stumblings might cancel edlcbraut, and how the group of them could remain
(relatively) upright. We could not understand theimaining upright if the ground did not supposirti—if,
for example, they were all suspended several te®tait. And of course, if there were no actuaints) there
would be nothing to understand.

This brings us to our argument. Things have getxist in order to be mutually dependent; they cadepend
upon each other for their entire being, for theeytivould have to be, simultaneously, cause andtedfecach
other. A causes B, B causes C, and C causes Aigabsurd. The argument is trying to show why advof
caused causes can be given—or can be there—Andlit simply points out: If this thing can existlyg
because something else is giving it existence, them must exist something whose being is nofta gi
Otherwise everything would need at the same tinteetgiven being, but nothing (in addition to "evligg")
could exist to give it. And that means nothing wbattually be.

Question 2: Why not have an endless series of datmgses stretching backward into the past? Then
everything would be made actual and would actuzheven though their causes might no longer exist.

Reply: First, if the kalam argument (argumehisaright, there could not exist an endless sefemauses
stretching backward into the past. But supposedsihelt a series could exist. The argument is nateroed
about the past, and would work whether the pdstite or infinite. It is concerned with what exgstight now.

Even as you read this, you are dependent on dimgst you could not, right now, exist without them
Suppose there are seven such things. If these dewgs did not exist, neither would you. Now suppthat
all seven of them depend for their existence nigiw on still other things. Without these, the seyea now
depend on would not exist—and neither would yowagme that the entire universe consists of youthad
seven sustaining you. If there is nothing besidasuniverse of changing, dependent things, then th
universe—and you as part of it—could not be. Farghing that is would right now need to be givemly
but there would be nothing capable of giving itdAret you are and it is. So there must in that exsst
something besides the universe of dependent thisgsiething not dependent as they are.

And if it must exist in that case, it must existlims one. In our world there are surely more tbaven things
that need, right now, to be given being. But trestchis not diminished by there being more thanrsets we
imagine more and more of them—even an infinite neimib that were possible—we are simply expandirey t
set of beings that stand in need. And this need-bdorg, for existence—cannot be met from within the



imagined set. But obviously it has been met, soargingent beings exist. Therefore there is a soafdeing
on which our material universe right now depends.

3. The Argument from Time and Contingency

1. We notice around us things that come into beinggandut of being. A tree, for example, grows from
a tiny shoot, flowers brilliantly, then withers adis.

2. Whatever comes into being or goes out of being doésave to be; nonbeing is a real possibility.

3. Suppose that nothing has to be; that is, that ringhe a real possibility for everything.

4. Then right now nothing would exist. For

5. If the universe began to exist, then all being nitgste its origin to some past moment before which
there existed—literally—nothing at all. But

6. From nothing nothing comes. So

7. The universe could not have begun.

8. But suppose the universe never began. Then, fanfimitely long duration of cosmic history, all
being had the built—in possibility not to be. But

9. If in an infinite time that possibility was neveyalized, then it could not have been a real pdigiht

all. So

10.  There must exist something which has to exist, wb&nnot not exist. This sort of being is called
necessary.

11.  Either this necessity belongs to the thing in fteeit is derived from another. If derived fromather
there must ultimately exist a being whose necessityt derived, that is, an absolutely necessanygo

12.  This absolutely necessary being is God.

Questionl: Even though you may never in fact stépide your house all day, it was possible for fmdo
so. Why is it impossible that the universe stilpbpans to exist, even though it was possible ftor go out of
existence?

Reply: The two cases are not really parallel. Bp stutside your house on a given day is somethiaigybu
may or may not choose to do. But if nonbeing isa possibility for you, then you are the kind efriy that
cannot last forever. In other words, the possibiit nonbeing must be built—in, "programmed,” pafryyour
very constitution, a necessary property. And ifogiing is like that, then how could anything siist after
the passage of an infinite time? For an infinitedtiis every bit as long as forever. So being mase hwhat it
takes to last forever, that is, to stay in existefor an infinite time. Therefore there must ewigthin the
realm of being something that does not tend towgabexistence. And this sort of being, as Aquisags, is
called "necessary."

4. The Argument from Degrees of Perfection

We notice around us things that vary in certainsvdyshade of color, for example, can be lightedamker
than another, a freshly baked apple pie is hdttem bne taken out of the oven hours before; teeofifa
person who gives and receives love is better thatife of one who does not.



So we arrange some things in terms of more andAegbswhen we do, we naturally think of them orcale
approaching most and least. For example, we tHitlkeolighter as approaching the brightness of mhite,
and the darker as approaching the opacity of fatabk. This means that we think of them at various
"distances" from the extremes, and as possessimiggrees of "more" or "less," what the extremess@ss in
full measure.

Sometimes it is the literal distance from an extre¢hat makes all the difference between "more™ tess."
For example, things are more or less hot when déineynore or less distant from a source of heat.sbhece
communicates to those things the quality of heay fiossess in greater or lesser measure. This rtiesrike
degree of heat they possess is caused by a sausiéenof them.

Now when we think of the goodness of things, pawlmat we mean relates to what they are simplyeisgs.
We believe, for example, that a relatively stalsld permanent way of being is better than one thiieéting
and precarious. Why? Because we apprehend at gligtapot always conscious) level that being is the
source and condition of all value; finally and mlétely, being is better than nonbeing. And so weggize
the inherent superiority of all those ways of betimat expand possibilities, free us from the cactitg
confines of matter, and allow us to share in, énaisd be enriched by, the being of other thingsther
words, we all recognize that intelligent being éfter than unintelligent being; that a being ablgive and
receive love is better than one that cannot; thainay of being is better, richer and fuller thhaattof a stone,
a flower, an earthworm, an ant, or even a baby seal

But if these degrees of perfection pertain to baind being is caused in finite creatures, theretharst exist
a "best," a source and real standard of all thiepigons that we recognize belong to us as beings.

This absolutely perfect being—the "Being of alligs,” "the Perfection of all perfections"—is God.

Question 1: The argument assumes a real "bettat.an't all our judgments of comparative valueetye
subjective?

Reply: The very asking of this question answerSat. the questioner would not have asked it uritessr she
thought it really better to do so than not, andlydzetter to find the true answer than not. Youn speak
subjectivism but you cannot live it.

5. The Design Argument

This sort of argument is of wide and perennial app&most everyone admits that reflection on theéeo and
beauty of nature touches something very deep withirBut are the order and beauty the producttefligent
design and conscious purpose? For theists the aiswes. Arguments for design are attempts toivatd
this answer, to show why it is the most reasonabketo give. They have been formulated in wayscébyr
varied as the experience in which they are rodted.following displays the core or central insight.

1. The universe displays a staggering amount of igtkility, both within the things we observe and in
the way these things relate to others outside thl@s. That is to say: the way they exist and &iexi
display an intricately beautiful order and reguiathat can fill even the most casual observer with



wonder. It is the norm in nature for many differbetngs to work together to produce the same viduab
end—for example, the organs in the body work farlife and health. (See also argument 8

Either this intelligible order is the product ofazite or of intelligent design.
Not chance.

Therefore the universe is the product of intelliggesign.

Design comes only from a mind, a designer.

o0k~ wDN

Therefore the universe is the product of an irgehit Designer.

The first premise is certainly true-even thosestesit to the argument admit it. The person whandidwould
have to be almost pathetically obtuse. A singleginomolecule is a thing of immensely impressiveeny
much more so a single cell; and incredibly muchevswr an organ like the eye, where ordered parts of
enormous and delicate complexity work together wahntless others to achieve a single certain Evehn
chemical elements are ordered to combine with atlements in certain ways and under certain caiti
Apparent disorder is a problem precisely becauskeobverwhelming pervasiveness of order and reityula
So the first premise stands.

If all this order is not in some way the producirgglligent design—then what? Obviously, it "jlstppened.”
Things just fell out that way "by chance." Alterivaty, if all this order is not the product of blinpurposeless
forces, then it has resulted from some kind of psep That purpose can only be intelligent desigrth8
second premise stands.

It is of course the third premise that is crudiditimately, nonbelievers tell us, it is indeed baace and not
by any design that the universe of our experiengd®the way it does. It just happens to havedhier, and
the burden of proof is on believers to demonstrdtg this could not be so by chance alone.

But this seems a bit backward. It is surely updobelievers to produce a credible alternative sighe And
"chance" is simply not credible. For we can underdtchance only against a background of orderaydhsat
something happened "by chance" is to say thatihdt turn out as we would have expected, or trdititurn
out in a way we would not have expected. But exgient is impossible without order. If you take avaager
and speak of chance alone as a kind of ultimatecepyou have taken away the only background flatvs
us to speak meaningfully of chance at all. Inst@atlinking of chance against a background of qrderare
invited to think of order-overwhelmingly intricaéend ubiquitous order-against a random and purpssele
background of chance. Frankly, that is incredibleerefore it is eminently reasonable to affirm tihied
premise, not chance, and therefore to affirm thclkesion, that this universe is the product ofliigent
design.

Question 1: Hasn't the Darwinian theory of evolutshown us how it is possible for all the ordethia
universe to have arisen by chance?

Reply: Not at all. If the Darwinian theory has shoanything, it has shown, in a general way, hovecigge
may have descended from others through random imuitaind how survival of these species can be
accounted for by natural selection—by the fitneéflssome species to survive in their environmenhdrway
does it—can it—account for the ubiquitous order emelligibility of nature. Rather, it presupposasier. To
guote a famous phrase: "The survival of the fitpesupposes the arrival of the fit." If Darwiniamish to



extrapolate from their purely biological theory andintain that all the vast order around us isdselt of
random changes, then they are saying somethindwitiempirical evidence could ever confirm; which n
empirical science could ever demonstrate; and wilactihe face of it, is simply beyond belief.

Question 2: Maybe it is only in this region of tlmgiverse that order is to be found. Maybe thereo#rer parts
unknown to us that are completely chaotic—or majleeuniverse will one day in the future become tlhao
What becomes of the argument then?

Reply: Believers and nonbelievers both experieheesame universe. It is this which is either desiigor not.
And this world of our common experience is a warlgbervasive order and intelligibility. That facust be
faced. Before we speculate about what will be enftliure or what may be elsewhere in the presenpeed
to deal honestly with what is. We need to recogimzan unflinching way the extent—the overwhelming
extent—of order and intelligibility. Then we carkasurselves: Is it credible to suppose that we litreasmall
island of order surrounded by a vast sea of chacseaavhich threatens one day to engulf us?

Just consider how in the last decades we havasttdantastically at the limits of our knowledges hiave
cast our vision far beyond this planet and far inithe elements that make it up. And what hasdhkjgnsion
of our horizons revealed? Always the same thing:emeand not less—intelligibility; more—and not less—
complex and intricate order. Not only is there eason to believe in a surrounding chaos, thereeig/e
reason not to. It flies in the face of the exper@ethat all of us—believers and nonbelievers—shmare
common.

Something similar can be said about the future kv the way things in the universe have behaveldbaa
behaving. And so, until we have some reason tdthiherwise, there is every reason to believelit wi
continue on its orderly path of running down. Ne&ation can nullify what we know.

And, anyway, exactly what sort of chaos is thisggioe asking us to imagine? That effect precedesea
That the law of contradiction does not hold? That¢ need not be what it takes for some existiimg) tto
exist? These suggestions are completely unintelégif we think about them at all, it is only teject them as
impossible. Can we imagine less order? Yes. Soarearggement of the order we experience? Yes. Bait to
disorder and chaos? That can never be consideredeas possibility. To speculate about it as Viiére is
really a waste of time.

Question 3: But what if the order we experiencaésely a product of our minds? Even though we canno
think utter chaos and disorder, maybe that is henldity really is.

Reply: Our minds are the only means by which welcaw reality. We have no other access. If we agrae
something cannot exist in thought, we cannot gadlaad say that it might nevertheless exist intyeal
Because then we would be thinking what we clainnoabe thought.

Suppose you claim that order is just a productuosfminds. This puts you in a very awkward positigou are
saying that we must think about reality in termofer and intelligibility, but things may not eixthat way in
fact. Now to propose something for consideratiato ihink about it. And so you are saying: (a) weastrthink
about reality in a certain way, but (b) since wiektthat things may not in fact exist that way,rtt{e) we



need not think about reality the way we must thdbkut it! Are we willing to pay that high a price deny
that the being of the universe displays intelliggesign? It does not, on the face of it, seem efbsttive.

6. The Kalam Argument

The Arabic word kalam literally means "speech," tame to denote a certain type of philosophical
theology—a type containing demonstrations thawtbdd could not be infinitely old and must therefdrave
been created by God. This sort of demonstratiorhbdsa long and wide appeal among both Christiads a
Muslims. Its form is simple and straightforward.

1. Whatever begins to exist has a cause for its comiogoeing.
2. The universe began to exist.
3. Therefore, the universe has a cause for its comiogoeing.

Grant the first premise. (Most people—outside gfass and graduate schools would consider it nbt on
true, but certainly and obviously true.)

Is the second premise true? Did the universe—theation of all things bounded by space and timegie
to exist? This premise has recently received pawstipport from natural science—from so—called Big
Bang Cosmology. But there are philosophical argumignits favor as well. Can an infinite task elserdone
or completed? If, in order to reach a certain @mfthitely many steps had to precede it, couldehd ever be
reached? Of course not—not even in an infinite tif@ an infinite time would be unending, just las steps
would be. In other words, no end would ever behedcThe task would—could—never be completed.

But what about the step just before the end? Citwaldpoint ever be reached? Well, if the task alye
infinite, then an infinity of steps must also hgreceded it. And therefore the step just beforestitecould
also never be reached. But then neither couldtdmjgst before that one. In fact, no step in tgusnce
could be reached, because an infinity of steps alugtys have preceded any step; must always haare be
gone through one by one before it. The problem sofitten supposing that an infinite sequence coué ev
reach, by temporal succession, any point at all.

Now if the universe never began, then it always. Wasalways was, then it is infinitely old. If is infinitely
old, then an infinite amount of time would haventve elapsed before (say) today. And so an infiutaber
of days must have been completed—one day succeedatber, one bit of time being added to what went
before—in order for the present day to arrive. Big exactly parallels the problem of an infiniésk. If the
present day has been reached, then the actuatijteérdequence of history has reached this pressnt: in
fact, has been completed up to this point—for gtesent point the whole past must already happdrzed.
But an infinite sequence of steps could never maaehed this present point—or any point before it.

So, either the present day has not been reachéuk process of reaching it was not infinite. Bowiously the
present day has been reached. So the processhinga was not infinite. In other words, the usise began
to exist. Therefore, the universe has a causéda@oiming into being, a Creator.

Question 1: Christians believe they are goingue forever with God. So they believe the futurd b
endless. How come the past cannot also be endless?



Reply: The question really answers itself. Chrisdidelieve that their life with God will never efthat
means it will never form an actually completedriité series. In more technical language: an endil#see is
potentially—but never actually—infinite. This meahat although the future will never cease to exiamd
increase, still its actual extent will always baite. But that can only be true if all of createdlity had a
beginning.

Question 2: How do we know that the cause of theeuse still exists? Maybe it started the univegsmg
and then ceased to be.

Reply: Remember that we are seeking for a causpatfo-temporal being. This cause created theeentir
universe of space and time. And space and timedélees must be part of that creation. So the cearseot
be another spatio—temporal being. (If it weretladl problems about infinite duration would arise®n
again.) It must somehow stand outside the limitetiand constrains of space and time.

It is hard to understand how such a being couldseéto be. We know how a being within the universe
ceases to be: it comes in time to be fatally affédty some agency external to it. But this pictsiqgroper to
us, and to all beings limited in some way by spaugtime. A being not limited in these ways carigotne"
to be or "cease” to be. If it exists at all, it mesist eternally.

Question 3: But is this cause God—a he and notra iti2

Reply: Suppose the cause of the universe has éx@agtenally. Suppose further that this cause igrcdonal:
that it has given rise to the universe, not throagi choice, but simply through its being. In tbase it is hard
to see how the universe could be anything butitelynold, since all the conditions needed for ieéing of the
universe would exist from all eternity. But the &al argument has shown that the universe cannaoifinéely
old. So the hypothesis of an eternal impersonadeaaems to lead to an inconsistency.

Is there a way out? Yes, if the universe is thalted a free personal choice. Then at least welsmme way
of seeing how an eternal cause could give risetéonporally limited effect. Of course, the kalargament
does not prove everything Christians believe akind, but what proof does? Less than everything gvew
is far from nothing. And the kalam argument prosemsething central to the Christian belief in Gduittthe
universe is not eternal and without beginning; thate is a Maker of heaven and earth. And in demgt
disproves the picture of the universe most atheish to maintain: self—sustaining matter, endhessl|
changing in endless time.

7. The Argument from Contingency
The basic form of this argument is simple.

If something exists, there must exist what it tafleeghat thing to exist.
The universe—the collection of beings in spacetand—exists.
Therefore, there must exist what it takes for thiwerse to exist.

What it takes for the universe to exist cannottexithin the universe or be bounded by space and
time.

P wbdPRE
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5. Therefore, what it takes for the universe to exigst transcend both space and time.

Suppose you deny the first premise. Then if X exibtere need not exist what it takes for X tote@sit
"what it takes for X to exist" means the immedied@dition(s) for X's existence. You mean that Xséexionly
if Y. Without Y, there can be no X. So the denifipeemise 1 amounts to this: X exists; X can onigeif Y
exists; and Y does not exist. This is absurd. 8oetmust exist what it takes for the universe isteBut what
does it take?

We spoke of the universe as "the collection of f&iim space and time." Consider one such beingsegtiu
You exist, and you are, in part at least, mateTihis means that you are a finite, limited and dag being,
you know that right now, as you read this book, go#idependent for your existence on beings ouyside
Not your parents or grandparents. They may no llobgalive, but you exist now. And right now yolpdad
on many things in order to exist—for example, amair you breathe. To be dependent in this way st
contingent. You exist if something else right nousts.

But not everything can be like this. For then etléng would need to be given being, but there wdad
nothing capable of giving it. There would not exigdtat it takes for anything to exist. So there nhest
something that does not exist conditionally; sommgtlivhich does not exist only if something elsesei
something which exists in itself. What it takes this thing to exist could only be this thing ifséInlike
changing material reality, there would be no distarso to speak, between what this thing is andttisa
Obviously the collection of beings changing in spand time cannot be such a thing. Therefore, Wwheites
for the universe to exist cannot be identical vilitd universe itself or with a part of the universe.

Question 1: But why should we call this cause "Godllaybe there is something unknown that grounds the
universe of change we live in.

Reply: True. And this "unknown" is God. What we rama know directly is this sensible changing wova:
also know that there must exist whatever it takesémething to exist. Therefore, we know thathegithis
changing universe as a whole nor any part of ithmiiself what it takes for the universe to eXit we have
now such direct knowledge of the cause of chantfimgys. We know that there must exist a cause; wesvk
that this cause cannot be finite or material—thatust transcend such limitations. But what thisndte
cause is in itself remains, so far, a mystery.

There is more to be said by reason; and thererysrmach more God has made known about himself girou
revelation. But the proofs have given us somekealvledge as well: knowledge that the universeéated;
knowledge that right now it is kept in being byaause unbounded by any material limit, that trands¢he
kind of being we humans directly know. And thasisely knowledge worth having. We might figure that
someone's death was murder and no accident, witigouing out exactly who did it and why, and thigght
leave us frustrated and unsatisfied. But at leastvauld know what path of questioning to pursudeast we
would know that someone did it.

So it is with the proofs. They let us know thaeaéry moment the being of the universe is the imeaict of a
Giver—A Giver transcending all material and spaitlimitations. Beyond that, they do not tell usahuabout
what or who this Giver is—but they point in a veligfinite direction. We know that this Ultimate Rigatthe
Giver of being—cannot be material. And we knowdgifewhich is given includes personal being:
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intelligence, will and spirit. The infinite trangudent cause of these things cannot be less thgrathebut
must be infinitely more. How and in what way werdit know. To some extent this Giver must alwaysaiem
unknown to human reason. We should never expeetwibe. But reason can at least let us know that
"someone did it." And that is of great value.

8. The Argument from the World as an Interacting Wiole

Norris Clarke, who taught metaphysics and philogagftreligion for many years at Fordham, has ceited
privately an intriguing version of the design argunth We present it here, slightly abridged andsedj for
your reflection.

Starting point. This world is given to us as a dyi@ ordered system of many active component elésnen
Their natures (natural properties) are orderedteract with each other in stable, reciprocal reteships
which we call physical laws. For example, everyroggn atom in our universe is ordered to combirth wi
every oxygen atom in the proportion of 2:1 (whioiplies that every oxygen atom is reciprocally oedeeto
combine with every hydrogen atom in the proportdi:2). So it is with the chemical valences ofta#
basic elements. So too all particles with mas®edered to move toward every other according tdiweel
proportions of the law of gravity.

In such an interconnected, interlocking, dynamitesy, the active nature of each component is difigdts
relation with others, and so presupposes the ofbeis own intelligibility and ability to act. Gdaemporary
science reveals to us that our world—system ismegely an aggregate of many separate, unrelates aw
rather a tightly interlocking whole, where relatsbiip to the whole structures and determines this.pEne
parts can no longer be understood apart from thaeylis influence permeates them all.

Argument. In any such system as the above (likenautd) no component part or active element casdie—
sufficient or self—explanatory. For any part prgsoges all the other parts—the whole system already
place—to match its own relational properties. H'tact unless the others are there to interaginaally
with it. Any one part could be self—sufficient onfyit were the cause of the whole rest of the exyst-which
is impossible, since no part can act except iraboltation with the others.

Nor can the system as a whole explain its own excs, since it is made up of the component padssanot
a separate being, on its own, independent of tlsenmeither the parts nor the whole are self—s@fiGi
neither can explain the actual existence of thizadyically interactive system.

Three Conclusions

1. Since the parts make sense only within the whalé reeither the whole nor the parts can explairr thei
own existence, then such a system as our worldresga unifying efficient cause to posit it in drisce
as a unified whole.

2. Any such cause must be an intelligent cause, aietings the system into being according to a
unifying idea. For the unity of the whole—and o€le@ne of the overarching, cosmic—wide, physical
laws uniting elements under themselves—is whatroées and correlates the parts. Hence it must be
somehow actually present as an effective organizatpr. But the unity, the wholeness, of the whole
transcends any one part, and therefore cannotriiained in any one part. To be actually preserstall
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once as a whole this unity can only be the unitgrobrganizing unifying idea. For only an idea baid
together many different elements at once withostrdging or fusing their distinctness. That is afitnie
definition of an idea. Since the actual parts @read out over space and time, the only way thaybea
together at once as an intelligible unity is withmidea. Hence the system of the world as a whalt
live first within the unity of an idea.

Now a real idea cannot actually exist badffectively operative save in a real mind, \Hias the
creative power to bring such a system into reaterice. Hence the sufficient reason for our ordered
world—system must ultimately be a creative ordehNfigd. A cosmic—wide order requires a cosmic—
wide Orderer, which can only be a Mind.

3. Such an ordering Mind must be independent of tiseesy itself, that is, transcendent; not dependent
on the system for its own existence and operakonif it were dependent on—or part of—the systi#m,
would have to presuppose the latter as alreadyimxig order to operate, and would thus have tith bo
precede and follow itself. But this is absurd. Heranust exist and be able to operate prior to and
independent of the system.

Thus our material universe necessariiyires, as the sufficient reason for its actuadtexice as an
operating whole, a Transcendent Creative Mind.

9. The Argument from Miracles

1. A miracle is an event whose only adequate explanasi the extraordinary and direct intervention of
God.

2. There are numerous well-attested miracles.

3. Therefore, there are numerous events whose ontyuate explanation is the extraordinary and direct
intervention of God.

4, Therefore God exists.

Obviously if you believe that some extraordinargm®yvis a miracle, then you believe in divine agemryd
you believe that such agency was at work in thenewBut the question is: Was this event a miralfle?
miracles exist, then God must exist. But do miraeeist?

Which events do we choose? In the first placeetlent must be extraordinary. But there are many
extraordinary happenings (e.g., numerous stongxpdrg from the sky in Texas) that do not qualify as
miracles. Why not? First, because they could beeby something in nature, and second, because the
context in which they occur is not religious. Thgalify as mere oddities, as "strange happeninbs"sort of
thing you might expect to read in Believe It or Nmiit never hear about from the pulpit. Therefboee t
meaning of the event must also be religious toifyua$ a miracle.

Suppose that a holy man had stood in the centdpo$ton and said: "My dear brothers and sisters! afe
leading sinful lives! Look at yourselves—drunkeigablute! God wants you to repent! And as a sighief
displeasure he's going to shower stones upon yidneéh, moments later—thunk! thunk! thunk!—the stones
began to fall. The word "miracle" might very wetirsng to mind.

Not that we would have to believe in God after witsing this event. But still, if that man in Texagmed

utterly genuine, and if his accusations hit homadenus think "He's right," then it would be verydto
consider what happened a deception or even aroedinary coincidence.
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This means that the setting of a supposed miraagucially important. Not just the physical segtiand not
just the timing, but the personal setting is vitalwell—the character and the message of the passhom
this event is specially tied. Take, for exampleirfor five miracles from the New Testament. Remibnsm
completely from their context, from the teachingl @haracter of Christ. Would it be wrong to seerthe
religious significance as thereby greatly diminghéfter all, to call some happening a miracleigterpret
it religiously. But to interpret it that way demana context or setting which invites such integiet. And
part of this setting usually, though not alwayspires a person whose moral authority is first ggeped, and
whose religious authority, which the miracle se¢onsonfirm, is then acknowledged.

Abstract discussions of probability usually misis flactor. But setting does play a decisive rolanyyears
ago, at an otherwise dull convention, a distingedsphilosopher explained why he had become a @mist
He said: "I picked up the New Testament with a vieyudging it, to weighing its pros and cons. Batl
began to read, | realized that | was the one bjeisiged." Certainly he came to believe in the migaektories.
But it was the character and teaching of Christldgdihim to accept the things recounted theresasiige acts
of God.

So there is not really a proof from miracles. lbiygee some event as a miracle, then the activi§odfis seen
in this event. There is a movement of the mind ftbis event to its proper interpretation as miraasl And
what gives impetus to that movement is not jusietent by itself, but the many factors surroundirvghich

invite—or seem to demand—such interpretation.

But miraculous events exist. Indeed, there is masseliable testimony to them across many timkes;gs and
cultures.

Therefore their cause exists.
And their only adequate cause is God.
Therefore God exists.

The argument is not a proof, but a very powerfueabr sign. (For further discussion, see chap. Bioacles
from Handbook of Christian Apologetici)

10. The Argument from Consciousness

When we experience the tremendous order and gitglity in the universe, we are experiencing samrej
intelligence can grasp. Intelligence is part of twhie find in the world. But this universe is nctatf
intellectually aware. As great as the forces ofir@maire, they do not know themselves. Yet we krimmtand
ourselves. These remarkable facts—the presenceetiigence amidst unconscious material processes,
the conformity of those processes to the struafinscious intelligence—have given rise to aatayn on
the first argument for design.

1. We experience the universe as intelligible. Thislligibility means that the universe is graspaiye
intelligence.

14



2. Either this intelligible universe and the finitends so well suited to grasp it are the products of
intelligence, or both intelligibility and intelligee are the products of blind chance.

3. Not blind chance.

4. Therefore this intelligible universe and the finiténds so well suited to grasp it are the prodatts
intelligence.

There are obvious similarities here to the desigarment, and many of the things we said to defbad t
argument could be used to defend this one toon&arwe want to focus our attention on step 3.

Readers familiar with C. S. Lewis's Miracles wéhnember the powerful argument he made in chaptee th
against what he called "naturalism": the view #arything—including our thinking and judging—begzto
one vast interlocking system of physical causesediiedtts. If naturalism is true, Lewis argued, titeseems
to leave us with no reason for believing it to heet for all judgments would equally and ultimatbly the
result of nonrational forces.

Now this line of reflection has an obvious bearmgstep 3. What we mean by "blind chance" is the wa
physical nature must ultimately operate if "natigral’ is true—void of any rational plan or guidingrpose.
So if Lewis's argument is a good one, then steprdds: blind chance cannot be the source of oelliggnce.

We were tempted, when preparing this section, tiegthe entire third chapter of Miracles. This st
argument is not original to Lewis, but we have meead a better statement of it than his, and \ge you to
consult it. But we have found a compelling, and mdbty succinct version (written almost twenty ygar
before Miracles) in H. W. B. Joseph's Some Problieni&thics (Oxford University Press, 1931). Josefis
an Oxford don, senior to Lewis, with whose writingswis was certainly familiar. And undoubtedly this
statement of the argument influenced Lewis's lat@re elaborate version.

If thought is laryngeal motion, how should any dmi@k more truly than the wind blows? All movemeanfs
bodies are equally necessary, but they cannotdueimiinated as true and false. It seems as norsgbsicall
a movement true as a flavour purple or a sound@was. But what is obvious when thought is saithéca
certain bodily movement seems equally to follownribs being the effect of one. Thought called krexige
and thought called error are both necessary resudiates of brain. These states are necessarysre$ other
bodily states. All the bodily states are equallgirand so are the different thoughts; but by wiggit can |
hold that my thought is knowledge of what is reabodies? For to hold so is but another thoughéftact of
real bodily movements like the rest. . . These m@nts, however, of mine, if the principles of stien
[naturalism]... are to stand unchallenged, are sadvis no more than happenings in a mind, restlisdily
movements; that you or | think them sound, or thihrm unsound, is but another such happeningwthat
think them no more than another such happenirtgetf but yet another such. And it may be saidnyf a
ground on which we may attempt to stand as trubitluaet labetur in omne volubilis aevum ["It flowasid
will flow swirling on forever" (Horace, Epistles, 2, 43)]. (Some Problems in Ethics, pp. 14—15)

11. The Argument from Truth
This argument is closely related to the argumenrhfconsciousness. It comes mainly from Augustine.

1. Our limited minds can discover eternal truths alimring.
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2. Truth properly resides in a mind.
3. But the human mind is not eternal.
4. Therefore there must exist an eternal mind in whihese truths reside.

This proof might appeal to someone who sharestartaview of knowledge—who, for example, believes
that there are Eternal Intelligible Forms which present to the mind in every act of knowledge eGithat
view, it is a very short step to see these Etdfpains as properly existing within an Eternal MiAad there
is a good deal to be said for this. But that i$ fis problem. There is too much about the thebknowledge
that needs to be said before this could work asrsuasive demonstration.

12. The Argument from the Origin of the Idea of God

This argument, made famous by Rene Descartes, kiastap to the ontological argument |18 starts from
the idea of God. But it does not claim that reahés part of the content of that idea, as thelogical
argument does. Rather it seeks to show that ontiyf@uself could have caused this idea to arisaumn o
minds.

It would be impossible for us to reproduce the whmintext Descartes gives for this proof (seeltid t
Meditation), and fruitless to follow his scholastimcabulary. We give below the briefest summary and
discussion.

1. We have ideas of many things.

2. These ideas must arise either from ourselves ar frings outside us.

3. One of the ideas we have is the idea of God—anitefiall-perfect being.

4, This idea could not have been caused by oursdieesuse we know ourselves to be limited and
imperfect, and no effect can be greater than iisea

5. Therefore, the idea must have been caused by smmgethtside us which has nothing less than the
qualities contained in the idea of God.

6. But only God himself has those qualities.

7. Therefore God himself must be the cause of theudehave of him.

8. Therefore God exists.

Consider the following common objection. The idé&od can easily arise like this: we notice degiefes
perfection among finite beings—some are more pe(tedess imperfect) than others. And to reachidea
of God, we just project the scale upward and oudvt@infinity. Thus there seems to be no need ffor a
actually existing God to account for the existeotthe idea. All we need is the experience of thiagrying
in degrees of perfection, and a mind capable okthg away perceived limitations.

But is that really enough? How can we think awayitition or imperfection unless we first recogniizas
such? And how can we recognize it as such unlessiready have some notion of infinite perfectior? T
recognize things as imperfect or finite involves gossession of a standard in thought that makes th
recognition possible.

16



Does that seem farfetched? It does not mean ttdleis spend their time thinking about God. Butoes
mean that, however late in life you use the stahdawever long before it comes explicitly into
consciousness, still, the standard must be thevedier for you to use it. But where did it comenffd Not
from your experience of yourself or of the worlatlexists outside you. For the idea of infinitefeetion is
already presupposed in our thinking about all thegys and judging them imperfect. Therefore nofthem
can be the origin of the idea of God; only God Hthean be that.

13. The Ontological Argument

The ontological argument was devised by Anselmarit€rbury (1033-1109), who wanted to produce a
single, simple demonstration which would show tBatl is and what God is. Single it may be, but fanf
simple. It is, perhaps, the most controversial pfoothe existence of God. Most people who firsaihit are
tempted to dismiss it immediately as an interestiddle, but distinguished thinkers of every agejuding
our own, have risen to defend it. For this verysoeait is the most intensely philosophical proaf®od's
existence; its place of honor is not within popuydaaty, but rather textbooks and professional jalenwe
include it, with a minimum of discussion, not besawve think it conclusive or irrefutable, but fobetsake of
completeness.

Anselm's Version

1 It is greater for a thing to exist in the mind andeality than in the mind alone.
2 "God" means "that than which a greater cannot beght."
3. Suppose that God exists in the mind but not iritseal
4 Then a greater than God could be thought (namedgjrag that has all the qualities our thought of
God has plus real existence).

But this is impossible, for God is "that than whelgreater cannot be thought."

Therefore God exists in the mind and in reality.

2N

Question 1: Suppose | deny that God exists in timelPn

Reply: In that case the argument could not conctbhdeGod exists in the mind and in reality. Butendhe
denial commits you to the view that there is noosgr of God. And very few would wish to go that far

Question 2: Is it really greater for something xsein the mind and in reality than in the mindra?

Reply: The first premise of this argument is ofteisunderstood. People sometimes say: "Isn't aniiraag
disease better than a real one?" Well it certamhetter—and so a greater thing—for you that tkeake is
not real. But that strengthens Anselm'’s side ohtigegment. Real bacteria are greater than imagmaeg, just
because they have something that imaginary onksreal being. They have an independence, andftrere
an ability to harm, that nothing can have whosstexice is wholly dependent on your thought. Ihis t
greater level of independence that makes themeagraatbeings. And that line of thinking does netnse
elusive or farfetched.
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Question 3: But is real being just another "tholigit'concept"? Is "real being" just one more cqice
characteristic (like "omniscience" or "omnipoterjciiat could make a difference to the kind of beBag is?

Reply: Real being does make a real difference.qustion is: Does it make a conceptual differereetics
of the argument say that it does not. They sayjtisatbecause real being makes all the differenhcarinot be
one more quality among others. Rather it is thalitimm of there being something there to have amlites
at all. When the proof says that God is the gré&igisag that can be "thought,” it means that tlaeesvarious
perfections or qualities that God has to a degoeer@ature possibly could, qualities that are suelg
admirable. But to say that such a being exists &y that there really is something which is sonelg
admirable. And that is not one more admirable ¢yialnong others.

Is it greater to exist in reality as well as in thind? Of course, incomparably greater. But thiedéhce is not
a conceptual one. And yet the argument seemsabitras if it were—as if the believer and the nelidver
could not share the same concept of God. Cleaely do. They disagree not about the content ofciieept,
but about whether the kind of being it describedlyeexists. And that seems beyond the power okefyger
conceptual analysis, as used in this argumenpdwer. So question 3, we think, really does inaédhis
form of the ontological argument.

Modal Version

Charles Hartshorne and Norman Malcolm developedvdision of the ontological argument. Both find it
implicitly contained in the third chapter of AnséénProslogion.

1. The expression "that being than which a greatenatdoe thought" (GCB, for short) expresses a
consistent concept.

2. GCB cannot be thought of as: a. necessarily notegkisor as b. contingently existing but only as c.
necessarily existing.

3. So GCB can only be thought of as the kind of béirag cannot not exist, that must exist.
4, But what must be so is so.
5. Therefore, GCB (i.e., God) exists.

Question: Just because GCB must be thought ofistingx does that mean that GCB really exists?

Reply: If you must think of something as existiggu cannot think of it as not existing. But themuyzannot
deny that GCB exists; for then you are thinking tWau say cannot be thought—namely, that GCB doés n
exist.

Possible Worlds Version

This variation on the modal version has been wodkgdn great detail by Alvin Plantinga. We havend@ur
best to simplify it.

Definitions:

Maximal excellence: To have omnipotence, omnis@eod moral perfection in some world.
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Maximal greatness: To have maximal excellence eryepossible world.

1. There is a possible world (W) in which there isetnly (X) with maximal greatness.

2. But X is maximally great only if X has maximal edeace in every possible world.

3. Therefore X is maximally great only if X has omnigoce, omniscience and moral perfection in every
possible world.

4, In W, the proposition "There is no omnipotent, osaiént, morally perfect being" would be
impossible—that is, necessarily false.

5. But what is impossible does not vary from worldutorld.

6. Therefore, the proposition, "There is no omnipgtentniscient, morally perfect being" is necessarily
false in this actual world, too.

7. Therefore, there actually exists in this world, amast exist in every possible world, an omnipotent,

omniscient, morally perfect being.
14. The Moral Argument

1. Real moral obligation is a fact. We are reallylytrobjectively obligated to do good and avoid evil
2 Either the atheistic view of reality is correcttbe "religious” one.

3. But the atheistic one is incompatible with therenbanoral obligation.

4 Therefore the "religious"” view of reality is cortec

We need to be clear about what the first premiséaiming. It does not mean merely that we can fiedple
around who claim to have certain duties. Nor dbeian that there have been many people who tholigt
were obliged to do certain things (like clothing taked) and to avoid doing others (like committing
adultery). The first premise is claiming somethmgre: namely, that we human beings really are at#id;
that our duties arise from the way things really, @nd not simply from our desires or subjectipdsitions.
It is claiming, in other words, that moral valugsbligations themselves—and not merely the béhiehoral
values—are obijective facts.

Now given the fact of moral obligation, a questi@iurally arises. Does the picture of the worldspreed by
atheism accord with this fact? The answer is nbeists never tire of telling us that we are thenclea
products of the motion of matter—a motion whiclpisposeless and blind to every human striving. We
should take them at their word and ask: Givengfdgire, in what exactly is the moral good rootétiital
obligation can hardly be rooted in a material motixind to purpose.

Suppose we say it is rooted in nothing deeper thaman willing and desire. In that case, we havennaal
standard against which human desires can be juéfgecvery desire will spring from the same ultienat
source—purposeless, pitiless matter. And what besawhobligation? According to this view, if | senere is
an obligation to feed the hungry, | would be s@@rfact about my wants and desires and nothireg Els
would be saying that | want the hungry to be fed #hat | choose to act on that desire. But thisumts to an
admission that neither | nor anyone else is reailiged to feed the hungry—that, in fact, no ons &y real
obligations at all. Therefore the atheistic viewedlity is not compatible with there being genumneral
obligation.
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What view is compatible? One that sees real mdigyation as grounded in its Creator, that seesamor
obligation as rooted in the fact that we have bmeated with a purpose and for an end. We majyttaall
view, with deliberate generality, "the religiougwi." But however general the view, reflection oa tact of
moral obligation does seem to confirm it.

Question 1: The argument has not shown that ethidgectivism is false. What if there are no obyect
values?

Reply: True enough. The argument assumes that énerebjective values; it aims to show that befiguin
them is incompatible with one picture of the woddd quite compatible with another. Those two pediare
the atheistic-materialistic one, and the (broaglyaking) religious one. Granted, if ethical subjésm is true,
then the argument does not work. However, almostin®ois a consistent subjectivist. (Many think thes,
and say they are—until they suffer violence orstigge. In that case they invariably stand withréet of us in
recognizing that certain things ought never to tweed) And for the many who are not—and never vaH-b
subjecivists, the argument can be most helpfalatt show them that to believe as they do in oljeatalues
is inconsistent with what they may also believeudlioe origin and destiny of the universe. If timegve to
correct the inconsistency, it will be a move towtre religious view and away from the atheistic.one

Question 2: This proof does not conclude to Goddgbme vague "religious” view. Isn't this "retigs" view
compatible with very much more than traditionalish&?

Reply: Yes indeed. It is compatible, for exampléhwlatonic idealism, and many other beliefs tréhodox
Christians find terribly deficient. But this genkeraligious view is incompatible with materialisamd with
any view that banishes value from the ultimate ctbje nature of things. That is the important poihteems
most reasonable that moral conscience is the wiGod within the soul, because moral value exisiy on
the level of persons, minds and wills. And it isdhaf not impossible, to conceive of objective alor
principles somehow floating around on their owrgrafrom any persons.

But we grant that there are many steps to traveh fobjective moral values to the Creator of theverse or
the triune God of love. There is a vast intellectlistance between them. But these things are ctiohpan a
way that materialism and belief in objective valaes not. To reach a personal Creator you need othe
arguments (cf. arguments 1-6), and to reach thedbtmle you need revelation. By itself, the arguine
leaves many options open, and eliminates only s8uewe are surely well rid of those it does eliata

15. The Argument from Conscience

Since moral subjectivism is very popular today, fiwing version of, or twist to, the moral argant
should be effective, since it does not presuppas@inobjectivism. Modern people often say theydaadithat
there are no universally binding moral obligatiathsit we must all follow our own private conscienBat
that very admission is enough of a premise to ptbeeexistence of God.

Isn't it remarkable that no one, even the mostistatd subjectivist, believes that it is ever géadanyone to
deliberately and knowingly disobey his or her ownscience? Even if different people's conscienalés t
them to do or avoid totally different things, theeenains one moral absolute for everyone: nevebeig your
own conscience.
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Now where did conscience get such an absolute atythean authority admitted even by the moral
subjectivist and relativist? There are only fousgibilities.

From something less than me (nature)
From me (individual)
From others equal to me (society)

P wbdPRE

From something above me (God)

Let's consider each of these possibilities in order

1. How can | be absolutely obligated by something tkas me—for example, by animal instinct or
practical need for material survival?
2. How can | obligate myself absolutely? Am | absohb®o | have the right to demand absolute

obedience from anyone, even myself? And if | amathe who locked myself in this prison of obligation
| can also let myself out, thus destroying the alisoess of the obligation which we admitted as our

premise.
3. How can society obligate me? What right do my egjhalve to impose their values on me? Does
quantity make quality? Do a million human beingkena relative into an absolute? Is "society" God?
4, The only source of absolute moral obligation Iefsomething superior to me. This binds my will,

morally, with rightful demands for complete obedien

Thus God, or something like God, is the only adégjgaurce and ground for the absolute moral olidigate
all feel to obey our conscience. Conscience is éxpdainable only as the voice of God in the sbhk Ten
Commandments are ten divine footprints in our psysand.

Addendum on Religion and Morality

In drawing this connection between morality anéyreh, we do not want to create any confusion or
misunderstanding. We have not said that peopleneaer discover human moral goods unless they
acknowledge that God exists. Obviously they callieBers and nonbelievers can know that knowledge an
friendship, for example, are things that we reallght to strive for, and that cruelty and deceit@ljectively
wrong. Our question has been: which account oivdwe things really are best makes sense of the maled
we all acknowledge—that of the believer or thathef non-believer?

If we are the products of a good and loving Credtos explains why we have a nature that discoaermlue
that is really there. But how can atheists expihis? For if atheists are right, then no objectivaral values
can exist. Dostoyevsky said, "If God does not exigerything is permissible.” Atheists may knowtthame
things are not permissible, but they do not know.wh

Consider the following analogy. Many scientistsraige secondary causes all their lives without
acknowledging the First Cause, God. But, as we Baea, those secondary causes could not be witheut
First Cause, even though they can be known witkootving the First Cause. The same is true of object
moral goods. Thus the moral argument and the varaetaphysical arguments share a certain similiarity
structure.
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Most of us, whatever our religious faith, or ladktpcan recognize that in the life of someone Iikrancis of
Assisi human nature is operating the right way vilag it ought to operate. You need not be a theistee that
St. Francis's life was admirable, but you do nedokta theist to see why. Theism explains thategponse to
this believer's life is, ultimately, our responedtie call of our Creator to live the kind of liie made us to
live.

There are four possible relations between religioth morality, God and goodness.

1. Religion and morality may be thought to be indemamdKierkegaard's sharp contrast between "the
ethical" and "the religious," especially in Feaddwembling, may lead to such a supposition. Bua(a
amoral God, indifferent to morality, would not bevholly good God, for one of the primary meanings o
"good" involves the "moral"—just, loving, wise, hitgous, holy, kind. And (b) such a morality, not
having any connection with God, the Absolute Beimguld not have absolute reality behind it.

2. God may be thought of as the inventor of moralityhe is the inventor of birds. The moral law is
often thought of as simply a product of God's choithis is the Divine Command Theory: a thing isdjo
only because God commands it and evil becauserbiel$at. If that is all, however, we have a sesiou
problem: God and his morality are arbitrary andeldasn mere power. If God commanded us to kill
innocent people, that would become good, since ¢@oel means "whatever God commands." The Divine
Command Theory reduces morality to power. Socratesed the Divine Command Theory pretty
conclusively in Plato's Euthyphro. He asked Euthgptis a thing pious because the gods will itdor
the gods will it because it is pious?" He refutee first alternative, and thought he was left wiité
second as the only alternative.

3. But the idea that God commands a thing becauseydad is also unacceptable, because it makes God

conform to a law higher than himself, a law tha¢r@vches God and humanity alike. The God of the
Bible is no more separated from moral goodnesseiygbunder it than he is by being over it. He haeno
obeys a higher law that binds him, than he craattaw as an artifact that could change and coeld
have been different, like a planet.

4. The only rationally acceptable answer to the qoasti the relation between God and morality is the
biblical one: morality is based on God's eternélirea That is why morality is essentially uncharizea
"I am the Lord your God; sanctify yourselves theref and be holy, for | am holy" (Lev. 11:44). Our
obligation to be just, kind, honest, loving andhtigpus "goes all the way up" to ultimate realioythe
eternal nature of God, to what God is. That is wioyality has absolute and unchangeable bindingeforc
on our conscience.

The only other possible sources of moral obligatiosn

a. My ideals, purposes, aspirations, and desioesething created by my mind or will, like the rul#s
baseball. This utterly fails to account for whysitalways wrong to disobey or change the rules.

b. My moral will itself. Some read Kant this wayimipose morality on myself. But how can the onertzbu
and the one who binds be the same? If the lockdotits himself in a room, he is not really lockedfor he
can also unlock himself.

c¢. Another human being may be thought to be thendr@imposes morality on me—my parents, for example
But this fails to account for its binding charactéyour father commands you to deal drugs, yoorah
obligation is to disobey him. No human being camehabsolute authority over another.
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d. "Society" is a popular answer to the questiotheforigin of morality "this or that specific pers' is a very
unpopular answer. Yet the two are the same. "Sgadetly means more individuals. What right do theywe
to legislate morality to me? Quantity cannot yigldlity; adding numbers cannot change the rules of
relative game to the rightful absolute demandsoofcience.

e. The universe, evolution, natural selection andigal all fare even worse as explanations foratity. You
cannot get more out of less. The principle of clitysia violated here. How could the primordialrsk pools
gurgle up the Sermon on the Mount?

Atheists often claim that Christians make a catggaistake in using God to explain nature; theyis#ylike
the Greeks using Zeus to explain lightning. In faghtning should be explained on its own levalga
material, natural, scientific phenomenon. The saitte morality. Why bring in God?

Because morality is more like Zeus than like lighgn Morality exists only on the level of persospirits,
souls, minds, wills—not mere molecules. You can enatrrelations between moral obligations and person
(e.g., persons should love other persons), butgonot make any correlations between morality and
molecules. No one has even tried to explain therdihce between good and evil in terms, for exangdléhe
difference between heavy and light atoms.

So it is really the atheist who makes the samegoayanistake as the ancient pagan who explainédinigg
by the will of Zeus. The atheist uses a merely ntéhing to explain a spiritual thing. That igaa sillier
version of the category mistake than the one tleeeats made; for it is possible that the greateu& spirit)
caused the lesser (lightning) and explains it;itigtnot possible that the lesser (molecules) adexly caused
and explains the greater (morality). A good wilgmi create molecules, but how could molecules eraat
good will? How can electricity obligate me? Onlg@od will can demand a good will; only Love can dexh
love.

16. The Argument from Desire

1. Every natural, innate desire in us correspondsitaesreal object that can satisfy that desire.

2. But there exists in us a desire which nothingnmeti nothing on earth, no creature can satisfy.

3. Therefore there must exist something more than, @agh and creatures, which can satisfy this
desire.

4. This something is what people call "God" and "fgh God forever."

The first premise implies a distinction of desim@® two kinds: innate and externally conditionednatural
and artificial. We naturally desire things like thalrink, sex, sleep, knowledge, friendship andibgaand we
naturally shun things like starvation, lonelinagaprance and ugliness. We also desire (but n@itéiy or
naturally) things like sports cars, political o#fidlying through the air like Superman, the lafidba and a
Red Sox world championship.

Now there are differences between these two kihdgssires. We do not, for example, for the most, par
recognize corresponding states of deprivationHerdecond, the artificial, desires, as we do ferfitist. There
is no word like "Ozlessness" parallel to "sleephess." But more importantly, the natural desiraaedrom
within, from our nature, while the artificial onesme from without, from society, advertising ottibe. This
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second difference is the reason for a third diffeee the natural desires are found in all of us i artificial
ones vary from person to person.

The existence of the artificial desires does noersarily mean that the desired objects exist. Stmmeome
don't. Sports cars do; Oz does not. But the existef natural desires does, in every discoveradde, anean
that the objects desired exist. No one has everdame case of an innate desire for a nonexistgatb

The second premise requires only honest introspedfisomeone denies it and says, "l am perfdalypy
playing with mud pies, or sports cars, or moneysex, or power," we can only ask, "Are you, redllgat we
can only appeal, we cannot compel. And we can sefein a person to the nearly universal testimony of
human history in all its great literature. Even #tleeist Jean-Paul Sartre admitted that "there s@ntegne
when one asks, even of Shakespeare, even of Beethts/that all there is?™

The conclusion of the argument is not that evenghie Bible tells us about God and life with Gedeally
so. What it proves is an unknown X, but an unknevliose direction, so to speak, is known. This X ggen
more beauty, more desirability, more awesomeneses juy. This X is to great beauty as, for examgteat
beauty is to small beauty or to a mixture of beaurg ugliness. And the same is true of other ptofes.

But the "more" is infinitely more, for we are nattisfied with the finite and partial. Thus the apl (X is to
great beauty as great beauty is to small beautyjtiproportionate. Twenty is to ten as ten isve,fbut
infinite is not to twenty as twenty is to ten. Tamgument points down an infinite corridor in a déaé
direction. Its conclusion is not "God" as alreadyeeived or defined, but a moving and mysteriowghich
pulls us to itself and pulls all our images andagpts out of themselves.

In other words, the only concept of God in thisuangnt is the concept of that which transcends quirce
something "no eye has seen, nor ear heard, ntwimen heart conceived” (1 Cor. 2:9). In other wotldis is
the real God.

C. S. Lewis, who uses this argument in a numbefaafes, summarizes it succinctly:

Creatures are not born with desires unless sdiisfeior these desires exists. A baby feels hungell, there
is such a thing as food. A dolphin wants to swirgjlywthere is such a thing as water. Men feel skeaesire;

well, there is such a thing as sex. If | find ingelf a desire which no experience in this world satisfy, the
most probable explanation is that | was made fottar world. (Mere Christianity, Bk. Ill, chap. 1®{ope")

Question 1: How can you know the major premise—évaty natural desire has a real object—is uniWigrsa
true, without first knowing that this natural desalso has a real object? But that is the conaiudibus you
beg the question. You must know the conclusiorettrie before you can know the major premise.

Reply: This is really not an objection to the argumnfrom desire only, but to every deductive argnime
whatsoever, every syllogism. It is the old sawadfrd Stuart Mill and the nominalists against théogysm. It
presupposes empiricism—that is, that the only waycan ever know anything is by sensing individbaids
and then generalizing, by induction. It excludeduwition because it excludes the knowledge of aieusal
truths (like our major premise). For nominalistsrad believe in the existence of any universals—epkone
(that all universals are only names).
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This is very easy to refute. We can and do conzekioowledge of universal truths, like "all humans a
mortal," not by sense experience alone (for wereaer sense all humans) but through abstracting the
common universal essence or nature of humanity thenfew specimens we do experience by our sevi¢es.
know that all humans are mortal because humarstguah, involves mortality, it is the nature ofuartan
being to be mortal; mortality follows necessarilgrfi its having an animal body. We can understaat e
have the power of understanding, or intellectutlifion, or insight, in addition to the mental powef
sensation and calculation, which are the only twertominalist and empiricist give us. (We sharesagon
with animals and calculation with computers; whisréhe distinctively human way of knowing for the
empiricist and nominalist?)

When there is no real connection between the nafuaegroposition's subject and the nature of tieelipate,
the only way we can know the truth of that progoniis by sense experience and induction. For ficgtawe
can know that all the books on this shelf are magl by looking at each one and counting them. Blgmw
there is a real connection between the natureso$uibject and the nature of the predicate, we naw khe
truth of that proposition by understanding andghs+for instance, "Whatever has color must have,'siar,
"A Perfect Being would not be ignorant.”

Question 2: Suppose | simply deny the minor prerargksay that | just don't observe any hidden edsir
God, or infinite joy, or some mysterious X thamsre than earth can offer?

Reply: This denial may take two forms. First, ongyrsay, "Although | am not perfectly happy noweglibve
I would be if only I had ten million dollars, a Ligjat, and a new mistress every day." The reptpi®is, of
course, "Try it. You won't like it." It's been tdexnd has never satisfied. In fact, billions ofgledave
performed and are even now performing trillionsa¢h experiments, desperately seeking the eveirelus
satisfaction they crave. For even if they won ttele world, it would not be enough to fill one humtzeart.

Yet they keep trying, believing that "If only... Mdime ..." This is the stupidest gamble in theldigofor it is
the only one that consistently has never paidlbi. like the game of predicting the end of theridpevery
batter who has ever approached that plate haksiutcThere is hardly reason to hope the presess wiill
fare any better. After trillions of failures anadae hundred percent failure rate, this is one exyart no one
should keep trying.

A second form of denial of our premise is: "I annfpetly happy now." This, we suggest, verges oaaglior,
worse, dishonesty. It requires something moredikarcism than refutation. This is Merseult in Calmdde
Stranger. This is subhuman, vegetation, pop psggyoEven the hedonist utilitarian John Stuart Mitke of
the shallowest (though cleverest) minds in theohysbf philosophy, said that "it is better to bec&des
dissatisfied than a pig satisfied."

Question 3: This argument is just another versfolinselm's ontological argument (1 3vhich is invalid.
You argue to an objective God from a mere subjedtiea or desire in you.

Reply: No, we do not argue from the idea alonéAraselm does. Rather, our argument first derivegpm

premise from the real world of nature: that nataekes no desire in vain. Then it discovers somgtteal in
human nature-namely, human desire for something ith@n nature-which nature cannot explain, because
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nature cannot satisfy it. Thus, the argument ieth@s observed facts in nature, both outer and- .itireas
data.

17. The Argument from Aesthetic Experience

There is the music of Johann Sebastian Bach.
Therefore there must be a God.

You either see this one or you don't.
18. The Argument from Religious Experience

Some sort of experience lies at the very core cftrpeople’s religious faith. Most of our readergehaery
likely had such an experience. If so, you realiizeg way no one else can, its central importangeur life.
That realization is not itself an argument for Gagkistence; in fact, in the light of it you woudtbbably say
that there is no need for arguments. But thene fadgt an argument for God's existence constructed the
data of such experiences. It is not an argumenthwmoves from your own personal experience to peur
affirmation that God exists. As we said, you masiably have no need for such an argument. Insteed,
argument moves in another direction: from the widead fact of religious experience to the affirmatihat
only a divine reality can adequately explain it.

It is difficult to state this argument deductiveBut it might fairly be put as follows.

1. Many people of different eras and of widely differeultures claim to have had an experience of the
"divine."

2. It is inconceivable that so many people could Hasen so utterly wrong about the nature and content
of their own experience.

3. Therefore, there exists a "divine" reality whichnygeople of different eras and of widely different

cultures have experienced.

Does such experience prove that an intelligenttGrgaod exists? On the face of it this seems ulylikeor
such a God does not seem to be the object of pdrences called "religious.” But still, he is ihigject of
many. That is, many people understand their expegi¢hat way; they are "united with" or "taken omf' a
boundless and overwhelming Knowledge and Love,\&ltbat fills them with itself but infinitely excde
their capacity to receive. Or so they claim. Thegiion is: Are we to believe them?

There is an enormous number of such claims. Eitiesr are true or not. In evaluating them, we shoaite
into account:

1. the consistency of these claims (are they selfisters as well as consistent with what we know
otherwise to be true?);

2. the character of those who make these claims (@kethersons seem honest, decent, trustworthy?);
and
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3. the effects these experiences have had in theidivesmand the lives of others (have these persons
become more loving as a result of what they expeed? More genuinely edifying? Or, alternatively,
have they become vain and self-absorbed?).

Suppose someone says to you: "All these experiereesither the result of lesions in the tempariaélor of
neurotic repression. In no way do they verify theht of some divine reality." What might your reaatbe?
You might think back over that enormous documeatatif accounts and ask yourself if that can betrighd
you might conclude: "No. Given this vast numbeclaims, and the quality of life of those who malen, it
seems incredible that those who made the claimisl t@mve been so wrong about them, or that insamity
brain disease could cause such profound goodnedseauty."

It is impossible to lay down ahead of time how istigation into this record of claims and characteits
affect all individuals. You cannot say ahead ofetinow it will affect you. But it is evidence; it fipersuaded
many; and it cannot be ignored. Sometimes—in faetbelieve, very often—that record is not so mwded
as dismissed with vivid trendy labels.

19. The Common Consent Argument

This proof is in some ways like the argument frailigious experience (}&nd in other ways like the
argument from desire ()6t argues that:

1. Belief in God—that Being to whom reverence and Wwigrsre properly due—is common to almost all
people of every era.

2. Either the vast majority of people have been wralpgut this most profound element of their lives or
they have not.

3. It is most plausible to believe that they have not.

4. Therefore it is most plausible to believe that Gaibts.

Everyone admits that religious belief is widesprgadughout human history. But the question ariBems
this undisputed fact amount to evidence in favaheftruth of religious claims? Even a skeptic wadimit that
the testimony we have is deeply impressive: thé magority of humans have believed in an ultimagng to
whom the proper response could only be reverendevanship. No one disputes the reality of our fegdi of
reverence, attitudes of worship, acts of adoratan.if God does not exist, then these things heexer
once—never once—had a real object. Is it reallygilae to believe that?

The capacity for reverence and worship certaingnseto belong to us by nature. And it is hard f@e that
this natural capacity can never, in the naturénioigs, be fulfilled, especially when so many testifat it has
been. True enough, it is conceivable that this efdmur nature is doomed to frustration; it is #able that
those millions upon millions who claim to have fduhe Holy One who is worthy of reverence and wigrsh
were deluded. But is it likely?

It seems far more likely that those who refuseditelve are the ones suffering from deprivation and
delusion—Ilike the tone-deaf person who denies xistence of music, or the frightened tenant whis tel
herself she doesn't hear cries of terror and distteming from the street below and, when her ddrild
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awaken to the sounds and ask her, "Why is thatdatBaming, Mommy?" tells them, "Nobody's screaming
it's just the wind, that's all. Go back to sleep."

Question 1: But the majority is not infallible. Mgseople were wrong about the movements of theasdn
earth. So why not about the existence of God?

Reply: If people were wrong about the theory ofdwEntrism, they still experienced the sun andheand
motion. They were simply mistaken in thinking tttaé motion they perceived was the sun's. But if Goels
not exist, what is it that believers have been ggpeing? The level of illusion goes far beyond atiyer
example of collective error. It really amounts ablective psychosis.

For believing in God is like having a relationskijth a person. If God never existed, neither did th
relationship. You were responding with reverenog lake to no one; and no one was there to receide a
answer your response. It's as if you believe yduns@pily married when in fact you live alone idigy
apartment.

Now we grant that such mass delusion is conceiyablewhat is the likely story? If there were nbeatbits
of experience which, taken together with our petioeg of the sun and earth, make it most likelyt the
earth goes round the sun, it would be foolish terpret our experience that way. How much moreese,h
where what we experience is a relationship invgvieverence and worship and, sometimes, love niioist
reasonable to believe that God really is theregrmgisuch widespread belief in him—unless atheistcome
up with a very persuasive explanation for religibesief, one that takes full account of the experesof
believers and shows that their experience is bgdamed as delusion and not insight. But athdiaige never
done so.

Question 2: But isn't there a very plausible psyatical account of religious belief? Many nonbegéex hold
that belief in God is the result of childhood fedahat God is in fact a projection of our humarhéas:
someone "up there" who can protect us from nafaraés we consider hostile.

Reply A: This is not really a naturalistic explanatof religious belief. It is no more than a staént, dressed
in psychological jargon, that religious belief édgfe. You begin from the assumption that God dotgxist.
Then you figure that since the closest earthly syirfdr the Creator is a father, God must be a cosmi
projection of our human fathers. But apart fromadssumption of atheism, there is no compellingewe at
all that God is a mere projection.

In fact, the argument begs the question. We segthptogical explanation only for ideas we alreadgw (or
presume) to be false, not those we think to be e ask, "Why do you think black dogs are outitoylou?
Were you frightened by one when you were smallZ"vi8inever ask, "Why do you think black dogs aren't
out to kill you? Did you have a nice black puppyxe®’

Reply B: Though there must be something of Godithegflected in human fathers (otherwise our syllebo
for him would be inexplicable), Christians realthat the symbolism is ultimately inadequate. Anthéd
Ultimate Being is mysterious in a way that transtseall symbolism, how can he be a mere projectfomhat
the symbol represents? The truth seems to be—dpaldfexists, the truth is—the other way around: our
earthly fathers are pale projections of the HegvEather. It should be noted that several writerg.( Paul
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Vitz) have analyzed atheism as itself a psychibglagy: an alienation from the human father thatihs in
rejection of God.

20. Pascal's Wager

Suppose you, the reader, still feel that all obgharguments are inconclusive. There is anothiéereint kind
of argument left. It has come to be known as Pasdéé&hger. We mention it here and adapt it for auppses,
not because it is a proof for the existence of ol because it can help us in our search for Galed
absence of such proof.

As originally proposed by Pascal, the Wager assuhadogical reasoning by itself cannot decidedor
against the existence of God; there seem to be ggamns on both sides. Now since reason canniokediec
sure, and since the question is of such importérateve must decide somehow, then we must "waferg i
cannot prove. And so we are asked: Where are ymg ¢go place your bet?

If you place it with God, you lose nothing, eveiit ifurns out that God does not exist. But if ydage it
against God, and you are wrong and God does gristiose everything: God, eternity, heaven, inéirgain.

"Let us assess the two cases: if you win, you werghing, if you lose, you lose nothing."

Consider the following diagram:

God Exists God does not exist

| believe in him | do not believe in him

The vertical lines represent correct beliefs, tiaganals represent incorrect beliefs. Let us comize
diagonals. Suppose God does not exist and | belelin. In that case, what awaits me after destiot
eternal life but, most likely, eternal nonexisterBat now take the other diagonal: God, my Creatat the
source of all good, does exist; but | do not baigvhim. He offers me his love and his life, andjéct it.
There are answers to my greatest questions, théunHillment of my deepest desires; but | decidespurn it
all. In that case, | lose (or at least seriousi tosing) everything.

The Wager can seem offensively venal and purefiskeBut it can be reformulated to appeal to ébig
moral motive: If there is a God of infinite goodagand he justly deserves my allegiance and faitbk
doing the greatest injustice by not acknowledgimg. h

The Wager cannot—or should not—coerce belief. Baam be an incentive for us to search for Gogtudy
and restudy the arguments that seek to show thed th Something—or Someone—who is the ultimate
explanation of the universe and of my life. It abat lease motivate "The Prayer of the Skepticbd@ don't
know whether you exist or not, but if you do, pkeabow me who you are.”

Pascal says that there are three kinds of pedmeetwho have sought God and found him, those who a
seeking and have not yet found, and those whoerestrek nor find. The first are reasonable andyéahpp
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second are reasonable and unhappy, the third #taubceasonable and unhappy. If the Wager stimsiladeat
least to seek, then it will at least stimulateaube reasonable. And if the promise Jesus makaseisall who
seek will find (Mt 7:7-8), and thus will be happy.

Questions for Discussion

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

Why might someone think that the whole question of this chapter, whether God's existence can be
proved, is trivial, unimportant, distracting or wrongheaded? How might such a person's argument(s) be
answered?

Could there be an argument for God's existence that does not fit into either of the two categories here,
cosmological (external) or psychological (internal)?

How psychologically forceful and how psychologically impotent is a valid argument for God's existence to
an atheist? What does the answer to that question depend on? (There are many answers to this question;
mention as many as you can. Which do you think is the most important one?)

How can anything be "outside" the universe if "the universe" = "everything in space and time and
matter?" What is meant by "outside" here? Can you give any analogy or parallel situation where a term is
used like this?

Why are there more than twenty arguments for and only one against God (the problem of evil)? (See
chap. 6.)

What commonsense meaning of cause do these cosmological arguments use (especially 2)? What
alternative meanings of cause have some philosophers preferred? How do they change or invalidate the
cosmological argument(s)? How could these alternatives be refuted? (Hume's is the most famous.)

Does the answer to question 2 after argument 2 prove that God is creating the world right now?
Would alternative theories of time change or invalidate any of the cosmological arguments?

Does the simple answer to question 1 after argument 4 refute subjectivism? If not, where is the error in
it? If so, why are there so many subjectivists?

Why is the design argument the most popular?

What is the relation between intelligibility and intelligence? Are intelligibility, design and order
interchangeable concepts?

Isn't there a tiny chance that the universe just happened by chance? A quintillion monkeys typing for a
quintillion years will eventually produce Hamlet by chance. Couldn't this book have been caused by an
explosion in a print factory?

Regarding argument 10, how do we know the universe is not conscious or aware?
Does the answer to question 3 of argument 6 prove God is a person?

Sartre wrote: "There can be no eternal truth because there is no eternal Consciousness to think it." What
is the implied premise of his argument and of proof 11?

Does argument 12 presuppose "innate ideas"? If not, how and when did the idea of God get into our
minds?

Why is it that you can tell a lot about a philosopher's metaphysics by knowing whether or not he or she
accepts the ontological argument? What do Anselm, Descartes, Spinoza. Leibniz and Hegel have in common?
What doctrine of Thomistic metaphysics enables Thomas to criticize Anselm's argument?

Can you refute the modal and possible worlds versions of the ontological argument?

Can an atheist believe in real moral obligation (argument 14)? If so, how? Do most atheists believe in
real moral obligation?

Is the argument from conscience any stronger if you admit objective moral laws?

How would you formulate the relationship between religion and morality? Between God and morality?
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22.

23.
24,
25.

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.

Does everyone have the desire mentioned in premise 2 of argument 16? If so, must atheists suppress
and ignore it?

Would nominalists be able to escape argument 16? (C.f., question 1.)

Can you formulate argument 17 logically?

Why is religious experience any more of an argument for the real existence of God than any common
delusion, illusion, fantasy or dream for its object? Are we arguing here from idea to reality, as in the
ontological argument?

Why is the common consent argument hardly ever used today, whereas it was very popular in the past?

Is Pascal's Wager dishonest? Why or why not? Read Pascal's version of it in the Pensees; what do you
find there that is significant that is not included here?

Do you know of, or can you imagine, any other argument for God's existence?
Which of these twenty arguments do you find the most powerful?

How would an atheist answer each one of these twenty arguments? (Remember, there are only three
ways of answering any argument.)

From the Handbook of Christian Apologetics by Peter Kreeft and Fr. Ronald Tacelli, SJ (Intervarsity
Press, 1994
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