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The Definition of God’s Existence

~ Which Goa?

_iheism: God created All

~'Deisms G&J IS beyond the world but not
~Init 7

| Finite' Godism: God is beyond world but

iIs limited in power and/or perfection

| Atheism: No God at All
Pantheism: God is All
 Panentheism: God is in All
' Polytheism: There are many finite gods.






Deism: God is beyond
orld but not in it
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, - Finite Godism: God is

,be%d world but is limited
e ¥ 3
er.and/or perfection
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’;,pl ytheism: There are
\ WHany finite gods.
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f "'God’s Existence



(EVEryachiain has a first i
.o Avicennar(Muslim)




I EESMeIogical Argument
PALBeHZontal EermN(Aa/am Argument)—
_ (EVErRyschain nasia firs Iink)
1L Avicennar(Musiim)
zee Boniventure(Christiar
VErtiCalfForm & %
(EVERy pile of blocks has a bottom block)

1. ihemastAguing
2. Stuart Hackett

’



(

I: Avicenna (Muslim)

il
zin Boniventure (Cnristi
Vertica |

Horizontal Cause Vertical Cause

Coming to be Continuing to be
Originating cause Sustaining cause
Cause back then Cause right now



mnmg
had a Cause.
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Secondiliaw of Thermodynamics

WL . 0 e hydrogen has been
" burned within that star and
I conve 'ed to heavier elements,
[t can never pe restored to its
original state. Minute by minute
_ anid year by year, as hydrogen
| | /5 used up in stars, the supply
).' of this element in the universe
< grows, smaller” (Jastrow, God
and the Astronomers, 15-16).
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Note: “"Nothing comes
from nothing, nz@thlng/
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ever could!”
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d a beginning

SO NLGW O [Henodynamics
= UAVErSENS EXpanaling.

- RAAIGUONLECTIO

— Genera/ Relauvity

G Edge of Universe



Zalesdniverse had a beginning
A, S GIENUTICIEVIGENCE
GOIIEEW Ol JTIEe/110dyNamics
- Jf// VEerse s _./([)Jf]ﬁ
REAGIBHONECHD
- Gepergl Relativity:
- 7 35S & t‘Edge of Universe
Sophical argument

1) An infinite number of moments has no end.

2) But this moment /s the end of all moments
before It.

3) Hence, time had a beginning (and a Cause).




—fObjecteRIErRe can be an infinite number of
MEIENLSIvEIPIE touay (just like there are an
INARIESIUMBEr Off I {)\)Jr ts between any places
[AFSPACE):
~ PARSWEREINIS CoNfUSes an abstract infinite
SERES (wnm IS p055|ble) with a concrete one
~ (WhichiNSinot pessible).

roblemeAsisuch, it does not prove God

Ists now' but only back then (like Deism).

Remedy: Show. that the First Cause is not
contingent (1.e., it is necessary). At this point
the argument merges with a vertical
cosmological argument.



mnmg (SURGE)
'se had a Cause.



IFOrm

b rggs is caused.

Jn ingent (dependent).
URIVerse is caused.

-
- A ;
EVEryfpartiof the universe has a cause.
2. Therefore, the whole universe has a cause.

&



rJr‘J’ ce) the L Jr‘\ erse is caused.

2. Therefore, the whole universe has a cause.

Problem: This is this the fallacy of
composition (viz., whole is same as parts).

Answer: No, it is not (If every part of a
chair is wood, then so is the whole chair).




ENURIVEr: is more than its parts
t]s e,,cjuai L@ |ts parts.

: I‘f (NS E ~
- Cause (~ GE vew part needs a cause).
3 If: itsisimo an Its parts, then it is,

iIndepenc ,Jér" of all'the parts, uncaused,
, and the Cause on which all the
parts depend.

4. But this is what is meant by a theistic God.
5. Therefore, a theistic God exists.




ANOUHIEIFCOS ~@J.og|cal Argument

(F ieIM Jenatihan Edwards)

flair JJJ’JJ w&],ﬁ' 2.d., I do).
NOLAING cannot cause something.
5. rJ’fJ e something exists eternally and
stswnly
1 ﬁz LSt e aternal since if ever there were
avernothing, there would always be nothing.

b. It must be necessary (independent) since
everything cannot be contingent (dependent).

L

Problem: This does not disprove Pantheism.

Remedy: Show I am a contingent being (i.e., I am
not God because I change).



e ProbJ:e?r with Pantheism
PANEIStES Claim:™
i, I'am GJJ -
22600 dOES not cn« ge.

5. BUt IS ehange because:

I camestorealize that I am God (by
- enlig J'ni:snr‘w -

S0, I changed from not being conscious that I

am God to being conscious that I am God.

4. Hence, I am not God because:
God does not change and—
He was always conscious that He was God.
And I was not.




uiliSARELIEN C:L-)ss .ologlcal Argument

(rrJrr fhemas Aguinas)
- .
er( 2., Change is real).

Ur Change have the potentiality
| g 3

_ |au1:y can change itself.
. I'herefore, there must be a Pure Actuality
which causes the change in changing
things.

Substantial change—is in what we are

Accidental change—is in what we have



iheiontoloc Gal Argument(s)
e EinsArgUment:

2 GOENSHIY, Jénmgunir absolutely perfect Being.

. BUlanraselttely perfect Being cannot lack any
,)drrsczun JFT("JJJ" xistence (If it did, then it

Objection: EXisténce is not a perfection; it is only an
iInstance of some perfections. An ideal dollar has all
the characteristics of a real one. Further, no real
things can be proven from merely an idea of it.
What is more, a perfect Island may exist in my mind
but not in reality.



|<] On ic}fe]e Gal Argument(s)
JJ Argument

/ J_»yjnjw ecessary Being.

\/-_PJP g, must necessarily be
WJ?' ICwould not be a Necessary

. Thererore, God (@ Necessary Being) exists.
Objection: ThiStdoes not prove God exists but only
that if @ Necessary Being exists, then it must exists
necessarily. Likewise, if a triangle exists, then it
must have three sides. But this does not mean that
any triangle actually exists.



WARLICIPatory design shows an intelligent

DESIGNET. e

S hiuman J]‘fe.s'&r)\»:“ nticipatory design.

5. BIENCE; human ife shows an intelligent
DESIGnET:. |
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powerful Being." ("Scholium,"

369)
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f’helAnthropic Principle

Iha py .
4]

peranthropic principle is the
most interesting development
~Srniextito) the proof of the creation,

" and it isjeven more interesting
becallse it seems to say that
sciencelitself has proven, as a
hard fact, that this universe was
made, was designed, for man to
live in. It is a very theistic result”
(Jastrow, Christianity Today [1982],




"ir"sjust right for human life.
3 13 perfect for life to exist.

6. Tilt of the offers the best condition for life.
7. The speediof light is proper amount for life.

8. The strong nuclear force holds the atoms together.
9. The distance between stars Is necessary, for life.

10. The cosmological constant (energy density of
space) is minutely right for matter to exist.

11. The right amount of seismic activity is heeded for life.
12. The position of Jupiter protects life on earth.
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HESIEIERIogical Argument
Ir\ HOMPASHON Jg,p (Anthropic Principle)

BRAMLCIpatony design shows an intelligent
DESIGREY.
2. Human J]‘f" Hows anticipatory design.
- 3. Hence .Iife shows an intelligent
f Designer.
B. From'Micro  Biology (Argument 1)

il SpeC|f|ed complexity has an Intelligent
designer.

2. First life had specified complexity.

3. Hence, first life had an intelligent
Designer.




IIEIE0I0gICal rgument

& EromivicrorBiology (Argument 2)
—ieaucivle 3‘“9 %has an intelligent
designer. *
— 20 Fifist life had irreducible complexity.
3. Hengeg, first life had an intelligent
\ Designer

»



ade Darwin Shudder

Eyeball
Fibers of ciliary zonule -
[sluspensolr:yligame:t of lens) CrOSS Sectlon FRIpEEMNG OF avis

Lens Comesa Anterior chamber
Scleral venous sinus [Schlemm’s canal) lvis _ Posterior chamber

Scleral spur Iidocomesal angle

Cilisry body and cilisry muscle
Ciliary processes
Cilisry psut of retina

Bulbar conjunctiva

Tendon of lateral
rectus muscle

Optic [visual) . s Z B
part of retina ' i = : ——— - Yitreous body

Choroid

Perichoroidal space \ X e v — 377 Hysaloid canal

Fascial sheath of eyeball —
[Tenon's capsule)

Episcleral
pESCREESSpaes Lamina cribrosa of sclera
Fowvesa centralis in macula [lutesa] . 2 % . - Optic nerve (1)

Outer sheath of optic nherve A\ B ——— Central retinal artery and vein

Subarachnoid space

Horizontal section
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Intelligent Design from
an Intelligent Being! (Mom)






e Genetic Code?

L
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- Sugar &
Phosphate

L £ &

Base Pairs

W Molecules =~ o——
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NSV ey PIreseipLoN. 1185 a prescriper.

- 2. Every /eg@/afm 14s aeg/l?/ator.

solute moral law.

Just be an Absolute Moral



EVerylaw has allaw

Ve Presclhipton: /i
 EVeryieqisia
. There'is an

“B” is the crucial premise. There are many
arguments in support of it:



PV E CANFTKNIOW what is in-just

lmJ we kaaiow what is Just.

A&an atheist] my argument
ainst God was that the

ﬂnverse seemed so cruel
and unjust. But how had |
got this idea of just and
unjust? A man does not call
a line crooked unless he
has some idea of a straight
line.

C.S. Lewis Straight Line = Absolute Standard

Mere Christianity, 45.
—— e ———————




2. ADbsolutes JJJ‘ undeniable.

t

[Fampabsolutely

SUre there are

gle) E]lr olutes:
A ’ :

r’

You should L/

never say
‘never’!




dihe Eather of Situational Ethics

declared that

—

’ 1. Always avoid
using“always."

~ 2. Never use “never.”

3. Absolutely avoid
absolutes.

,,5 (Situation Ethics, 43)



saMorallcomparisons demand
anobjectivesmoral standard.

Mother Teresa is better than Hitler






a It must be
WIS relative to what

\s NOT relative!
:
7,




omvipralpdisputesicall for an objective

Stanuardioutside the dispute.
| The moment you say that
one set of moral ideas can
be better than another, you
are, in fact, measuring
them both by a standard,
saying that one of them
conforms to that standard
more nearly than the other.
But the standard that
measures two things is
something different from

C.S. Lewis ;
either.
Mere Christianity, 25.




/AW edontinvent the moral law
dNYAnore than we invent
atiiematical r physical laws.

ad Newton did not
Invent gravity.

Like moral laws,
they were
discovered!




Sniversal'moral guilt shows
therens a universal moral law.



MakingfExcuses for our Faults

Jht and
eings all

'hey ought to

! 2 N, 1} ,“‘.'-,'(“~.
Secon %‘ in fact €. *
behave in that way. The truth %‘ -;-

is, we believe in decency so

much that we cannot bear to L ' o

face the fact that we are ="
breaking it, and consequently

we try to shift the

responsibility. C. S. Lewis

Mere Christianity, 21



3 choose duty

FY



ind some things evil
T cism & bigotry)




idPhere are many things we
JJI \ums J ers to do to
us (qu J/ g@t/ abllsel/
JHJJQJ)_

]

‘Do ur D others what ' you
would have others do to you”
--The Golden Rule



Iaine’same basic moral
codesiarefound in all major

CUItUres
|  Lewis shows that
C S prohibitions against

disrespect for
Lex( parents, lying,
) S

> & stealing, and killing
2L are found in all

Th%lé};\%lg}lon major cultures of the

world (see Appendix)

-




Y. powerfﬁl—c Argument
Y. ]ntell]gent—-’fe eological Argument

- 14, ADSOIULElY Un‘&m@ One) because:

ere Is enly one Mind behind the universe as
IS Indicated by—
a. The anthropic principle;

b. The universality of physical, mathematical,
and logical laws.



Existence

xistence
Ems;t@m;e

Ey
il

siecti f God's Existence
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_ IRODEL LAY S Cron

religron in _j(-JI‘
ellygion oL :.! }& /sle) b,,
CHEeTENI'S oz'da_c' and harm
universe.... | Lvery effect n
its caiise: Ther

S £i ause. . . .
This religious faith of the scientists
is violated by the discovery that the

world had a beginning under conditions
in which the known laws of physies are
not Va/lllt d, and as a p,r@duc t ﬁ forces

—_—— — —4
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— b

le@@@ iala@ta l@@ppe,@s;,, ial,a@ .s:g;,e,n ia.zc;sia has
lost control' (GA 113-114).
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Lewontin

SV ENTKEMIEISIUE O] SCIefce i, spite of the
paleril absurc//‘fyﬁg@“r 1e Of Its constructs...
pesauseveNiave aprior: commitment to
matenalSIimIIs not that the methods and
ISULULIONSIO/FSCIefiGe Somehow compel us: to
accept diaternalistic.explanation of the
prenomenal world but, on the contrary, that
we are forced by our a prior aanerence to
material causes.... Moreover that materialism is
absolute for we cannot allow: a divine foot in
the door” (New: York Review of Books, 1/9/96).



ODbjECUIONSto! eleologlcal Argument

_NOpJECHONENIMINGS G uId have happened by chance,
O DY CESIFIE

~PARSWERREIIStSthe chances are virtually zero. Second,

Sciehcens not based! onichance but on regularity which

C AmJnJJ anpntelligent cause of life. Third, chance is

SE; J‘ Weronly: causes are natural forces or
. And'life needs an intelligent cause.

Objection tural selection could have caused first

life to emerge.

Answer: First, there is no natural selection on the pre-
biotic level. Second, natural selection only explains
the survival of the old, not the arrival of the new.
Third, natural selection has never been observed to
produce life from chemicals.



a O JdCEJJrJ 5: INere Is Iack of design in nature—
tRINGS WHIChIMaVE No purpose.

—PANSWEISREIISE ROTKAGWN purpose does not mean no
PURPOSERSECONA, WE KNOW. a purpose for
menysthings'we did net. Third, we may yet find a
PUfPOSENOf: the rest. Fourth, even randomness has
‘ purposeNCisbreath). Fifth, even empty space is
neededierlife here on earth.
Objection™dsSeme designs are not perfect. There is
waste. Organism’s break down. Mutations occur.

Answer: First, even less th an perfect designs still
need a designer. Second, the world’s imperfections
may have a moral cause. It may have been made
perfect to begin with but only later became
imperfect (cf. Gen. 3; Rom. 8).



cry designer does

e el Se,; only every
design doé![



—NOWJECtoNGFINE designer must be like designers we
KReWnamelyinite, multiple, male or female,
IMpPErEcMELE.s BUtrGEENS not like this.
CPARSWErREIStthe principle of uniformity demands
ORIYASImIIaRt/ et 1‘\93)\ tity’ of causes in the past with
CRESENnIthE present. Second, similarity of cause to
cffectimeansibothlike and different. Third, the
duseroff theswerld must be different from the world
It causesinNmany ways:
The CauseolrtheMWorld The World

Creator: The Creature

No Beginning A beginning

Infinite (unlimited) Finite (limited)

Pure Actuality Actuality and potentiality

Conclusion: The effect is like the cause in its
actuality but unlike it in its potentiality (limitations).



SNONEOSMological Argument
J\/r 0. MadE G0d7

GJJ I5'the unmade Maker and the
qaer came to be but always
WSy
-~ ARSWErRGEoed n“r?ru cause. Even atheists believe
inan uncauised erse. S0, why not an uncaused
God. If there IS anything, then something always
Was r‘J LIEIFthe universe or God. And the universe
had'a bedinning. Hence, it was caused.

Ob&ection 2 IiFeverything needs a cause, then so
oes God.

Answer: Everything does not need a cause. Only
what begins (is contingent or finite) needs a cause.
The world is all of these, but God is none of these.
Hence, God does not need a cause, but the
universe does.




—
ObjEcERISIENEr@YAISieternal and uncreated.
HEREenthe un]vgsér‘ ceds no cause. For the
EirstlawWiei inermodynamics says: "Energy
canNEItherbe created nor destroyed.”
AnSWErRIIIS ISTa misstatement of this Law. It
~ shouldiberstated: “The amount of actual

- Enengyanithe universe remains constant.”
It says'nething about its origin or destiny.
Scie%ce IS based on observation, and the
first statement is not based on observation.

Hence , it is not scientific but purely
speculative.




1s Answered

ite series (regress) of causes is
r)JSSL)P rlencu c Je* IS no First Cause.

r\n_)ww\r ARNRGRItE EC r& IS not possible since:

L. Any; Jnnmzet;-ar esioffactual things is not possible
(SInceENn cly SEries one more can always be
J@J putimoere than an infinite is not possible).

INHRILE AN ber of causes is not possible since
every onens being caused, and yet one is causing.
SO0, one Is causing itself which IS impossible.

Objection 5: Things can happen without a cause.

Answer: This is absurd. Even the skeptic Hume said
so. It is absurd to affirm that nothing can produce
something. “"Nothing comes from nothing; nothing
ever could.”




OBJECHONS Answered

_NObjECHONIGIAGERAING toHeissenberg, things in the
SUbatemicieEalmieperate without a cause.
~PARSWERNHEMEVEr: said this. He only said we cannot
" Predic e exact course ofi a particle, not that it did
netaverarcauser Eurther, we can't “see” the
stibatemicwordiwithout disturbing it. Also, the
pattern preduced’ by particles is regular and
predictablerand,hience, it must have a cause.
Objection 7: Believing there is a First Cause leads to
antinomies or contradictions. For if everything needs
a cause, then there must be a First Cause. But if

everything needs a cause, then so does the First
Cause. Hence, the contradiction.

Answer: Everything does not need a cause. Only what
begins (is finite or contingent) needs a cause.



OJECHONS Answered

HONISH ORIy aHinite cause is needed to explain a

HECHINOL aniinfinite one.

EFSINCE every finite needs a cause,

Gauiseicannot be finite or else it would

NEEMia cause. ﬁe&a@, the First Cause must be not-
nitERuatisS Anfinite. Just as the First Cause must be

neaused, serthe Eirst Cause cannot be finite,

contingentAerhave a beginning.

Objectiont9sinia ‘deductive arguments the conclusion

cannot containfanything more than is already in the

premises. But I God is already in the premises, then

the argument begs the question by assuming God.

Answer: First, God is only there implicitly, not
explicitly. He is an inference from the I:)remises.
Second, God is only there hypothetica Ié That is, if the
world has a beginning, then there is a God. The world
had a beginning. Hence, there really is a God.

o
=)
L




-
—Hihid aBcantbe formulated like a
transeeEnuentalfargiment, namely, the
NECESSaANyIEonaIton to explaining the existence
PiRthefiniterwerldiisian infinite Cause. This
aveidsianysalleged deductive fallacy.
Objectionti0MIhe cosmological argument is
- basedionrthe ontological argument which is
invalid. -
Answgr: 1iS is not true since the cosmological
argument is'based on something that really
exists, but the ontological argument is based

on the mere idea (of a perfect or necessary
Being).



Other J) ctions

B Qgjeeatiorn L1 s JJ'S lesophy is not the God of
thelBit J
r\nswér iney must be r e same since:
_ ey are JJ..J‘ Infinite Beings, and there cannot
| .&LWJ RiRIte e gs

- 2. Theyrare both solutel?/ perfect, and there
-annot be two absolutely perfect Beings.

3. There is more than one way to approach the
same object (like @ mountain peak).

a. Objectively--philosophically
b. Subjectively—religiously



CNORJECHORRZETRRIIOSOphiIcallarguments can’t be used to
PHNGERYONE 0/ Eod:
ARSWEIFNIIISHISINOL DECAUSE:
iheBiblessaysithey can (Rom. 1:19-20; 2:12-15).
lisiinreasonablerto believe the God of reason
WillNBypassireason He has created to reach
reasonablelcreatures (God does not bypass the
mindieniway: to: the heart).
3. Many‘people testify to the use of reason
and evidence to bring them to God (St.

Augustine, C.S. Lewis, Frank Morrison, C.S.
Lewis, Jay Budziszewski, and many others).

—
7
—_



“NeBjECtionIsE Depraved men cannot understand the

tritthrapeut God (1, Cor. 2:14).

_PARSWEIEIES tHEY Can because —

—EISRExtEsaysithey don't receive it (by their

will)y not that they can't perceive it (in their

fllniel); |

—2. OthenwiserGod isiwrong in condemning them

ferfnot responding to general revelation in

natures(Rom. 1:19-20).

3. The image of God Is not erased but only
efiaced in fallen man (Gen. 9:6; Jas. 3:9).

4. They couldn't suppress the truth unless they
knew what they were suppressing (Rom.
1:18). Indeed, God said it was “clear” and
“evident” to them (Rom. 1:19-20).



OPjECHDNSIO the Moral Argument

FObjectionpsMoralilawiisyjust herd instinct.

-~ PARSWEIRMINISIS NOESo because: 1) If so, the stronger
nstinctwoeuldialwaysiwin, but it does not (since moral
dutyAsemELmes sic s W\ th the weaker instinct). 2) If
‘U werwouldralways act from instinct, not for it (to
DoIster It asfwersometimes do).

Objection 2:Moral Law! is merely social convention.

Answer: Eirst, what Is learned through society (e.qg.,
Math and LLogic)'is nhot based on society. Second,
judgment about society being better (or worse) only
make sense if they are independent of society. Third,
most differences in judgment are over fact, not values
(e.q. Should witches be treated like murderers?)




W. IS just the law of nature.

~ I‘éws are descriptive, not
aw. IS). Second, situations
ei@c are sometimes morally
desinaleN(ergr T being accidentally tripped).

Igel, inlinlefs naturally more convenient are some-

B Ogjeilen) 54 \ejg=]l iz

Fourth, eventfiactual convenience for the whole race
does not explain why I ought to do that when it is
not factually’ convenient to me.

Objection 4: The moral law is mere fancy.

Answer: It can't be since we can’t get rid of it. Also,
value judgments are meaningless without it. Further,
I did not make it since it condemns me.



ORJECHONISE PEOPIE I ér'-ﬂret the moral law differently.
ARSWERRSEIEntIStsthavennterpreted nature differently,
pUt natliraiNawsiiave net changed.

PjectioniG: Wertised te burn witches but no longer
- deESEHvalues chiange.

- Answers NotSopeUr understanding of the facts did.
 ObjectionvaRPractices vary from culture to culture.
Answer: Moralflaw is not what people do but what
they eught te'do. This we know by what we want
people to do to us (not by what we do to them).

Objection 8: Even our understanding of virtues differ
from culture to culture (e.g., Eskimos).

Answer: My understanding of love has changed over
time but love has not changed.




- IOLECHONSE Politicalidebates reveal a
CONHIEHOIVAINENE.g., on war, poverty, etc).
“TARSWERNIIMESE arE Iargely debates over
MESSMBEENdSH(Values).

_IOpjecuion 10:;]@ abortion debate is a

- conflictieivalues.

Answer: MUch of it over the fact (of when
life bec insy,’ﬁ'é')t over the value of life.

The conflict of values can be resolved by
appealing to expectations, not actions.
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