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Just  how sensib le is  bel ie f  in  God? Can the r ichness of  the wor ld around us -  the

existence of  order ,  l i fe  and we ourselves -  real ly  be expla ined wi thout  supposing

that  the universe had a supernatura l  designer? 0r  does Darwin 's  theory of  natura l

select ion make God superf luous? Does the ex is tence of  pain and suf fer ing in  the

wor ld show that  there is  no God? 0r  can th is  suf fer inq be shown to be consistent

wi th the ex is te nce of  a lov inq God af ter  a l l?

Just i fy ing Bel ief  in God

Many mi l l ions bel ieve in  God.  Some say that  thei r  bel ie f  is  a mat ter  of  fa i th .  I  shal l

be tak ing a c loser  look at  fa i th  towards the end of  th is  chapter .  I  want  to begin by

considering whether belief in God can be justif ied. In the first part of the chapter
I 'm going to look at  one of  the most  famous arguments for  the ex is tence of  God:

the argument  f rom design.

The Design Argument (Teleological Argument)
Whi le walk ing on a deser ted beach,  you d iscover  a watch ly ing on the sand.  How

did i t  get  there? l t 's  hugely unl ike ly ,  sure ly ,  that  the watch came into ex is tence
wi thout  the help of  some sor t  of  designer .  Watches don' t  just  spontaneously put

themse lves  toge the r ,  do  t heyT  l ndeed ,  t h i s  wa tch  c lea r l y  has  a  pu rpose  o r

func t i on :  t o  t e l l t he  t ime .  l t  seems  p laus ib le ,  t hen ,  t ha t  t he  wa tch  was  des igned

to  f u l f i l  t ha t  f unc t i on .  Bu t  t hen  I 'm  j us t i f i ed  i n  suppos ing  tha t  t he re  ex i s t s  a

designer ,  a being of  suf f ic ient  in te l l igence and power to create such a complex
and ingenious object .

Now consider the human eye. The eye is also an extremely complex object, far

more complex,  in  fact ,  than any watch.  Eyes a lso have a purpose -  to  a l low thei r
owners to see.  Human eyes are remarkably wel l  su i ted to that  end.  lsn ' t  i t  l ike ly ,
then,  that  the eye has a designel  too? 0nly the eye's  designer  must  be far  more
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inte l l igent  and powerfu l  than we are,  for  the design and product ion of  such an

object is quite beyond us. lts designer must therefore be God.

I call this the design argument (also known as lhe argument f rom design or

rc leologicol  orgument ,  ' te los 'being the ancient  Greek word for 'end'or 'purpose' ) .

The argument takes as its starting point the observation that nature is extremely

complex -  indeed,  she appears to show s igns of  funct ion and purpose.  The argument

then proceeds by onology:  i f  i t 's  reasonable to suppose that  a watch has an

inte l l igent  designer ,  then by analogy i t 's  reasonable to bel leve that  the eye has a

designer too.
The design argument  is  not  absolute ly  conclus ive,  of  course.  l ts  proponents may

admit that the eye mighthave come into existence purely by chance, without the

aid of  a designer .  Thei r  point  is  that  th is  is  h ighly  unl ike ly  to have happened.  l t 's

much more p lausib le that  an in te l l igent  and powerfu l  being was involved.  So the

existence of the eye provides us with prettygoodgroundsfor believing in God.
The design argument  is  endur ingly  popular .  Wi l l iam Paley {1743-1805),  who

drew the analogy between a watch and an eye,  is  perhaps the argument 's  best-

known exponent .  Even today,  many suppose that  thei r  re l ig ious bel ie f  is just i f ied by
some vers ion of  i t .  But ,  despi te the argument 's  cont inuing popular i ty ,  there are
notor ious d i f f icu l t ies wi th i t .

Natural Selection

Perhaps the most obvious problem with Paley's argument is that we now possess a
theory that  can expla in how objects l ike the eye might  appear wi thout  the a id of
any sort of designer. That theory is noturol selection.

L iv ing organisms conta in wi th in thei r  ce l ls  something cal led DNA, a st r ing of
molecules that constitutes a sort of blueprint for building organisms of that sort.
When organisms reproduce,  thei r  DNA is  copied and passed on.  However,  through
chance events,  t iny changes in the DNA sequence can occur .  Because of  th is ,  the
new organism may be different (if only slightly) from its parents. These changes are
cal led mutot ions.  Given the envi ronment  in  which th is  new organism f inds i tse l f ,
these mutat ions may e i ther  help or  h inder  i ts  chances of  surv iv ing and reproducing.

For  example,  a creature wi th a s l ight ly  longer neck may f ind i t  easier  to  feed
from the ta l l  t rees.  A creature wi th more br ight ly  co loured p lumage may be easier
for predators to hunt. Mutations that are advantageous are more l ikely to be passed
on to future generat ions.  Mutat ions that  are d isadvantageous are less l ike ly  to be
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inher i ted.  As mutat ion on mutat ion is  added over  hundreds,  thousands,  or  even
mi l l ions of  generat ions,  a species wi l l  gradual ly  evolve and adapt  to i ts  envi ronment .
Indeed, through the process of natural selection a whole new species may eventually
emerge.

Natura lselect ion can s imi lar lyexpla in how the human eye came into ex is tence.
Perhaps a s imple sea-dwel l ing organism mutated a s ingle l ight-sensi t ive cel l .  Such
a cel l  might  wel l  be advantageous -  for  example,  i t  might  a l low the creature ro
gauge i ts  depth in  the ocean ( the deeper you go in  the ocean,  the darker  i t  gets) .
Fu r the r  mu ta t i ons  m igh t  add  more  such  ce l l s  un t i l  eyes  l i ke  ou r  own  even tua l lV
appear.

Not ice that  th is  account  is  ent i re ly  noturo l is t ic ' .  i t  requl res no appeal  to  a
supernatura l  agent  or  designer .  The exis tence of  th is  pret ty  p lausib le a l ternat ive
explanation of how the eye might have come into existence dispenses with the neeo
to invoke God.  Given natura l  se lect ion,  eyes are the sor t  of  th ing one would expect
to evolve anyway, without help from such a being. So the eye doesn't provide much
in the way of  ev idence of  God's ex is tence.

0f  course,  in  reply ,  a proponent  of  the design argument  might  ask where DNA
come from. DNA is required for natural selection to take place . So the existence of
DNA can' t  i tse l f  be expla ined by an appeal  to  natura l  se le c t ion.  Yet  DNA, some might
suggest ,  i tse l f  shows s igns of  both design and purpose.  Doesn' t  th is  g ive us good
grounds for  supposing that  God exis tsT

Perhaps not .  DNA is ,  in  essence,  a comparat ive ly  s imple mechanism. Given what
we know about conditions on earth at the time when life first emerged, it 's no longer
that  implausib le that  DNA might  have come into ex is tence qui te spontaneously.  0f
course,  we do not  know, and perhaps may never  know, exact ly  how DNA f i rs t
emerged.  But  as sc ience progresses,  i t  seems increasingly  unl ike ly  that  the genesis
of  DNA would have requi red supernatura l  help.

The Levers of the Universe

So much for  the t radi t ional  vers ion of  the design argument .  But  there are other
vers ions of  the argument  that ,  rather  than being undermined by modern sc ient i f ic
theor ies,  are actual ly  bols tered by the m. Consider  the fo l lowing example:

The world is governed by natural laws. There are many different ways in whicn
these laws might  have been set .  0nly  a t iny percentage a l lows for  a s table
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universe capable of  producing and susta in ing conscious beings l ike ourselves
( for  example,  i f  the gravi tat ional  forces had been only a l i t t le  b i t  s t ronger,

then the universe wouldn ' t  have lasted

more than a second or  two).  l t  real ly

i s  ex t rao rd ina r i l y  un l i ke l y  t ha t  t he

un i ve rse  shou ld  j us t  happen  to  be
governed by laws allowing for conscious

be ings  l i ke  ou rse l ves .  l t ' s  much  more
plausib le that  the levers of  the universe

were set  not  at  random but  wi th great

precis ion,  s0 as to y ie ld what  would be

th is  otherwise h ighly  improbable resul t .

5o i t 's  reasonable to bel ieve that  there

ex i s t s  a  God  who  se t  t he  un i ve rse  up

th is  way.

This argument  doesn' t  conclus ively  prove that  God exis ts .  But  i t  is  supposed to
provide good grounds for be l ief in God. I call this argument the onthropic orgument.

Thinking Tools: The Lottery Fallacy

Proponents of the anthropic argument are oflen accused of committing
the lottery follocy. Suppose you buy one of a thousand lottery tickets. You

win. That your ticket should be the winning ticket is highly unlikely, of

course. But that doesn't give you any reason to believe that someone
rigged the lottery in your favour. After all, one of the tickets had to win,

and whichever ticket won would have been no less unlikely to win. So
there's no reason to believe that your win must be explained by someone
or something intervening on your behalf - there's no reason to suppose
that you have been the beneficiary of anything other than spectacular
good fortune. To think otherwise would be to commit the lottery fallacy.

Why suppose the anthropic argument involves the lottery fallacy? Well,

the universe had to be set up in some way or other. Each of the different
ways in which it might have been set up was equally unlikely. So the mere
fact that it happens to be set up in thrs way, producing beings like
ourselves, gives us no grounds for supposing that we have been anything
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other than lucky. To think otherwise is, allegedly, to commit the lottery
fallacy.

You can find another example of the lottery fallacy in Chapter 23,
Miracles and the Supernatural {the story about the child who runs on to
the railway l ine).

The Problem of Evil

Whether or  not  the anthropic argument  invoives the lo t tery fa l lacy,  there
unfor tunate ly  remain other ,  deeper d i f f icu l t ies wi th a l l  vers ions of  the design
argument .  Perhaps the most  damning d i f f icu l ty  is  th is .  Even i f  we accept  for  the
sake of  argument  that  the universe does show s igns of  having been designed by
some sort of intell igent creator, the evidence points very strongly owoy from thot
creotor being God.

Here 's  why.  God is  supposed by Jews,  Chr is t ians and Musl ims to have at  least
three character is t ics:  omnisc ience ( that  is ,  He is  a l l -knowing) ,  omnipotence (He is
a l l -powerfu l )  and supreme benevolence.  But  i t  seems impossib le to reconci le  the
existence of  such a being wi th the fact  that  there is  a great  deal  of  suf fer ing in  the
wor ld.  Yes,  God,  i f  He exis ts ,  made 'a l l  th ings br ight  and beaut i fu l l  But  le t 's  not
forget  that  He a lso made cancer,  ear thquakes,  famine,  the Black Death and
hae morrhoids.  By such means God inf l ic ts  great  pain and mise ry  on us His chi ldren.
Whv?

As God is  supremely benevolent ,  He can' t  wontus to suf fer .  As He is  omnisc ient ,
He knows we suffer. Yet He is omnipotent, so He can prevent the suffering if He
wants to.  Indeed,  God could have created a much n icer  universe for  us to inhabi t :
a  universe f ree of  d isease and pain,  a universe in  which ear thquakes never  happen
and people never  go hungry.  God could have made ear th as heaven is  meant  to be.
Why d idn ' t  He?

I t  seems that  i f ,  as Paley bel ieved,  the universe wos designed by some sor t  of
being,  then e i ther  that  being is  not  a l l -powerfu l  (He was unable to make a bet ter
universe for  us to inhabi t )  or  not  a l l -knowing (He d idn ' t  know i t  would produce such
suf fer ing)  or  not  a l l -good (He knew we would suf fe(  but  d idn ' t  much care) .  But  God,
if He exists, has all three of these characteristics. Therefore God does not exist.

The problem that  th is  argument  ra ises for  theis ts  is  ca l led fhe problem of  ev i l
(suf fer ing being an 'ev i l ' ) .
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Theists  have expended a great  deal  of  energy in  at tempt ing to deal  wi th th is
problem. Here are three of  the most  obvious l ines of  defence.

1.  God's  Punishment
some suggest  that  the suf fer ing we endure is  a punishment  Just  as lov ing parents
mus t  some t imes  pun i sh  the i r  ch i l d  when  he  does  wrong ,  so  God  mus t  pun i sh  us
when  we  s tn .

One obvious problem wi th th is  l ine of  defence is  that  suf fer ing is  not  d is t r ibuted
in a manner consistent  wi th i ts  being meted out  by a just  and benevolent  God.  why,
for  example,  does God choose to g ive protracted and painfu l  d iseases to smar l
ch i ldren? What  have they done to deserve i t?  Noth ing,  sure ly?

The  the i s t  may  i ns i s t  t ha t  t he  pun i shmen t  me ted  ou t  t o  ch i l d ren  i s  f o r  s i ns
commit ted by adul ts .  But  th is  seems outrageous.  No one would consider  a cour t
t ha t  pun i shed  the  ch i l d ren  o f  c r im ina l s  t o  be  mora l l y  accep tab le .  A  be ing  wno
punished in the same way would sure ly  be no less moral lV abhorrent .

2. God Made Us Free
Perhaps the most  popular  response to the problem of  ev i l  is  to  suggest  that  our
suffering is not God's fault, but ours. God gave us free wil l - the abil ity to make free
choices and decis ions and to act  on them. somet imes we choose to act  in  ways that
cause suffering. we start wars, for example. True, God could have prevented this
suf fer ing by not  g iv ing us f ree wi l l .  But  i t 's  bet ter  that  we have f ree wi l l .  The worro
would have been even worse had God made us mere automatons incapable of  f ree
decis ion.  But  then the ex is tence of  suf fer ing can be reconci led wi th that  of  a
benevolent  God af ter  a l l .

The most  g lar ing f law in th is  defence of  theism is  that  much suf fer ing is  natura l
in  or ig in.  Ear thquakes,  famines,  f loods,  d iseases,  and so on are not ,  for  the most
par t ,  caused by us.  l f  there is  a God,  then He is  responsib le for  the m.

A  the i s t  m igh t  i ns i s t  t ha t  a t  l eas t  some  so -ca l l ed 'na tu ra l ' ev i l s  a re  rea l l y  ou r
own faul t .  For  example,  perhaps we accidenta l ly  cause f loods by burning too many
fossi l  fue ls .  The resul t ing pol lu tants cause g lobal  warming that  in  turn produces
floods. But it 's absurd to suppose that, if only we we re to behave differently, the re
would be no suf fer ing ot  o l l .  l t 's  d i f f icu l t  to  see how we accidenta l ly  cause
earthquakes.  l t 's  hard to avoid the conclus ion that  i f  God exis ts ,  then much of  our
suf fer ing is  His faul t .
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3. Suffering Makes Us Virtuous
Some theis ts  suggest  that  the suf fer ing and hardship we endure have a purpose -

to make us bet ter  people.  Wi thout  suf fer ing,  we cannot  become the v i r tuous people
God wants us to be.

You might  wonder why God d idn ' t  just  make us v i r tuous to begin wi th.  But  in
any case,  i f  suf fer ing is  the unavoidable pr ice we must  pay for  v i r tue,  i t  is  hard to
expla in why God d ishes out  suf fer ing in  the way He does.  Why do mass-murder ing
d i c ta to rs  l i ve  ou t  t he i r  i i ves  i n  l uxu ry7  Why  do  swee t  and  l ove l y  peop le  have
horrendous d iseases in f l ic ted on them? l t  ls ,  to  say the least ,  hard to undersran0
how the  seeming l y  random d i s t r i bu t i on  o f  su f f e r i ng  i n  t he  wo r ld  i s  supposed  to
make us more v i r tuous.

Some t ry  to defend the suggest ion that  th is  suf fer ing is  for  our  own good by
ins is t ing that 'God works in  myster ious waysi  But  th is  is  real ly  just  to  concede defeat .
I t 's  to  point  out  that ,  despi te the fact  that  the d is t r ibut ion of  suf fer ing cer ta in ly
doesn' t  seem to make any sense,  never theless i t  moy u l t imate ly  make sense.  Wel l ,
yes,  i t  moy u l t imate ly  make sense.  But  that 's  not  t0  deny that  the ev idence real ly
does,  on the face of  i t ,  po int  very s t rongly towards there being no God.

To sum up,  even i f the argument  f rom design does provide grounds for  bel lev ing
the universe was designed (which is  doubt fu l ) ,  i t  seems i ts  designer  can' t  be God.
The problem of  ev i l  is ,  in  shor t ,  an extremely ser ious one for  theis ts .  In  fact ,  the
p rob lemseems top rov ideusw i th  p re t t ygoodg rounds -  i f  no t conc lus i veg rounds -
for  bel iev ing that  there is  no God.

Thinking Tools: Ockham's Razor - 'Keep lt  Simple'

Our brief survry of arguments for and against the existence of God
suggests that there's l i tt le evidence that God does exist and pretty good
evidence that He doesn't exist.

But  suppose,  for  the sake ofargument ,  that  there was no more
evidence for God's existence than there was aqainst. What would it then
be rational to believe?

Many would say:  you should then be agnost ic .  The rat ional  th ing to do
would be to suspend judgement.

But this is a mistake. In fact, the burden of proof l ies with the theist. In
the absence of good evidence either way, the rational position to adopt is
atheism. Whv is  th is?
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Wi l l iam of  Ockham (1 285- , l349)  points out  that ,  where you are
presented with two hypotheses that are otherwise equally well supported
by the available evidence, you should always pick the simplerhypothesis.
This principle, known as 0ckhom's rqzor,is very sensible. Take, for example,
these two hypotheses:

A: There are invisible, intangible fairies at the bottorn of the garden, in
addition to the compost heap, f lowers, trees, shrubs, and so on.

B: There are no fairies at the bottom of the garden, just the compost heap,
flowers, trees, shrubs, and so on.

Everything I have observed fits both hypotheses equally well. After all, i f
the fairies at the bottom of my garden are invisible, intangible and
immaterial, then I shouldn't expect to observe any evidence of their
presence,  should l?

Does the fact that the available evidence fits both hypotheses equally
wel l  mean that  I  should suspendjudgement on whether  or  not  there are
fairies at the bottom of the garden?

0f course not. The rational thing to believe is that there are no fairies.
For that's lhe simpler hypothesis. Why introduce the unnecessary fairies?

Simi lar ly ,  i f  the avai lable ev idence were equal ly  to  f i t  both atheism and
theism, then atheism would be the rational position to adopt. For the
atheistic hypothesis is simpler: it sticks with the natural world we see
around us and d ispenses wi th the addi t ional ,  supernatura l  being.

Rel ig ious Exper ience

In  order  for  bel ie f  in  God to be rat ional ,  need i t  be backed by good argument?
Perhaps not .  Some ins is t  they need no argument ,  for  the t ruth ofGod's ex is tence

has been d i  rect ly  reveoled to them. They have had personal  exper ience of  God.
0ne  d i f f i cu l t y  w i t h  t ak ing  such ' reve la to ry ' expe r i ences  a t  f ace  va lue  i s  t ha t

they ' re not  rest r ic ted to one fa i th .  Cathol ics see the Vi rg in Mary.  Hindus wi tness
Vishnu.  New Agers exper ience The Goddess.  The Romans had v is ions of  the goo
.Jupi ter .  The ancient  Greeks saw Zeus.  Indeed,  even many atheists  c la im to have had
exper iences of  a revelatory and supernatura l  character  ( i f  not  of  God).  The fact  that
people have so many b izarre and of ten contradic tory exper iences -  exper iences that

t
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colnc identa l ly  a lways happen to f i t  in  wi th thei r  own par t icu lar  re l ig ious fa i th  (one

never hears of  a Cathol ic  seeing Zeus,  for  example)  -  ought  to lead someone who
cla ims to have had a ' revelat ion ' to  t reat  thei r  exper ience wi th caut ion.

So,  too,  ought  the fact  that  at  least  some of  these re l ig ious exper iences are
known to have physio logical  causes.  For  example,  the famous' tunnel 'exper ienced
by those close to death accompanied by intense feelings of well-being is the result of
hypox ia  (wh i ch  t yp i ca l l y  p roduces  bo th  eupho r i a  and  tunne l  v i s i on )  and  can  be
induced at  wi l l  us ing a test  p i lo t 's  centr i fuge ( i t 's  fasc inat ing to watch the
expressions on the p i lo ts '  faces as they 'b l iss out ' just  before passing out) .

Those who bel ieve themselves to have exper ienced the d iv ine moyhave done so.
But  the ev idence doesn' t  s t rongly support  that  conclus ion.

Faith

Many theis ts  ins is t  that  the arguments for  and against  theism discussed here are
i r re levant .  Bel ie f  in  God,  they sav,  is  not  a mat ter  of  reason.  l t 's  a mat ter  of  fa i th .
You must just believe.

St i l l ,  we should be c lear  about  exact ly  what  sor t  of  fa i th  is  requi red.  Whi le many

c la im  to  have  fa i t h ,  t hey  do  no t  a lways  mean  by  t h i s  t ha t  t he i r  be l i e f  i s  who l l y
wi thout  rat ional  foundat ion.  They mean only that ,  whi le  there may be pret ty  good
grounds for  bel iev ing in  God,  these grounds fa l l  shor t  of  being conclus ive.  God's
exis te nce,  they admit ,  can ' t  be proved.

ls  Atheism also a Matter of  'Fai th '?

There  a re  two  ways  i n  wh i ch  such  ta l k  o f  ' f a i t h ' can  m is lead .  F i r s t ,  i t  may  l ead
someone to assume that  atheism and theism must  be in te l lectual ly  on a par . 'Lookj

they may say,' l admit I can't prove God exists. But then the atheist can't conclusively
prove He doesn' t .  So atheism and theism bofh requi re a leap of fa i th .  But  then both
are equal ly  i r rat ional l

Here is  an example taken f rom the Internet :

[God's]  ex is tence cannot  be proved by physical  means.  However,  nei ther  can
i t  be d isproved.  What  does th is  mean? l t  means i t  takes complete and ut ter
fa i th  to bel ieve there is  a God (or  Gods)  and complete and ut ter  fa i th  to
believe there is not one.-

*  Cothy 'sCommentor ies,20 Apr i l  2001, at  www.truthminers.com/truth/atheism.htm
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The c la im that  atheism and theism are equal ly  a mat ter  of ' fa i th '  in  the sense that
nei ther  is  conclus ively  proved here obscures the fact  that  the ev idence and
arguments may overwhelmingly support  one posi t ion over  the other .  The two
posi t ions may wel l  not  be in te l lectual ly  on a par .  I  cannot  prove that  fa i r ies ex is t .
But  nei ther  can I  conclus ively  prove beyond any possib le doubt  that  they don, t .  l t
doesn' t  fo l low that  i t  would be just  as sensib le for  me to bel ieve that  fa i r ies exrst
as i t  is  for  me to bel ieve that  they don' t .

0ur  br ie f  survey ( in  th is  chapter  and in chapter  1,  where Did the Universe come
From?) of  the most  popular  arguments concerning God's ex is tence suggests that
there's l i tt le in the way of evidence for God's existence and pretty good evidence
against  ( the ev idence provided by the problem of  ev i l ) .  So i t  may be that  the bel ie f
that  there is  no God is just  as rat ional  as the bel ie f that  there are no fa i r ies -  that
is ,  very rat ional  indeed.

Faith,  Reason and Elv is Presley

There 's  a second way in which ta lk  of  ' fa i th '  can mis lead.  suppose I  c la im to nave
' fa i th '  in  God's ex is tence.  l f  I  mean by th is  only  that  I  accept  that  God's ex is tence
can' t  be proved,  I  may st i l l  take my bel ie f  to  be reasonable -  more reasonable,  in
fact ,  than the atheist ic  a l ternat ive.

lndeed,  theis ts  who c la im to have a s imple and t rust ing ' fa i th ' rare ly  consider
thei r  bel ie f  not  to  be sensib le.  contrast  the bel ie f  that  Elv is  pres ley l ives:  Elv is 's
death was faked and he continues to l ive out the remainder of his l i fe at some secrer
locat ion.  Very few theis ts  are wi l l ing to accept  that  thei r  bel ie f  in  God is  no more
sensib le than the bel ie f  that  Elv is  l ives.  The second bel ie f  is  c lear lv  i r rat ional  and
absurd,  the theis t  wi l l  no doubt  point  out ,  for  there 's  l i t t le  in  the way of  support ing
evidence and pretty good evidence to the contrary.

But  is  bel ie f  in  God any less i r rat ional  and absurd? As I  say,  my admit tedry quick
t rawl  through the popular  arguments for  and against  God's ex is tence seems to
indicate that  i t  is  not .

Yet this is a conclusion few theists would be prepared to accept. Even those who
cla im s imply to have' fa i th ' -  who ins is t  they ' just  bel ieve ' -  wi l l  o f ten,  i f  pressed
to expla in why they bel ieve,  quiet ly  whisper , 'But  the universe must  have come f rom
somewhere, su rely?'

I t  turns out ,  in  other  words,  that  behind c la ims to ' fa i th 'o f te n lurk the standard
theist ic  arguments ( in  th is  case the cause argument :  see Chapter  1,  where Did the

t
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Universe Come From?).  These arguments,  whi le  perhaps not  expl ic i t ly  la id out  in  the
mind of  the bel iever ,  never theless make thei r  presence fe l t .  The cause and de s ign
arguments in  par t icu lar  are extremely seduct ive.  l t  takes most  of  us considerable
inte l lectual  ef for t  to  understand why they are (at  least  as they are usual ly
formulated)  fa l lac ious.  l t 's  unsurpr is ing,  then,  that  even those who c la im to have
' fa i th '  o f ten take thei r  bel ie f  to  be reasonable.

Of  course,  the bel ie f  that  Elv is  l ives is  rather  f r ivo lous and inconsequent ia l .  Bel ie f
in  God is  not :  i t  can have huge,  l i fe-changing ef fects.  There 's  no doubt  that  the
ques t i on 'does  God  ex i s t? ' i s  one  o f  immense  se r i ousness  and  impor tance .  l t  has
dominated human th ink ing for  thousands of  years.  Bel ie f  in  God seems to answer
a yearning that  most  of  us have and is  not  to  be d ismissed I ight ly .

St i l l ,  the quest ion remains whether  there is  any more reosonlo bel ieve in  God
than there is  to  bel ieve that  Elv is  l ives.  Are those who bel ieve in  God any bet ter
just i f led? The answer,  perhaps,  is  that  they are not .  We shouldn ' t  a l low ta lk  about
'faith' to obscure this fact, if i t is a fact.

Conclusion

0ur examinat ion of  the most  popular  arguments for  and against  God's ex is tence
indicates that  the ev idence does seem strongly to point  towards there being no God.

But  perhaps some of  the arguments for  God's ex is tence can be salvaged.  0r
perhaps bet ter  arguments can be constructed.  And perhaps the problem of  ev i l  can
be deal t  wi th.  l f  so,  then the rat ional i ty  of  bel ie f  in  God might  be defended.

St i l l ,  these are very b ig ' i fs i  My conclus ion is  not  that  i t  is  a mistake to bel ieve
in God.  l t  is  merely  that  theism is  a much harder  posi t ion to susta in than many
seem t0 real ise.  Theists  need to deal  wi th the problem of  ev i l  and come up wi th
bet ter  arguments for  the ex is tence of  God.  Ei ther  that ,  or  they must  mainta in thei r
bel ie f  whi le  acknowledging that  i t  is  no more rot ionol than is ,  say,  the bel ie f  that
Elv is  l ives.

Nei ther  is  an easy th ing to do.
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