Evidence of God’s Existence

Although we will be using the term “God,” that does not mean we are already ready to define His (or Her) nature.  Possibly, the terms “Force” or “Gods” would be more appropriate.  Yet, for convenience’s sake, for the time being we will speak of this Higher Force or Being(s) as “God.”  Later we will discuss, if such a Being exists at all, what His nature might be like.  

Philosophical thinkers have long recognized that it is impossible to prove the non-existence of something.  Proving that God does not exist requires omniscience and omnipresence.  One has to be in all places at all times throughout the universe and beyond in order to demonstrate that God is not there.  Frame agrees, “You would need omniscience to know that there is not God anywhere in the universe.”
  Nonetheless, believers in God are incumbent to show convincing proof of His real existence.
 

Various proofs for God’s existence are offered: philosophical, scientific, psychological and historical.  If these proofs are sufficiently weighty and convincing, then, according to our epistemological system, “interpretive judgments” (see chapter 2), faith in the Ultimate’s existence is both reasonable and acceptable. 

А. Philosophical Proofs

The philosophical proofs for God’s existence are the “cosmological argument” and the “teleological argument” (or, “intelligent design”).  A third philosophical proof, the “ontological argument,” finds little support in philosophical thought today. 

1. Cosmological Argument

When asked how the universe arose, believers in God quickly respond that God created it.  They argue that His existence is the best explanation for the origin of everything else.  We call this the “cosmological argument.”  There are, in fact, only three possible explanations for the appearance of the universe: it always existed, it spontaneously arose from nothing, or it was created by a Higher Power or is a manifestation of His Being.
 

It is highly unlikely that the universe exists eternally.  Nothing that we observe in nature is totally self-sustaining or free from change.  Everything on planet Earth, for example, undergoes decay and deterioration.  Nothing lasts forever.  Even in space, we observe change.  Stars, for example, undergo a definite lifecycle, then expire and disappear.  According to our observations, nothing in the universe can sustain its own existence forever. 

Furthermore, according to modern scientific theory, the universe was formed by a “big bang,” which shows that not only individual elements of the universe had a beginning, but also the universe itself had a starting point.  Copan concludes, “Indeed, the big bang gives us very good reason for thinking that something independent of the universe brought it into existence.”
   

Some posit an “oscillating universe,” where, after the “big bang,” the universe collapses into a mass, explodes, and another cycle begins.  This theory, however, suffers from major difficulties.  First, this process cannot occur without a loss of energy, which would eventually cause the process to cease.  Second, the mass of the universe is insufficient to generate enough gravitational force to collapse its expanding mass.
  

According to the second option, the universe spontaneously appeared by itself.  This is also highly improbable.  It is hard to image that somehow the complex system of stars, planets and all they contain originated from nothing.  Nothing cannot become something, since “nothing” does not possess any positive qualities, including the ability to produce “something.”  Nothing remains “no-thing”.  Copen concurs, “If something begins to exist, then it must come from being, not nonbeing.  Something can’t come from nothing, since there is no potential for anything to begin existing.”
   

Critics respond that in quantum mechanics a photon of light, supposedly, can arise from nothing – the so-called “quantum ghost.”  However, it is likely that in this relatively new discipline of study, the origin of this phenomenon has not yet been discovered.  In addition, this phenomenon is observed only on the subatomic level.  It is hard to image that it can apply to the origin of the entire universe as well.
    

Thus, there remains only one logical explanation for the origin of the universe and all that it contains – to posit the existence of a Higher Power or Being, who either is able to create the universe, or manifests Himself in it.  
The origins of the cosmological argument trace back to antiquity, namely, to the philosophy of Aristotle.  In the Middle Ages, it found support from both Christians and Moslems.  A prominent adherent among the former was Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), and among the latter – Al-Kindi (801-873).  

The cosmological argument exists in three forms.  The first consists of the following propositions: (1) if something exists, then something caused it to exist, and (2) this process of causation cannot go on without a beginning.  Therefore, (3) there must exist a First Cause, who is uncaused.
  Kreeft concurs that only an uncaused being that has existence can give existence to other beings.
 

The English empiricist (and later skeptic) David Hume sharply criticized this variant of the cosmological argument.  According to his empirical worldview, we must confirm every real phenomenon empirically, that is, by sensory perception.  Yet, Hume noted that the principle of “cause and effect” did not pass the test of empirical verification, since someone may note how two events can occur sequentially, but he/she has no sensory perception of the causal connection between them.  Therefore, we cannot view the universe as a “consequence” that has a cause, namely a “First Cause,” that gave rise to its existence.
  Following Hume, atheists continue to appeal to an empirical worldview, as Sproul notes, “Twentieth-century atheism has followed largely along the same lines of restricting knowledge to the visible realm.  In both existential and analytical philosophy, there has been a wholesale abandonment of metaphysical inquiry.”
 

Yet, Hume’s objection is not insurmountable.  As we saw earlier, empiricism alone cannot function as a comprehensive system of knowledge.  It seems that an exclusive reliance on empiricism can severely limit our understanding of reality. 

Hume further objects that even if one could establish the principle of “cause and effect,” he/she can do so only by observing multiple instances of corresponding events.  The creation of the world, however, occurred only once.  Therefore, Hume concludes, we cannot posit its causation.  On the other hand, if we substantiate the principle of “cause and effect” by examining many examples, we can apply it to single occurrences as well, like the creation of the world.  Without question, one can conclude that the principle of causation has been well established in human experience.  

The cosmological argument’s second variant concerns the movement of bodies in the universe.  Here we propose that if something is in movement, then something else caused it to move.  Yet, that process must have a beginning.  Therefore, there exists a “Prime Mover,” whose movement is uncaused.  Thomas Aquinas qualified this argument by pointing out that animate beings, such as humans, have no need of external stimuli, but are able to propel themselves.  Nonetheless, one still has to explain the movement of inanimate objects.  Therefore, there still exists a need for a “Prime Mover.”
  

Several objections exist to this form of the cosmological argument.  First, the existence of a “Prime Mover” only forces the conclusion that such a Force or Being has sufficient power to launch the universe into motion.  It does not prove the existence of an almighty, all-knowing God.
  Second, this argument also fails to demonstrate God’s unity.  Maybe there are more than one “Prime Movers.”  Third, is it possible that, after creating the universe, this “Prime Mover” or “First Cause” exhausted all its energy and ceased to exist?
  

In response, believers in God simply point out that the goal of the cosmological argument is not to prove the existence of the God of any certain religion.  It simply seeks to demonstrate that a Higher Power(s) or Being(s) exists.  Who that Power or Being turns out to be is demonstrated by other, subsequent considerations.  Although the cosmological argument alone cannot prove a comprehensive description of God, nonetheless, we can reach certain conclusion about His nature based on it.  Geivett states, “This agent must have sufficient power, intelligence, and motive for bringing into existence a universe such as ours.”
  Kreeft adds that this agent must also be personal, since an impersonal object has no motive or impulse to create.

As far as this “Prime Mover” exhausting its power and ceasing to exist, it is highly unlikely that such a Being would commit “ontological suicide.”  The created universe would still need this Higher Being’s support, and so the latter would likely desire to continue to exists.  In addition, a Being with sufficient wisdom to create an impressively complex universe would know how to accomplish this without jeopardizing its own existence.  Also in refutation, Kreeft asserts that a Being, which exists outside of time, cannot cease to exist, because there is no point in “time,” when this could occur.
   

The third variant of the cosmological argument works off the idea of necessity.
  From our observations, there is no object in the universe that is absolutely necessary for the rest of the universe to exist.  We could remove any single element, like plants, animals, people, even our sun, and the universe would continue to function without them.  Therefore, there seems to be no “necessary” object or being, without whom the universe could not be.  How, then, did the universe ever appear?  Believers in God propose the existence of a “Necessary Being,” upon whom all else depends, and who exists beyond our scope of observation.  This “Necessary Being” they call God. 

Critics of this argument suggest that somewhere in our vast universe, this “necessary element” might exist, but we have not discovered it yet.  Yet, we recall that according to our present observations nothing in the universe has the quality of eternally sustaining its existence.  Therefore, the burden of proof lies with those who assume the existence of this “necessary element.”  More likely, such an “element” exists beyond the limits of the universe in a realm beyond human perception.  

We must address several final objections to the cosmological argument in general.  First, some explain the origins of the universe not by a “First Cause,” but by an infinite regress of causality.  In other words, every effect has a cause, which, in turn, has a cause, etc., and this process has no starting point.  Critics cite mathematics in support of this theory, where numbers and fractions go on to infinity.  

One answer to this challenge is the existence of mathematical principles themselves.  How did such a universal order arise that functions consistently with the laws of mathematics?  Who or what established these principles?  It must have a causal factor.  

The Islamic philosopher Al-Ghazali (1058-1111) advanced an interesting argument to refute the idea of an infinite regress of causation.
  He points out that without a starting point, history could not move forward to the present time.  If there is no starting point, then there can be no sequence (one event following another).  Thus, without the phenomenon of “sequence,” there can be no “history.”  However, if an Eternal Being, existing outside of time, created the universe, then from that initial moment history, and time itself, may begin.
  

Critics again object that if everything has a cause, then who caused God?
  One may respond that logical necessity demands the existence of an eternal Being who has no beginning.  This claim is much more plausible than to claim that impersonal matter, which has no means to support its own existence, exists eternally.  A personal Being, however, can possess such a quality. 

Finally, according to Kant’s epistemology, people have no direct contact with reality, but simply rely on the picture of reality presented by the mind.  If this is true, then the principle of causation, essential for the cosmological argument, may simply be a fiction of human imagination.
  On the other hand, earlier we discussed Kant’s skepticism and offered a convincing refutation of it.  Therefore, one need not be troubled by human subjectivity undermining the cosmological argument. 

In conclusion, Story gives the following excellent summary of the cosmological argument: 

Everything in the universe is contingent; it depends on something else for its existence.  A tree depends on minerals, water, and sunshine.  Canyons depend on erosion.  Living things depend on other living things from which they are born.  This implies that there must be a first cause – something from which all else springs…. While everything has a cause for its existence, God is self-existing.  He had no cause.  He has no justification for His existence because He always existed and is the source of everything else.

2. Teleological Argument (Intelligent Design)

The adjective “teleological” comes from the Greek term telos, which means “goal.”  The thrust of this argument is that the order and harmony seen in nature’s operation proves God’s existence.  Kreeft, for example, speaks of the “overwhelming pervasiveness of order and regularity” in the world.
  He notes that how the elements of the universe “exist and coexist display an intricately beautiful order and regularity that can fill even the most casual observer with wonder.”
  Believers in God conclude that random processes cannot explain the order and harmony seen in nature, but their presence requires faith in a “Great Designer,” who ordered all things according to a predetermined plan. 

Like the cosmological argument, the origins of the teleological argument trace back to antiquity – to the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle.  In the Middle Ages, a prominent adherent was Thomas Aquinas.  In 1804, William Payne wrote the book Natural Theology, in which he introduced the now-famous illustration of a man finding a watch in a field and immediately concluding that a watchmaker had constructed it.  In a similar way, any person observing the mastery of creation order would naturally conclude that someone had designed it.
  In modern times, Moreland echoes this argument from analogy: “The world or some facet of it resembles human artifacts in order and movement toward an end, and since the latter are also designed by a mind, it is reasonable to see the former as designed by a mind as well.”

Nonetheless, there exist two competing views to explain order in the universe.  Either this harmony and mutual interdependence developed spontaneously, or a Great Designer created this order.  These two views correspond to an atheistic and theistic worldview respectively.  The latter is often known as the theory of “intelligent design.”

In defense of intelligent design, it seems clear that our planet was created for a specific goal – to support life.  Numerous factors support this claim, such as the distance of the earth from the sun, the earth’s gravitation force, the speed of earth’s rotation, the composition of the atmosphere, and many others.  The slightest deviation in these variants would make life on this planet impossible.  Even atheist Richard Dawkins admits, “Physicists have calculated that, if the laws and constants of physics had been even slightly different, the universe would have developed in such a way that life would have been impossible.”
  Consequently, Moreland claims, “The accidental coalescing of these factors is immensely improbable.”
 

We may cite still more examples of order on the planet itself.  Plants and animals seem perfectly adapted for their surroundings and are able not only to survive, but also to thrive.  Plants receive their energy directly from the sun and release into the atmosphere oxygen, essential for the survival of animals and humans.  Animals also demonstrate amazing abilities.  A bat, for example, utilizes an ultrasound signal to identify its prey.  The system works with such precision that a bat can distinguish a flying insect from a falling leaf.  It appears that practically everything that we observe in nature fulfills some function: sometimes practical, sometime esthetical.  Even simple items, such as a snowflake, are masterpieces of design.   

Believers in God claim that God determined a plan for His creation, including a function for each element in it, and then created objects and creatures to fulfill those functions.  In other words, first came the function, and then came the corresponding form.  Non-believers, however, claim the opposite: first came the form, and then the function.  They hold the view “natural selection,” which claims that through multiple random mutations new forms appeared.  If these forms possessed features that enabled their survival, then they persisted (“survival of the fittest”).  Dawkins writes, “Evolution by natural selection produces an excellent simulacrum of design, mounting prodigious heights of complexity and excellence.”

However, several factors force us to conclude that “function” preceded “form.”  First, nearly everything that we see in nature exactly corresponds to its conditions.  If these forms spontaneously evolved, then we should expect to see, along with positive features, a large number of non-beneficial features, which have appeared, but have not yet been eliminated by natural selection.  Yet, such features are rarely encountered, if at all. 

Second, the science of taxonomy supports the preeminence of “function” over “form.”  Taxonomists classify all organisms by specific genera and species.  However, if all organisms spontaneously and progressively evolved, then we would see a large number of intermediate forms as one genus or species evolved into another.  Yet, one rarely discovers intermediate forms, even in fossil remains.   

Third, atheistic evolution encounters a serious setback in regard to probability.  In light of the incredible complexity of the universe, it is highly unlikely that all these intricate processes and interactions, which proceed in perfect balance and harmony, spontaneously evolved, even in the course of billions of years.  The statistical improbability of the evolution of even one feature, such as the human eye, boggles the mind. 

In response to the question of probability, adherents of natural selection appeal to the so-called “anthropic principle.”  According to this theory, the improbability of atheistic evolution makes no difference.  The fact that conditions conducive to life exist and life itself exists proves that, though improbable, natural selection is not impossible.  If it were not possible, we would not be here.  Our existence proves that it is possible.  Dawkins claims, “However improbable the origin of life might be, we know it happened on Earth because we are here.”

The anthropic principle, however, proves nothing.  The fact that we are here and exist in these ideal conditions in no way address the crucial question of how these conditions ensued.  Believers in God also freely admit that conditions on our planet are ideal for life, but offer an entirely different explanation as to how they came about.  Concerning the question as to how this all happened, Dawkins himself admits the improbability of natural selection when he writes, “However improbable the origin of life might be…”  In addition, in spite of the scientific axiom that the option with the highest probability is preferred, he still claims, “…we know it happened on Earth” (italics mine). 

Critics attempt another approach by proposing that the universe contains a nearly innumerable number of planets.  If the number of planets approaches the statistical probability of natural selection, then one would expect that at least one of them would produce life by that means.
  On the other hand, although we have observed a multitude of stars, we have no data confirming how many of them have planets, if any.  Also, even if billions of planets do exist, can we assume that this number is sufficient to overcome the statistical improbability of atheistic evolution? 

Maybe for this reason, some atheists propose an alternative explanation.  They assume the existence of billions of universes that exist parallel to one another or sequentially in an oscillating universe.  They further assume that the exact number of these “parallel universes” is sufficient to overcome the statistical improbability of natural selection.
  Dawkins comments, “With so many universes, it is not unlikely that one would just happen to have the precise conditions needed for the evolution of intelligent, civilized life forms.”
  Yet, this borders on the absurd.  The only reason atheists imagine the existence of billions of universes is to avoid the obvious fact that our planet was specially designed to support life.  No scientific data exist to support such a fabrication. 

Natural selection encounters still another serious logical dilemma.  According to this theory, inanimate objects gave rise to animate life forms, non-cognitive forms to cognitive, impersonal forms to personal.  It is far more logically compelling to claim that an animate, cognitive, personal Being gave rise to other animate, cognitive, personal beings.
  

The molecular structure of DNA provides extremely strong support for intelligent design.  DNA contains a specific code that, when translated, sets in motion the production of protein in the cell.  However, for DNA to function it must work in tandem with a molecule of RNA that precisely corresponds to its DNA-partner’s code.  This means that to begin the process of protein production, a molecule of RNA, in exact correspondence to a DNA molecule, must spontaneously evolve in the same cell at the same time.  Such a combination of factors cannot occur by chance.  Moreland rightly concludes, “The information in the genetic code existed prior to and outside the parts of that code, and that information was imposed on those parts by a Mind.”
    

Serious thinkers also marvel at the origin of language.  Even atheistic evolutionists wonder how animals learned to talk.  Between the language of animals and human language, a huge gulf exists.  In addition, how can one explain the appearance of multiple languages?  The spontaneous evolution of only one language would be an incredible miracle.  Additionally, one cannot claim that more “primitive” human languages are closer to animal talk.  Their complexity far exceeds the most complex sub-human communication. 

One must also consider that nature not only supplies us with the necessities for survival, but also provides abundant opportunities for enjoying pleasure.  It is difficult to ascribe the awesome beauty of nature and the manifold pleasures it affords to impersonal, random processes.  It is more logical to posit the existence of One, who loves His creation and endows it with every good thing.

Moreland offers the following scientific evidence for intelligent design – the second law of thermodynamics.  According to that universal natural law, every system moves towards equilibrium, which means that in the process of time every system becomes less orderly and, consequently, less efficient.  Without external support, every system will eventually cease to function.  This means that in the course of 14 billion years, the supposed age of the universe, we would have expected its cessation by now.  Yet, the universe continues to operate, which testifies of the influence of an external Power.
   

Furthermore, Moreland raises the question of the dualistic nature of human beings.
  In other words, how does the evolutionary model account for the human soul?  Atheists reject dualism and embrace monism, the conviction that humans possess only a body and that all psychological processes are functions of the brain.
 Consequently, when the body dies, the human “soul” ceases to exist.  

Yet, Moreland challenges this view.  First, the quality of “self-awareness,” that is, the ability to look at oneself as an object, detached from the self, is hard to explain by purely physical processes.  Second, evolution struggles to explain human free will.  How can the ability to choose between options, not instinctively, but intentionally, arise through spontaneous processes?  What about moral decisions?  If we concede that physical processes predetermine human decisions, we encounter another problem.  This would equal a denial of free will.  A person’s choices are already “fixed” by the physical composition with which that person was born. 

In conclusion, we will make quick mention of a hotly disputed item in the debate over design: the question of “irreducible complexity.”  This means that certain systems in living organisms are so complex that the gradual development of their component parts is thought impossible.  They must have been created in their entirety, that is, in their fully functioning form.  Yet, Dawkins objects, “Do not just declare things to be irreducibly complex; the chances are you haven’t looked carefully enough at the details, or thought carefully enough about them.”
  So, the debate on this point continues. 

3. Ontological Argument

Although scholars today rarely use the ontological argument in the theistic debates, it nonetheless has importance from a historical point of view.  The first theologian to advance the theory was Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109).  His argument proceeds as follows.  First, a person can image the existence of a Being greater than all other Beings.  Second, this Being exists either in reality, or else just in the mind of this person imagining it.  Third, a Being existing in reality is greater than one existing only in the mind.  Finally, since this Being is greater than all, it must exist not only in the mind, but also in reality.  Therefore, this Being, that is God, must exist.   

Critics, though, have proven this approach faulty.  The fact that we can image something does not necessarily mean that it exists.  We could imagine and even minutely describe, for example, a unicorn, but it does not follow that a unicorn exists.  Anselm considered “existence” one of the attributes of this Higher Being, and since this Being must possess only the highest attributes, then it must possess existence.  However, “existence” is not an attribute.
  The question of existence is separate from the question of attributes. 

A second variant of the ontological argument goes as follows.  The attributes of a perfect Being include “necessity.”  Next, a necessary Being, by definition, must exist.  Therefore, this perfect Being exists.  On the other hand, one may challenge whether “necessity” is really an attribute. 

A final attempt at the ontological argument contains the follow propositions.  It states that it is impossible to deny the “being” of a Higher “Being.”  If something has the quality of “being,” then it must exist.  The difficulty here, though, is obvious.  We are already assuming the existence of this Higher Being by calling it a “Being,” thus we are “begging the question,” or beginning the argument with its conclusion.

4. The Argument of “Degrees of Perfection”

As was mentioned above, a number of the philosophical arguments used in defense of God’s existence were popularized by Thomas Aquinas.  Therefore, in conclusion, we will address a final philosophical proof advanced by Aquinas: the argument of “degrees of perfection.”

The argument contains the following claims.  First, people are naturally aware of the concepts “better” and “worse.”  Yet, the existence of these conceptions implies the existence of a “best” and “worst.”  This is the nature of comparison – we compare items with the ideal.  Therefore, there must exist a “Best” or “Highest” Being, that is, God. 

On the other hand, skeptics object that we cannot define in which direction the “best” is found.  Maybe criminals are closer to the ideal than saints are.  Who has the right to say, what is “better,” and what is “worse?”
  Yet, the idea that evil is “better” contradicts human awareness and ambition.  The great majority of people feel that good is “better,” than evil, and strive towards it.  People characteristically consider evil a deviation from the norm.  

Others object that our defining “better” and “worse” is purely subjective.  What is “better” for one may be “worse” for another.  However, Kreeft points out that in contrasting “objective” with “subjective” and preferring the former, such critics are already utilizing the categories “better” and “worse.”  For them, objectivity is “better” than subjectivity.
  Thus, they defeat their own argument. 

B. Scientific Proofs 

In the previous section, we already examined several arguments from science in favor of God’s existence.  Others will be addressed in the following chapter of this book in connection with the theory of evolution.  In this section, we will only give a brief treatment of some general themes. 

First, one must examine the general relationship between (atheistic) science and religion.  Atheists hold the conviction that God is “necessary” only when we encounter phenomena that do not correspond to known natural laws.  In other words, we need God only to close the “gaps” in our knowledge.  Correspondingly, He is called the “God of the gaps.”  Atheists foresee the day when our knowledge of natural law advances to the point where we can explain all phenomena by them and thus close all the “gaps.”  Then, we will no longer need God.  

Nonetheless, many researchers admit that science cannot close all the “gaps,” even for explaining common natural phenomena.  For example, at the atomic level we discover much that is unclear and unpredictable.  The claim that someday we will explain everything scientifically seems far-fetched.  In addition, believers in God claim that He not only was active in creating the world, but is still active in sustaining its natural processes as well.  In addition, atheists remain perplexed as to the origin of the world, which science explores, and of the natural laws by which it operates. 

Finally, some scientists, who embrace atheism, appear to be prejudiced in their opinions.  They refuse to recognize scientists who believe in God and defend His existence as “real” scientists.  In this case, atheistic naturalism becomes its own religion, which is, in the words of Baggett, “closed to considering new evidence.”
 

C. Psychological Proofs

Among the psychological proofs in favor of God’s existence, we may list the following: the existence of a universal moral standard, the general human awareness of God’s existence, and the human need for God.  We will examine each item separately. 

1. The Universal Moral Standard

Believers in God claim to find evidence of His existence not only in the scientific world, but also in the inner human consciousness.  There we encounter a trait that is common to all humans – the conscience, which disturbs us when we do not act correctly.  This universal characteristic testifies of the existence of a universal moral standard. 

People often have a sense of how they should act, even when no law exists to prescribe that behavior.  When they fail to behave accordingly, they experience feelings of shame and guilt.  When experiencing these feelings, people seldom challenge the standard, but instead make excuses.  The try to explain why they were not able to perform the required deed.  In addition, when people argue, they attempt to prove that they are right and the other is wrong.  However, arguments are possible only when both parties agree as to the existence of a common standard, to which they can both appeal. 

Another evidence is the idea of “offense.”  People get offended when someone acts towards them in an inappropriate way.  However, the expectation that the other should act in a specific way testifies of the existence of a universal standard, which applies to all.  Therefore, whenever someone experiences a sense of duty, has feelings of shame or guilt, makes excuses, argues or gets offended, he/she is testifying to the existence of a general code of proper behavior.    

The existence of this internal standard, or conscience, in indisputable.  A more difficult question is where that inner sense comes from.  People often feel that we learn these norms and assimilate them at home or in school.  These norms thus become our personal values.  Therefore, this moral standard is simply an expression of cultural or social norms. 

Yet, one must take into consideration that the source of knowledge may differ from the basis of that knowledge.  The fact that we learn something at home or at school does not necessarily mean that our parents or teachers created that knowledge.  It is certainly possible that those ideas reflect what is true in reality.  One may cite, for example, mathematics, which is true regardless of where one learns it and does not depend on culture, education or upbringing.
   

In addition, if moral standards are culturally determined, then we have no right to expect from people of other cultures behavior that conforms to our cultural values.  Yet, we all expect that people of all cultures need to observe certain norms, and we condemn cultures that do not.  We condemn, for example, what the Nazis did in World War II, and what terrorists to today.  If a person claims that standards are purely culturally determined, then how can we claim that what terrorists do is wrong?  Maybe in that culture terrorism is praiseworthy.  If all norms come from culture, then do we have the right to judge others?  We may say that we do not like that certain behavior, but we cannot call it “wrong.”  Yet, we do so instinctively.  It seems that we all sense the existence of cross-cultural norms, which apply to all.
 

Let us take another example: the civil war in Yugoslavia.  It seems that the Serbs were persecuting minorities in their territories.  The United Nations intervened and declared that the Serbs must not persecute minorities, or else they would intervene.  It is interesting that this situation did not pose any international threat, but was purely an internal affair.  If standards depend on culture, then what right did the United Nations have for interfering?  Should they not have respected the cultural values of the Serbs?  

Instead, the UN adopted the position that the Serbs must observe the standard of the majority of its constituent nations and stop the persecution.  It is as if they said, “We, the majority of nations, agree that persecution of minorities is wrong.  Therefore, we, the majority of nations, will persecute you Serbs, the minority, because your majority is persecuting a minority.  The principle the UN was actually and unconsciously operating on was the sense that discrimination violates a cross-cultural norm, and therefore should cease. 

Believers also seek to demonstrate that this standard is from God.  Some claim that we evolved from lower forms of life.  Plants became lower forms of animal life, which became fish, which became amphibians, etc., until humans appeared.  If that is so, then we have attained the highest point of development in our history.  If we have reached our highpoint, then why do we sense the existence of a standard yet higher?  Why do we strive for a quality of life that our race has supposedly never experienced? 

Does this not indicate that earlier in history humans lived by a higher standard, and then subsequently fell from it?  The existence of a standard superior to how we live now testifies that we are fallen creatures.  We lost a quality of life that we are striving to recover.  Believers find the best explanation of our present condition in the biblical teaching of humanity’s fall from the perfection in which God created it.
    

Furthermore, if humans have created this inner standard, then why can no one keep it?  Everyone admits to failures in his/her life.  Why would people create a standard that no one can keep?  Human failure to perfectly observe this internal standard testifies of the existence of a Higher Moral Power who gave it.  In addition, if the standard is of human origin, then why do people experience feelings of guilt and impending punishment for its violation, even when this inner standard does not correspond to human laws that are enforced by punishment?  

Nonetheless, if there is a universal moral standard, why are there differences between people’s perception of it?  One might answer that even between different individuals and cultures many features of the moral standard are the same.  For example, the overwhelming majority would be in favor of showing kindness to one’s children.  Still, we do admit that some differences exist.  William Sorely insightfully notes that although differences do exist between cultures, all cultures acknowledge the existence of a standard of proper behavior.  One must wonder, then, from where this idea of a standard came.
  

It seems that instead of living by God’s standard, people attempt to lower it to the level of their abilities.  Everyone lowers God’s standards, but some do more than others do.  Hence, slightly different cultural standards appear.  Yet, there is enough commonality between them to testify to the existence of a universal standard.  

Although humans constantly seek to lower God’s standard, it is never completely lost.  From time to time, God intervenes to preserve or restore His standard.  This is the perceived mission of nearly every great religious leader.  Buddha, who claimed to have received “enlightenment” under the Bodhi tree, advanced morality through his “Eightfold Path.”  Muhammad, claiming revelation from the angel Gabriel, did the same in his Quran.  Similarly, in Hindu thought, Vishnu, one of the lower manifestations of the impersonal Brahman, periodically incarnates himself in the form of an avatar, ten of which reportedly have appeared in history or have yet to appear.  Vishnu commissions an avatar for each age to restore true dharma (teaching).
  In Judaism, the restorers of God’s moral standard were Moses and the Prophets.  Christianity adds to the Old Testament witness the teachings of Jesus and his apostles. 

Bertrand Russell makes the following objection.  He states that if God established his standard arbitrarily, then we could not call Him good, since His standard would be based on His will and He could define “goodness” anyway He pleased.  On the other hand, if God’s standard was not based on His will, but on something else, then the basis of His standard would be higher than Him, and God would cease to be the Highest Being.
  Yet, another option to consider is that God’s standard is based not on His will, nor on something higher than Him, but on His holy nature.  God’s commandments are such, because He is such.  His laws simply reflect His character and nature.  They describe how He Himself acts.
  

In conclusion, we will examine objections advanced by the well-known atheist Richard Dawkins.
  He explains the existence of a moral standard in accordance with the evolutionary model.  Over time, primitive people discovered that it was advantageous to develop certain character traits and observe certain moral norms.  They noticed that when people in a society all act in personal interest alone, chaos results.  Dawkins also posits that in time people grew accustomed to these norms, so that even when they were no longer beneficial individually, people continued to observe them out of habit.  Eventually, because of interaction between cultures, these standards became universal. 

Furthermore, Dawkins argues that honorable behavior, such as unselfishness and generosity, is not always performed with pure motives.  Often people use such means to control or manipulate others.  Dawkins also rejects the idea that religions offer a better system.  If a person is obedient out of fear of punishment, then he/she is not necessarily a moral person, but is still acting out of self-interest.   

Dawkins feels that, in light of the progress human civilization has made, morality will continue to improve.  He cites in support of this idea the defense of women’s rights, the decrease of racism, and the increase of ecological awareness.  Dawkins ascribes this improvement to a mysterious element, which he calls Zeitgeist, which translates, “the spirit of the times.”  He writes, “In any society there exists a somewhat mysterious consciousness, which changes over the decades.”
  Societal leaders, reformers and higher educational levels promote this upward trend. 

Believers in God respond to Dawkins as follows.  The beneficial nature of a moral society harmonizes not only with an evolutionary model, but also with a creation one.  It is clear that the Creator would create a system in the best interest of individual and society alike.  In addition, the evolutionary model has a hard time explaining acts of heroism, performed at personal cost, when those sacrificial acts do not benefit the individual himself/herself.  Furthermore, when Dawkins criticizes religion in its use of a fear motivation, he does not consider that, in some faith systems, the primary motive for obedience is not fear, but love.  In the context of evolution, genuine, sacrificial love cannot develop. 

As for the improvement of morality in the world, not everyone shares Dawkins’ optimism.  For example, people today have to protect themselves from many more threats than were present just a generation or two ago, when one could walk on a plane without inspection, eat food products or take medications without protective labeling, take bags into public venues, etc.  It is also curious that in explaining moral progress, Dawkins appeals to a mysterious influence Zeitgeist, which suggests a metaphysical reality.  Is Dawkins himself admitting the need for some sort of outside influence for the success of moral progress in the world? 

2. The Religious Nature of Humans

Another important facet of the argument from psychology in favor of God’s existence is the inherent religiosity of humans.  Throughout the course of history, the great majority of people have believed in God.  Even in modern times, when entire generations have been subjected to intense mental programming by secular authorities, only 5% of the world’s population are confirmed atheists, along with another 15%, who identify themselves as “non-religious.”  Even in the former Soviet Union and Communist China, which have aggressively promoted atheistic ideology, believers in God number in the hundreds of millions.    

Sproul comments that secularism anticipates that religion will die “the quiet death of irrelevance.”
  However, as seen above, statistics do not support that expectation.  We recall the well-known proverb that humans are “incurably religious.”  This shows that no matter how hard opponents may try, they cannot extinguish faith in God.  This fact testifies to an inherent awareness in human consciousness of God’s existence. 

The fact that the majority of people believe in God is surprising, considering that sinful people, which we all are, would likely prefer that He did not exist.  Then, they could conduct themselves as they pleased without fear of Divine retribution.  Yet, in spite of the fact that most people’s lifestyles do not correspond to God’s commandments, the majority, nonetheless, still believe in Him.  This, again, provides a convincing testimony to an inherent awareness in human consciousness of God’s existence.  Even the atheist Jean-Paul Sartre once admitted, “God is silent, and that I cannot possibly deny – everything in myself calls for God and that I cannot forget… As a matter of fact, this experience can be found in one form or another in most contemporary authors.”
  

 Another famous atheist, Paul Henri Thiry d'Holbach (1723-1789), claimed that the so-called “inherent human awareness of God’s existence” does not, in fact, exist at all.  He felt that this phenomenon resulted from fear of the destructive powers of nature: “The universal assent to God’s existence may mean nothing more than universal terror before natural calamities together with ignorance of natural laws.”
  d'Holbach hoped that progress in education would eliminate this unfounded fear and, along with it, faith in God. 

Nonetheless, d'Holbach’s theory is insufficient to explain the persistence of religious faith among its adherents.  True people of faith believe in God not only in times of crisis, but also live consistently with their faith in every area of life.  In addition, people do not believe in God only to escape pain, but sometimes just the opposite: they often suffer for their convictions.  Finally, increased levels of education have not seen a corresponding increase of atheism in the world.  Possibly the result has been the opposite.  Discovering the grandeur of God’s creation may not discourage faith, but actually encourage it.  

3. The Human Need for God

Next, we can speak of the human need for God.  There exist certain basic human needs that will go unmet without faith in God.  For example, people need a sense of value and importance.  People need to know that their lives have significance.  We are all conscious of the fact that many who reach the pinnacle of success in this world remain unfulfilled in spite of their accomplishments.  Even Jean-Paul Sartre admits, “There comes a time when one asks, even of Shakespeare, even of Beethoven, ‘is that all there is?’”
  Only God can provide the fulfillment humans seek. 

In addition, people need hope.  They do not know what to expect after death.  Only faith in God can comfort the heart concerning one’s future destiny.  In addition, all people experience guilt from past mistakes.  Only through God can they find forgiveness and liberation from guilt.
  Faith in God is also necessary in forming ethical norms.  We must have appeal to a Higher Being to define right and wrong.  Kant felt this way, even though he rejected the possibility of objective knowledge.  Nonetheless, he taught, “We must live as though there were a God.”
 

C. S. Lewis describes the human need for God in the following way:

Creatures are not born with desires unless satisfaction for those desires exists.  A baby feels hunger; well, there is such a thing as food.  A duckling wants to swim; well, there is such a thing as water.  Men feel sexual desire: well, there is such a thing as sex.  If I find in myself a desire which no experience in this world can satisfy, the most probable explanation is that I was made for another world.

Richard Dawkins, of course, disagrees.
  He assumes that humans can indeed find fulfillment in various ways: in science, art, friendship, nature or life itself.  He writes, “Our life is as full, as meaningful, as wonderful, as we choose to make it,” and, “The knowledge that we have only one life should make it all the more precious.”

Yet, Dawkins fails to appreciate that, for this very reason, the problem of “unfulfillment” exists: people have all of these pleasures to enjoy, but are still not satisfied.  They want something more than life in this world can offer them.  

Dawkins also suggests that, if there is no meaning in life, then why expect there to be one?  Possibly, human unfulfillment is simply a remnant from the evolution of human consciousness.  Yet, here Dawkins is misguided.  Evolution teaches that humans are at the pinnacle of their development.  Where did we get the idea, then, that there is still something more to life?  Russian Orthodox priest Alexander Men shows the contradictory nature of denying meaning in life: 

Certain modern authors, like Albert Camus, Jean-Paul Sartre, and others, often spoke of the frightening absurdity of being… It is true, I admit, that these writers, romanticists, dramatists and philosophers spoke from an atheistic point of view: Sartre was an existentialist and Camus – an atheist.  Yet, they overlooked one thing.  When they say that the world is absurd, that it is nonsensical, they are aware of that only because inherent to humans is the opposite conception: sense.  One who does not know what “sense” is, never will appreciate or understand what absurdity is.  They will never object to or oppose the absurd.  They will coexist with it, like a fish in water.  The fact that people resist the absurd, resist nonsensical existence, weighs in favor of the existence of sense.

Furthermore, Dawkins observes that not all believers are happy, and not all unbelievers are miserable.  He also claims, “Religion’s power to console doesn’t make it true.”
  He also asks the question, why believers do not welcome death – it is their time to meet God!

Believers respond that the experience of happiness in one person or several persons does not reflect the general level of happiness in the entire group.  It is true that “religion’s power to console does not make it true,” but the opposite is also true: “religion’s power to console” does not make it untrue.  Finally, people by nature fear death.  Death is an unnatural phenomenon that repulses everyone: believers and unbelievers.  At the time of death, however, believers in God find courage in their faith to depart from this world, a courage which atheism does not provide. 

In conclusion, we will cite the following authors about the human need for God.  Clark Pinnock writes, “It would be a strange world indeed where the people in it required water and food and neither existed to fulfill their need… We are being asked to believe that there is no fulfillment for our evident human need to transcend ourselves.”
  Kreeft shares this view: “No one has ever found one case of an innate desire for a non-existent object.”
  Craig comes to the following conclusion: “If God does not exist, then life is futile.  If the God of the Bible does exist, then life is meaningful.  Only the second of these two alternatives enables man to live happily and consistently.”

D. Historical Arguments

Our final appeal is to historical evidence.  Believers in God testify of His real intervention in their lives.  They sense His presence and enjoy personal relationship with Him.  Their lives are transformed, and many testify of experiencing miracles.  These are not isolated instances among a certain class of people, but are found in people of all races, nationalities, educational levels, and levels of society.

Although critics may regard all these testimonies as subjective religious experience, having no relation to objective reality,
 nonetheless, the testimony of millions of believers over thousands of years cannot be ignored. 
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