SAMPLE ARGUMENT MAP

Pro

Con

1. All men are mortal.

Biological evidence shows that human
organisms eventually die.

2. Socrates is a man.

Socrates was just a
mythological figure.

Both Plato and Aristotle refer to
Socrates as a real person.

3. Therefore, Socrates is mortal.
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CHAPTER OUTLINE

I.

If God does not exist, then all human life as well as every individual life
will eventually be destroyed.

II. If there is no God and no life beyond the grave, then life itself has no
objective meaning, value, or purpose.
A. Meaning
1. Without immortality your life has no ultimate significance and
makes no difference to the world’s outcome.
2. Without God there is no broader framework within which man’s
life can be seen to matter.
B. Value
1. Without immortality there is no moral accountability, and your
moral choices become inconsequential.
2. Without God moral values are just delusions ingrained into us
by evolution and social conditioning.
C. Purpose
1. Without immortality your only destination is extinction in
death.
2. Without God there is no purpose for which you came into this
world.
III. It is impossible to live consistently and happily with an atheistic
worldview.
A. If we live happily as atheists, it is only by inconsistently affirming
meaning, value, and purpose for our lives, despite the lack of
foundation for them.
B. If we live consistently as atheists, we shall be profoundly unhappy
and even in despair because we know our lives are really meaningless,
worthless, and purposeless.
IV. Biblical Christianity challenges the worldview of modern man.
A. According to biblical Christianity God exists and life does not end at
the grave.
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B. Biblical Christianity thereby affirms the two conditions sufficient for
a meaningful, valuable, and purposeful life: God and immortality.
C. Biblical Christianity therefore supplies a framework within which
one can live consistently and happily.
D. So why not look into the truth of biblical Christianity?
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LEIBNIZ’S COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Pro

1. Everything that exists has an explanation of
its existence, either in the necessity of its
own nature or in an external cause.

Con

Then God must have a
cause to explain Him.

No, God exists by the
necessity of His own nature.

This is a self-evident principle: story of finding
a ball in the woods.

The universe is an
exception to this principle.

Making the universe an exception is arbitrary
and commits the taxicab fallacy.
It is not arbitrary, since it is
impossible for the universe
to have an explanation.

You’re assuming the universe is all there is,
which begs the question in favor of atheism.
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LEIBNIZ’S COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT (cont.)

Pro

Con

2. If the universe has an explanation of its
existence, that explanation is God.
This is logically equivalent
to the atheist’s own statement that
if God does not exist, the universe
has no explanation

I withdraw the statement.
The universe exists by
a necessity of its own
nature.

The universe does not exist
necessarily, since different
elementary particles could
have existed.
As the cause of space and time,
this being must be an unembodied,
transcendent Mind.

3. The universe exists.

4. Therefore, the universe has an
explanation of its existence.

This follows from 1 and 3.
5. Therefore, the explanation of the
existence of the universe is God.

This follows from 2 and 4.
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THE KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Pro

Con

1. Whatever begins to exist has a cause.

Something cannot come from nothing.

Physics gives examples
of things coming from
nothing.

The vacuum is not nothing.

Otherwise, anything and everything
could come from nothing.

Experience confirms this truth.
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THE KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT (cont.)

Pro

Con

2. The universe began to exist.
An actually infinite number of past
events cannot exist.

Mathematics proves that
it can.

Mathematics establishes
only a universe of discourse.
We don’t understand
infinity.
Infinity is mathematically
well understood.

This reply doesn’t resolve
the absurdities.

A series formed successively
cannot be actually infinite.

Your absurd situations are
what we should expect if
an actual infinite exists.

From any past point we
can reach the present.

This reply commits the
fallacy of composition.
If it could, absurdities
would result.
Increasing
disparities would
vanish.

One would have
finished already.
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THE KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT (cont.)

Pro

Expansion of the universe.

Con

Nonstandard models of the
origin of the universe exist.

Viable nonstandard models
also predict a beginning.

Thermodynamics of the universe.

Models aimed at avoiding
a beginning exist.

These models fail to avoid a
beginning.

3. Therefore, the universe has a cause.

This follows from 1 and 2.

The universe caused itself.

Then the universe would
have to exist before it came
to exist.
This cause is an uncaused, timeless,
spaceless, immaterial, powerful
Personal Creator.
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THE DESIGN ARGUMENT

Pro

Con

1. The fine-tuning of the universe is due to
either physical necessity, chance, or design.

Fine-tuning is a scientific fact.

These are the only alternatives for
explaining fine-tuning.

2. It is not due to physical necessity or chance.

Not physical necessity.

The constants and quantities are
independent of nature’s laws.

A TOE will explain them.

A TOE doesn’t explain
everything.
M-theory fails to predict a
life-permitting universe.
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THE DESIGN ARGUMENT (cont.)

Pro

Con

Not chance.
Some universe must exist,
no matter how improbable.
But whichever universe exists, it will
probably not be life-permitting.
We can observe only lifepermitting universes, so no
explanation is needed.
This truism does not remove the need
for an explanation.
Many worlds hypothesis
MWH may still require fine-tuning.
There are good reasons to reject MWH.

The multiverse
is finite.

Invasion of the
Boltzmann brains.

3. Therefore, it is due to design.

This follows from 1 and 2.

Who designed the
Designer?

To recognize an explanation as the
best, you don’t need an explanation of
the explanation.
Mind is simpler than the universe.
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THE MORAL ARGUMENT

Pro

Con

1. If God does not exist, objective moral values
and duties do not exist.

Without God naturalism is true, and
morality is illusory.

How dare you say all
atheists are bad people!

The issue is not belief in God, but the
existence of God.

Euthyphro Dilemma
God’s nature is the Good, and God’s
will necessarily expresses His nature.
Atheistic moral platonism
AMP is unintelligible, has no basis for
duty, and is improbable.
Humanism
Humanism is an arbitrary and
implausible stopping point.
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THE MORAL ARGUMENT (cont.)

Pro

Con

2. Objective moral values and duties do exist.

Moral experience reveals this.

Sociobiological account
invalidates moral
experience.

SBA doesn’t undermine the truth of
moral beliefs.
SBA doesn’t undermine the justification
of moral beliefs.

SBA assumes
atheism is true.

SBA is selfdefeating.

3. Therefore, God exists.
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THE PROBLEM OF SUFFERING

Pro

Con

Logical version: “God
exists” and “Suffering
exists” are logically
inconsistent.
There’s no explicit contradiction
between them.

The contradiction is
implicit.

No implicit contradiction has been proven.

A world with
suffering may
be preferable to
a world without
suffering.

Human freedom
entails that God
cannot create
just any world
He desires.

It is logically
impossible to make
someone freely do
something.

Proof that they are consistent: Possibly God
could not create a world with this much good
but less suffering, and God has good reasons to
permit the suffering.
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THE PROBLEM OF SUFFERING (cont.)

Pro

Con

Evidential version: “God
exists” is improbable given
the suffering in the world.

It is improbable that God
has good reasons for
permitting suffering.
We are not in a position to make
such a probability judgment.
Relative to the full scope of the evidence,
God’s existence is probable.
Christianity entails doctrines that increase
the probability of the coexistence of
God and suffering.

(1) The purpose of life is not happiness but the
knowledge of God;
(2) Mankind is in rebellion to God and His
purpose;
(3) God’s purpose spills over into eternal life;
(4) Knowing God is an incomparable good.

Emotional problem:
Atheism of rejection

Meditate on the cross of Christ.
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A CASE FOR JESUS’
RADICAL SELF-UNDERSTANDING

I. Jesus had a divine-human self-understanding.
A. The worship of Jesus by monotheistic Jews as God incarnate within
twenty years of His death requires an adequate cause to be found in
Jesus’ own claims.
B. Explicit claims
1. Messiah
a. The belief in the early church that Jesus was the Messiah
requires an adequate cause.
b. Peter’s confession (Mark 8:27–30)
c. Jesus’ answer to John the Baptist (Matt. 11:2-6; Luke 7:19–23)
d. Jesus’ triumphal entry (Mark 11:1–11; John 12:12–19)
e. Jesus’ action in the temple (Mark 11:15–17)
f. Jesus’ condemnation by the Sanhedrin (Mark 14:61–65)
g. Jesus’ crucifixion as “King of the Jews” (Mark 15:26)
2. The Son of God
a. Parable of the vineyard (Mark 12:1–9)
b. “No one knows the Father but the Son” (Matthew 11:27)
c. “No one knows … not even the Son” (Mark 13:32)
d. Jesus’ trial confession (Mark 14:60–64)
3. The Son of Man
a. Jesus’ favorite title
b. Reference to the divine-human figure of Daniel 7 (Dan.
7:13–14)
c. Jesus’ trial confession (Mark 14:60–64)
C. Implicit claims
1. Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom of God (Matt. 19:28)
2. Jesus’ authority
a. The content and style of Jesus’ teaching (Matt. 5:31–32)
b. “Truly, I say to you” (Mark 8:12; 9:1; etc.)
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c. Jesus’ role as an exorcist (Luke 11:20)
d. Jesus’ claim to forgive sins (Mark 2:1–12)
3. Jesus’ miracles (Matt. 11:4–5)
4. Jesus’ role as Judge (Luke 12:8–9)
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A CASE FOR THE
HISTORICITY OF JESUS’ RESURRECTION

I. Determining the evidence to be explained
A. Jesus’ tomb was found empty by a group of His women followers on
the first day of the week following His crucifixion.
1. The historical reliability of the story of Jesus’ burial supports the
empty tomb.
2. The story of Jesus’ empty tomb is independently reported in very
early sources.
3. Mark’s story is simple and lacks legendary development.
4. The tomb was discovered empty by women.
5. The earliest Jewish response to the disciples presupposes the
empty tomb.
B. Various individuals and groups on different occasions and under
varying circumstances experienced appearances of Jesus alive.
1. Paul’s list of eyewitnesses to Jesus’ resurrection appearances
guarantees that such appearances occurred.
2. The gospel accounts provide multiple, independent reports of
postmortem appearances of Jesus.
3. The resurrection appearances were physical, bodily appearances.
C. The first disciples came sincerely to believe in Jesus’ resurrection
despite every predisposition to the contrary.
1. Jews had no expectation of a Messiah who instead of triumphing
over Israel’s enemies would be shamefully executed by them as a
criminal.
2. Jewish beliefs about the afterlife preclude anyone’s rising from
the dead to glory and immortality before the resurrection at the
end of the world.
II. Explaining the evidence
A. Rival explanations do not fare well when assessed by the standard
criteria for the best explanation, such as explanatory scope,
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explanatory power, plausibility, being contrived, disconfirmation by
accepted beliefs, and outstripping its rivals in meeting these criteria.
1. Conspiracy theory
2. Apparent death theory
3. Displaced body theory
4. Hallucination theory
B. The resurrection theory when judged by these same criteria emerges
as the best explanation.

264

On Guard-F.indd

J

264

On Guard

1/7/10

9:21 AM

RELIGIOUS PLURALISM OBJECTION

Pro

Con

It is arrogant and immoral
to claim that only one
religion is true.
This is a fallacious argument ad hominem.

What else can I do but believe what
I think is true?
The religious pluralist thinks he alone is right
and so is then also arrogant and immoral.

People believe in the
religion of their own
culture.
As an argument for pluralism, this commits the
genetic fallacy.
The religious pluralist’s view is similarly
influenced.

A loving God wouldn’t
send people to hell.
People freely separate themselves from God
against His will.

284

On Guard-F.indd

J

284

On Guard

1/7/10

9:22 AM

RELIGIOUS PLURALISM OBJECTION (cont.)

Pro

Con

A just God wouldn’t
punish people forever.
If sinning goes on forever, the punishment
must go on forever.
To reject God is a sin of infinite gravity and
proportion.

Persons who are
uninformed or
misinformed about Christ
cannot be condemned for
their failure to believe in
Christ.
Such persons are judged on the basis of their
response to general revelation, so that salvation
on the basis of Christ’s death is universally
accessible.
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RELIGIOUS PLURALISM OBJECTION (cont.)

Pro

Con
“God is all-powerful and
all-loving” is inconsistent
with “Some people never
hear the gospel and are
lost.”

There is no explicit contradiction between
them.
The contradiction is
implicit.
No implicit contradiction has been proven.

There’s no
guarantee that a
world of universal,
free salvation is
feasible to God.

A world
of universal
salvation might
have overriding
deficiencies.

It is logically impossible to make someone
freely do something.
Proof that they are consistent: Possibly God
has arranged the world to have an optimal
balance between saved and lost, and those who
never hear the gospel and are lost would not
have accepted if they had heard it.
This possibility is
implausible.
A world so ordered by God would be externally
indistinguishable from a world where people’s
births were a matter of accident.

286

On Guard-F.indd

J

286

On Guard

1/7/10

9:22 AM

