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en by Marx, banished to the uncon- | some meaning in the process of history,
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Niezsche 0 be decetsed? Did not Dar | ulaity,and you reurn 0
i drive him out o the empircal world? ioug! uaa.su.mmmwm in sec-
s b T eveluion | i Samae o Thbe s it
in thought and Bty that g | Sk oot YU WIE Atcte o s
one could have foreseen only two decades | believe in him. In the U.S,, 300of them be-
ago, God is making a comeback. Most in- | long to the Society for Christian Philos-
triguingly, this is happening not among | ophy. Some scholars are attacking athe-
theologians or ordinary believers—most | ism and reviving and refining arguments
of whom never accepied for a
moment that he was in any se-
rious trouble n the crip
intellectual circles of academic
S e whars the Sotes
£us had Tong banished the Al
mighty fiom fruifl discours

Now i is more respectable
ssmon phlosophers thau s has

for a_generation to talk
o e S PO
istence. The shit 18 most st
ing in_the Anglo-American
S Socinviol) g ce
strict forms of empiricism ha
Tigned “What stince cabot
tsll vy, mankind camnot know,
declared Bertrand Russell. And
A.J. Ayer, on behalf of logical
positivism, decreed that “all ut-
terances about the nature of God
are nonsensical.” The accepted
wisdom was that the only valid
staements were those verfable
through the:

T Say ittt oo )

Goar Wasn't he chased out of heav- | world. If you begin to doubt that there is

Human experlence. Meanvisle,

nce, his model for learning, ¥
a3 bosomie'los prestmptuctn i
and ambitious, its theoriing God 13th century France God: Lucas Cranach

about cosmic astronomy

(0 theoloy, its promise as savior and ab- | for theism that have been largely unfash-

solute expliiner of the world somewhat | ionable since the Enlightenment, using

tarnished. In the era of quarks, black | modern techniques of analytic philosophy

holes, physics can seem as baffling as for- | and symbolic logic that were once used

eign policy in the age of the Ayatullah. | to discredit belief.

Philosophers of science, such as Thomas

Kuhn of Princeton, have applied relativ- seneration ago athestc empiricists
A rd V. Quine

ism, formerly employed against religion, like Harvard's Willas
scientific knowledge. Cornell President e T4 R’ sty becaute
Frank Rhodes, a geologist, once observed | “they were the brightest people,” say:
it Sthe it th icremtio méas | 10soghy Profseot Rodenel Chshoim of
sure may have as little relation to the | Brown University, adding that now the
‘world itself as a clephone number has to | “brightest people include theists, using a
its subscriber ind of tough-minded intellectualism”
‘Broad cultural forces are alsoat work. | that was often lacking on their side of
s Douglas Hall, a lhenlogl;\n st Moo | chede

ment with sccularism inaly proved 10 bo | pursued in impenetrable books and jour:
100 much for the human psyche to cope | nals, are engaging wider audiences. Last
with, both in the Marxist world and our | week Mortimer Adler, popular philoso-

ireal's MCGill Urivers experi- | The proofs of God's existence, long |

Modernizing the Case for God

Philosophers refurbish the tools of reason to sharpen arguments for theism

| pher and guru of the Great Books Pro-
| St S ikt @

| “4 Guide for the 20 Century Pagan
rmilla; 3595 In September Todsieday
will issue the English version of dissi-
dent Roman Catholic Theologian Hans
Ktng's Iaest, which despts s 350 pages
fest Germany. The

e Kae unlm \m:u nat an
unjust world rz

of morality and, i tus,feligion

century is

the sorry results of

party in (dmm\mbm
Iucid analysis contends
atheism’s [9th century pat
archs proclaimed their theories
but never bothered to prove
them. L cuerbach, the
founde
serted that religious bel:
mere projections of mankind’s
_noblest qualities; K iing responds
that such philosophers' belief in
Sthe goodness of human nature
is far more likely o be such a
et

atever atheism's weak

saer ¢
tablished by reason, without re
sorting to the Bible, revelations,
church dogmas ora leap of faith?
The atempt is_iradiionally
o theology.
ad cacopt or the mw) self-
contained world of Roman
Catholic philosophy, it went out

Tn the current re:

‘What is new is the effort to refurbish and
enhance the traditional approaches to the

roblem. A summary of the work being
done to put new wine in these old
‘wineskins:

The Moral Proof. This is essentially
King's approach. Conscience doth make
Christians—or at least theists—of us all
The case builds upon the universal signs
ma ci

mogal i and of esch persons inabilty

ceop it satisfactorily, all of which can-
D e A s B i or

el

most celebrated exponent, Immanuel
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essary condition for this idea, who is him- | study of 3,000 religious experiences,

pdating Kant, Dartmouth Scholar | monality among the

nal God, Green will only goso far as to | sign, from snowflakes to developing

anall-intelligent Beingis offered
as the only explanation for the
power of reason and for human-
ity’s other nonmaterial qualities
ofmind and ssination. oo
temporaryrestatement

1547 e Miracles by he e
English literary critic CS. Lew-
is, the century’s mest read apol-
ogist for God. Lewis dismissed
the philcsophy that mind rsus
from nature: “If any thought
valid, an ctermal, self-exisiont
Reason must exist and must be
the source of my own imperfect

{ rationalit

s leading orthodox.

Pmlc>l3m ‘Dhilosopher of God
n Plantinga of Michigan’s
Ca Ol oD
ed argument from one of the
pressing issues in modern epis-
temology. Though it sounds

how he can know that anything
ever existed in the past. How
for instance, can we know if an-
other person is in pain? Plan-
tinga answers that such knowl-
edge is acquired through analogy, and in | who scoffed at the design argument
God and Other Minds (Comell $13.50) | causenature s o sssgeand wasieful
iakes an intricate case that this is | it might have been

‘Thomas Aquinas Hume

have evolved by pure trial and error?

subjective, hence unreliable as evidence, | ing the dice to have been

dition, wishful thinking or something in | scientific theory. In Chance or Desig

Kant (1724-1804), wrote that cach per- | distinguished zoologists, Alister Hardy,
son’s quest for the “highest good” implies | begs to wonder. A project he founded a
the existence of a moral being as the nec- | Oxford has issued a rigorous scientific

and

self the source of all morality reports a striking—and intriguing—com-

son (Oxford; $12) that though skeptics | The Teleological Proof. Here the infinite-
may think primitive instincts or emotions | ly complex structure of the universe is
are the basis for religion, faith actually | used to argue the necessary existence of
stems from the sophisticaied reasoning | an intelligent Designer. In English Art
process that distinguishes humans from | deacon William Paley's famous analogy
animals. To Green, man must seek an in- | of 1802, anyone who sees a watch is forced
dependent, coherent source for his mo- | to assume the existence of a watchmaker
rality. Although Kant ended with a per- | who made it. The marvels of nature’s de-

em-

posume some kind of supreme moral | bryos, are comforting buttresses to faith

causal agency,” whether & personal dety | formany peopl.

T e nce the Enlightenment, though, phi-
losophers have not d. The

The Mentl Proof. In (i formulation, | great skeptic was Devid Hume (1711-76)

t be-
that

the way believers know God. Since it s | fant delty Who afterwards abandoned it

perfectly plausible to infer that other | ashamed of his lame performance.
minds cxist, he thinks it Is reasonable 1o | Turned inside out, the proof is really a
believe that God does as wel question: Could this intricate universe

‘The Experiential Proof. Because religious | last major philosopher to promote the ar-

experiences are so widespread. this argu- | gument, Britain’s F.R. Tennant, wrote in

‘ment runs, there must be something (or | 1934: “Presumably the world is compa-

Someone) inspiring them. Skep- | rable with a single throw of the dice. And

tics, of course, reply that experiences are | common sense is not mm‘ S
d besides they can be explained apart Forsaken by philosoy pl\ers the proof
from God. Harvard’s Quine, for example, | was brought up to date last year by James

dismisses beliefs as the product of “tra- | E. Horigan,a Denvérlm\u.rmmgucd h |

{the genes.” However, one o Brtain's most | (Philosophical Library; $13.99) he. con-
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tends that narrowly antireligious Darwin-
ism ignores the way in which inanimate
nature is in harmony with organic evo-
btion: Nor_ e aerircansevolulfiasy
theory possibly explain the

ponce of the large brain in the dmngp,
ing human species.

The Ontological Proof. This, the most
controversial approach, moves from a
ntal concept of God to his actual ex-
istence. It was originated by Anselm, the
1h century Archbishop of Canterbury
who defined God as “a being than which
oibig grosler sanbe, thought” \Tke
Archbishop reasoned hat since existence
would have t0 be part of any such perfect
ry being, this being must ac-

tually exist. This is “too good to be tru
says one skeptic, and even one of its cur-
et defenders” admits that it ook
uch like word magic.
‘The method lay n distepute

ished it, until Norman Malcolm,
at Cornell, suddenly
claimed in a 1960 article that it
was partly defensible. Since then
en the most debal-

proof among pl
Three current advocates reno-
vate it by applying a technique
gic: Plantin-

losophy, now retired from
the University of Texas; and
[iRoman Catholic Layman James
EF. Ross of the University of
£ Pennsylvania

In The Nature of Necessity
F(Ontord; $8.50), Plantings, who

had long opposed - ontological
theories, explains that his mind
was changed through the curi-
ous logical process of speculating
about “possible worlds” in which
things could be different. For ex-

0 Ibs. overweight,” and of
ers in which she is totally nonexisten,
adding: “What Anselm means (0 sugges|
Rt T ok o\ i
greatness in those worlds in which she
does not exist.

a leader in modernizing the

thought of medioval scholars, avors the
evision of Anselm done by John Duns
Scotis (12651308 bok docs some Fents
vation himself. In the forthcoming new
gt ol s Fiauplil Tl
(Hackett; $17.50), Ross is bold enough to
im that he has an airtight proof that
“remains unscathed” afier a decade of
scrutiny. Ross does this with his “Prin-
" (for explicability), which is vir-
inexplicable (o the uninitiated.

ughly, it means that it s possible for ev-

erything, including God's existence, to be
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DaV|d Hume

explained, but that Gods nonexistence

seim are rght: i s sven possbie that
2 highest conceivable being exists, o
e must oxit in actuaity. The (rouble
5. the atheisis do not accept that he is
even possible.

Cosmological Proof. The term ap-
plies technically to any argument for
God through reflection upon the natural
world. But most often “cosmological” re-
5 G0 sweoping gencralizations atout
sltimate origins and wh o exc
o AL Evolutiooary. seh
Thocgit 4o, ot alertis, uch notions
because they fall, by definition, outside
what can be observed or tracked. If such
of con

ed in a BBC
bate that the universe iy st
there, and that He was
cominced that “all tho Tabors
of the ages, all the devotion.
all the inspiration, all the noon-
day brightness of human genius,
are destined Lo extinction in
the vast death of the solar
system.

e clasic cosmological in

Thomas Aa

complex philosophy of human
understanding. Chicago

mer Adler has long
interested in Aquinas’ thought.
Though not formally religious

as proct, then for decades he \houghl
beca

eeded to cxplain the existence
of contingent things. Last May he sud-
denly changed his mind again after ap-
plying the “possible worlds” approach.
Adler speculated that the universe is only
one of many possible universes, any
which—including this actual universe
= e culyosioustas erin
The univ c
the only (g capable
and leaving behind absolutely pothing
x-

E
g

Color that cause God. Philosopher Ross.

West Germany's Hans Kiing.
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by skeptcs. Jude Dougherty,

cause a universe with a beginning pre-

prove. Terekore Adier sumes thal the
o beginsiag. e also 1o-

s Vi i il 2 B
deris and espiains il et
| the universe, ound that natural
e e s
That leaves the mostesteric of Aqui-
ways” of proving God, from
«.nnlmgem)' Things can be divided
two categories: “contingent” ones
i it i cm o el et

od anything atall ex-
e e '\ra\le is that there must
bea

e e e Aqui-

contends (hat thia itereting argument
was stated ssfully in the 13th
century by his hero, Dans Scotus. Adier
dossnottink s
scholars use what could be
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template the comparative plausibility of
various arguments and evidences using
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e e s e
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more rationally ground-

umber of philosophers.

tence and math:
|

1/20/2026



1/20/2026

England’s J.L. Mackie West Germany’s Hans Kiing
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Chicago’s Mortmel; Adler Michigan’s Alvin Plantinga

Some Terms
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Theism

vifrom the Greek
word0coc (theos)
meaning ‘God*

v the'world view/that
affirms' the
existence of God

Theism

the view! that
say/s:
L Godiexistsh




Theism
>'monotheism &
onlyone!God

=Ipolytheismis,

many, gods

— R —

OS> pantheism =<
alllisigod

-

‘2 panentheism=¥

alllis’inigod

Agnosticism

v_from the Greekiword
YWOGLG (gnosis)
meaning ‘knowledge

v with'thelnegation o
(a))meaning ‘not: or:
"o

v thelsuspension of;
judgment on the
question of God's
existence

1/20/2026



Agnosticism

the view: that
Say/s:
"] don’t know

whether God
eists.,”

Atheism

v_from the Greekiword
Bcoc (theos) meaning
‘God!

v with'thelnegationi o
(a))meaning ‘not: or:
o

v theiworldview: that

denies the existence
of God

1/20/2026



1/20/2026

,; Atheism
the view! that
says
“Goddoes
not exist.*

10
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George H. Smith Greg Bahnsen
(1949-2022) P (1948-1995)

A
1

;l,

]
{i
z

e;’ "There is no atheistic

worldview. Let's be
clear about that.

*  Atheism is simply

' the absence of belief

in God."

[Debate between George H. Smith and Greg Bahnsen]

George H. Smith
(1949-2022)

11
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ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST
GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

George H. Smith
(1949-2022)

"Atheism, in its
b.’é'§4c fo‘i."'n_”?, _i§' notia
beliefTitis'the
absence. of belief.
;\n*eu‘heistwt
primarilyialperson
who believes, that a
god db‘e'% not exist;
rather, he does not
believe in the
George H. Smith existence of God."

fe [George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God
(1 949 2022) (Buffalo: Prometheus, 1989), 7]

12
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The Debate between Theists & Atheists

JP MORELAND AND
KAI NIELSEN

with Contributions by:
* Peter Kreeft * Antony Flew *
* William Lane Craig *
* Keith Parsons = Dallas Willard *

@Afterdall, ¥atheism"
>~
means s:mp‘y the
Iazc:k of @elief in
God.(and no% as is
cqq’h?o’ifly
supposedsthe
denial of God's

existence)

WA Vorelandiand Kafﬂ}ﬂelsen BDoesiGodlEXIStA
jhelGleaDebatel (Nashville _

W1900) X f7olepublishedlasy
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Whats [atsstake in
e defmltl OTil (

& ?0

How an
Evangelical
Preacher Became
One of America’s
Leading Atheists

Mgodless |

Dan Barker &
Forciwond by Richard Dawking

14



“Theists claim that
there is'a'god;
atheists dornot. ...
In;any argument,
the burden of
proofis on the one
making‘the claim:*

[Dan Barker, Godless: Howian:Evangelical
Preacher Became One of America's [Leading
Atheists (Berkeley: Ulysses Press;2008);:104]

1/20/2026

£ Da\naﬂ-'Barker t

LA Y o

The
Atheist

Debater’s
-Handbook

by B. C, J(ihns‘(m_

15
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"iheiststbelieveliniG, e
' The

whiile afthelsts (ofo) not lﬁ]@i&@ - '
*  Atheist
| Debater S
| Handhook

by B. C. J(jhnson_.

What ca sald
., P
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First, some atheists
are using verbal
slight of hand when

“they define atheism.
\

ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST
GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

George H. Smith
(1949-2022)

17



George H. Smith
(1949-2022)

-

Granted thatithe suffix "ism",
constitutesrabeliefisystem,
Smith'still illicitly haslthe 1
negatl on'a” negating
"belief" rather'than negating

"God."

Thus, rather than
"no belief in a God"
it should be
"a belller n he Geel."

1/20/2026

"As used throughout
ﬂﬁsﬂbook, hejs
signifiesithelbeliefiin
any,god. or: number (o]
ﬂThe preflx a’
meansgwithout;*so
the term ‘a-theism'
literally.means
‘without'theism;“or
without'belief’in*a
god or gods."

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God
(Buffalo: Prometheus, 1989), 7]

"As used throughout

signifiesithelbeliefiin
any,god. or: number of
ﬂThe preflx
meansgwithout*so
the term ‘a-theism'
literally,means
‘withoutitheism) " or
without'belief’in‘a
god or gods."

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God
(Buffalo: Prometheus, 1989), 7]

18
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What Is

ATHEISM?

A
Short
Introduction

DOUGLAS
E. KRUEGER

"The term ‘atheism’ is
from the Greek atheos.
The prefix 'a’ means
‘without,' and the Greek
theos means 'god,’' so
atheism means simply
'‘being without god.’
Theism asserts that
there is a god, so
atheism is the view
which does not assert
that there is a god."”

[Douglas E. Krueger, What is Atheism? A Short
Introduction (Amherst: Prometheus, 1998), 17]

19



Notice that Krueger "The term ‘atheismis

movesifiienihe aloha from the Greekiatheos:
p The prefix ‘a* means

negating Eee (which——=)without," and.the Greek
would mean goad’ theos means ‘god,#so

Y0 i atheism means:simply,
or nei-gee) %'being without god:*

to the alpha negating the Theism asserts!that
ass@rion:|(which means there is a god, sol
the absm"th‘e atheismiisitnclicy]

p . does not assert
assertion of godiinstead that thereis a godi&

of th e a b sence of go d)_ [Douglas E. Krueger, What s AtheismaArShort

Introduction (Amherst: Prometheus; 1998); 1x‘7‘]

- — The ;
Gambridge Gompanion
fo

ATHEISM

o
- )
-
o
‘ Michael Martin
MICHAEL MARTIN (932-2015)

-
-
\

‘\-

1/20/2026
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"If you look up 'atheism'in a
dictionary, you will find it defined as
the belief that there is no God.
Certainly, many people understand
‘atheism’ in this way. Yet this is not
what the term means if one considers
it from the point of view of its Greek
roots. In Greek 'a’ means 'without' or
‘not’ and 'theos' ‘god.’ From this stand
point, an atheist is someone without
a belief in God; he or she need not
be someone who believes that God
does not exist."

[n.a., "General Introduction," in The Cambridge Companion to Atheism
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 1]

1/20/2026

v -
\ ‘1‘

Michael Martin
(1932-2015)

Second, this
definition
conflicts with
the standard
academic
definition of:
atheism.

21



of
Philosophy

™. 1
Fhilesophy

" ECSTIes mroar SEEESCUON IO, gaesroes ) ST

Collier- Collier- Collier- Collier-
Macmillan Macmillaw Macmillan Macmillar

“According to the most
usual definition, an
‘atheist’ is a person
who maintains that

there is no God, that is,

that the sentence ‘God
exists’ expresses a
false proposition.”

[Paul Edwards ed. in chief, The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York:
Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1967): s.v. "Atheism," p. 175.]

1/20/2026
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"A

[Ernest Nagely:PhilosophicalfConcepts of Atheism" in Critiques of God:

Making th

identifi
unbelief..

1
KURT BAIER
JOHN DEWEY
PAUL EDWARDS
ANTONY FLEW
SIGMUND FREUD

ot | Making the case against

WALTER KAUFMANN belief in God

GORLISS LAMONT
WALLAGE 1. MATSON
H. J. McELOSKEY
ERNEST NAGEL

HAI NIELSEN
RICHARD ROBINSON

BERTRAND RUSSELL Edited by
MIGHAEL SCRIVEN PETER A. ANGELES

LPeismes
!.. 2
has, re@v .
tion ...

not:an atheist—for

he‘is not denying any

theistic claims."

e C-age.Aga'nst Belief in God, Peter A. Angelesyed. 4pp 4‘15]
1l ief i s . wed. . 4-
-—-

1/20/2026
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"Is the proposition that God exists
true or false? You are a theist if and
only if you say that the proposition
is true or probably true, you are an
atheist if and only if you say that it
is false or probably false, and you
are an agnostic if and only if you

understand what the proposition is,
but resist giving either answer, and
support your resistance by saying,

‘The evidence is insufficient' (or

words to that effect).*

[Theodore M. Drange "Atheism, Agnosticism, Noncognitivism;* from

https://infidels.org/library/modern/theodore_drange/definition:html;
accessed 01/15/19]

“Properly, we should define
theism as the view. that there's
at least one god and atheism
as the view. that there are no
gods, and monotheism then as
the view that there is exactly.
one God and we call that one
God with a capital '‘G". Atheists
then are people who believe
that there are no gods and
particular in our context, they
believe that God doesn't exist.

Graham Oppy:.

24



Intro 1%
PHILOSOPHY

Neil Tennant

1/20/2026

“Other people like to say that
atheism is just lacking the
belief that God exists which
lumps together ... the class of
agnostics with the class of
atheists; if you define it that
way, which | don't like.*

! [Gramham Oppy. vs: Ben Arbour, “The Ontological Argument* on

Capturing: Christianity, You Tube video
https://www.youtube:com/watch?v=udxfuPgg4iY, @1:05:20, accessed

06/13/22]

A
pe——
1|

1

i

NeiliFennant

25
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: 19,17 - Ui |
"['Does God‘sxi'?t?'j is a :
philosophica'lhauestion. At one ; -

extreme, theitheistiwill'answer
ies', and offerlallimanner of ! . |
arguments and con?iderations i ~

in support of that.ianswer. At
the other extreme) the atheist
will answer ‘No’, and'likewise
lofferiall manner.of:arguments k
and considerations in support ‘ N
of that answer." : -
ant, Introducing Philosophy: God, Mind, World, and Logic (New: Nell Tennant

1& tI edge, 2015), 29]

Third, this
definition
entails an

absurdity if not
an outright
contradiction.

26



£% 4 8 The absurdity is that
o atheism could be

true and God still
exist. In other

words, atheism
would be indifferent
to the question of
God's existence.

The contradiction
would be that
theism and its

opposite, atheism,

could both be true
at the same time!

1/20/2026
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Popular
Atheism
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Richard Dawkins Sam Harris Daniel Dennett  Christopher Hitchens

R e Yo
P e 18 AME * &
1 A 1,MA_)_ . o

e g
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The term ‘popular here does
not mean that itisswell likead or
Wellknowin:

1/20/2026
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Rather, in this context, ‘popular
[Stin: contrast tor 'secholarly.

It means that the writing Is for a
more general audlence mstead

ﬁo
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As such, it requires of the

reader less backgroumnd
Kineowleadge andiisigenerallyifree
techinicaliteiminelcgys
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The explreSSI%n “New Atheism”
refers to an ’thelsm characterlzed by

the influenées of four main flgures

The expression "New Atheism”
refers to an atheism characterized by
the influences of four main figures:

Richard Dawkins Sam Harris Daniel Dennett Christopher Hitchens
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These apostles of the New
Atheismilsometimes refer to
U EISENVESERS J‘:e Four
Horsemep;s' an obvioUs reference
to the four horsemen of the
Book of Revelation.

Itis now the name of a CD you can
purchase ffom'Richard Dawkins*
webSite as well as the
glitle’ofia bOOk.
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DiscussioNs wiTH
Ricuarp Dawkins

I . L\.J-—""‘

EPISODE ONE

THE

FOUR HORSEMEN

DANIEL C. DENNETT
ISTOPHER HITCHENS

THE FOUR

HORSEMEN

FOREWORD BY STEPHEN FRY

A

L g e AMA.
~M#LMA)* 3
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What Is the
" Academic
Atheism?

is more or lessimylown'forithe
purpose of this course.

1/20/2026

36



1/20/2026

Acgiemic Atheism depends

much more onacademicr

philosophy than does either
Popular Atheism) or:
theilNew;Atheism:.
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Perhaps it is not surprising that
there are different \views on
whether or how there is any

relevance for the arguments: for

the existence of God.

It might be surprising to some,
however, that the different views
do not'fall along the lines of
theists and non-theists.
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In combining the options of
theists and non-theists together
with the options of relevant and
irrelevant we getthese results:

~ non-ilheists/ nheistst/
Irrelevant Iirelevant

non-Theists /
Relevant

39



non-Theists

Irrelevant

linguistically/meaninglesst

(Eudwig Wittgenstein: A- J. Ayer; Kai'Nielsen)

Relevant

LUDWIG
WITTGENSTEIN

TRAGTATUS
LOGIGO-
PHILOSOPHICUS

1/20/2026

40



1/20/2026

Philosophical
1vestigations
Investigation

Lud\ ‘ e

WighWittgensteins

4 e

(1*889@51) 2%
X

AN
\
l' o) g.‘_‘, A

Ludwig Wittgenstein
The Bluc and Brown Books

Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical investigatioms’
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Ludwig Wittgenstein
ON CERTAINTY

Edited by G.E.M. Anscombe
& G.H.von Wright

Lu&vg‘Wlttgensteln\, g
W (1'8895l1951
N

LFANGUALGE
TRIUTH E
LOGIDC

P Alfired JUIESYAYE
. W191o-1;9.89)
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Kai Nielsen

ATHEISM
&
PHILOSOPHY

With ¢ New Preface by the Author

Irrelevant

philesephicalidoctrinesiareionly. psychologically calsed.

(David Hume)

non-Theists

Relevant
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DAVID HUME
ENQUIRIES

CONCERNING
HUMAN UNDERSTANDING
AND CONCERNING THE
PRINCIPLES OF MORALS

Reprinted from the
1777 edition
with Introduction and
Analytical Index by
L. A, Selby-Bigge

THIRD EDITION
ioith text revised
and motes by
P. H. Nidditch

OPEN Unwﬁgﬁ' SET BOOK Da'[ld H ume
‘ (fr1-1776)

CRITIQUE
OF PURE
REASON

NORMAN KEMP SMITH _ Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804)




non-Theists

1/20/2026

Irrelevant
EOGICAL POSITIVISTTS

Argumentsiareimetaphysicallyion
linguistically/meaningless:

(LudwigWittgenstein: A- J. Ayer; Kai'Nielsen)
SKEPTICS

Argumentsianelepistemologicallylimpossibletimportant
philesophicalldoctiinesiarelonlyipsychologicallyicaused:

(David'Hume)

EVIRENTIALSTS

[Arguimentsiareetstiictiipioefsibuibild
& eumulEiive cese e (elism.

(Willtein Lene Crefiey Rishene Swinlbuiie)

Relevant

RICHARD SWINBURNE

THE EXISTENCE
OF GOD

hb
CLARENDON PAPERBACKS
il
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non-Theists

Cosmological
Argument

&
WILLIAM LANE CRAIG \William«2ane Craig

Irrelevant

linguistically/meaningless:

(Eudwig\Wittgenstein; - Ayer: KailNielsen)

Arguments: logicallylimp
philesephicalidoctrinestaneionly psychal

(David Hume)

EVIDIENTIALISTS
AigumentslarelnoystictypioofsibuibUild
alclimulativelcaselfotheismy

(WiliamEanelCraigARchatdiSWinbUine)

EOMISTS
AreummEhis el clemensireions. Thielsm i csebishedk

(Temes Asuines; Sicnne Effisemn; Jesepln Owemns;
INoimaniGeisleriEdwardiFeser)

Relevant

1/20/2026
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Cmpn Englis h
Edition in 5 Volum

ST, THOMAS
AQUINAS
SUMMA THEOLOGICA

-~

ThomasAqtﬂ;las
(1225-1244)7%
g ¢

£
-

£ Thomas Aqumas
(1225-1-2-7-4?)7’?
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Thomas Aquinas
On being and

essence
S
.
Translated by |1:ﬁ i N
Armand Maurer % € Thomas Aquinas

(1225-1 2;74.)??'
- 2

GAVEN KERR, OP
Aquinas’s Way to God

I'he Proofin De Ente ¢t Essentia

Gaven Kerr
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Being and Some
Philosophers

ETIENNE GILSON

PIMS _ _
Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

BAKER s

RHEREACE LBRARY

Norman L. Geisler
(1932-2019)4
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non-Theists

1/20/2026

AR A G B BUE 58 E

e L T

P'R.O QOFE.S

OF THE EXISTENCE

/

Irrelevant

Argumentsfane tsiareirelatively; clylunne

linguistically/meaningless: o i " Religionlis
primarily:experientialland'non-propoesitional:

(EudwigWittgenstein; At JAyeriKailNielsen) (Saren Kierkegaard)

Argum‘é’ht"s'are ep| logically, pOSS'”i'b'_I_e'..--Im'pc')rtént'
philesephicalidactrinesianeionly/psychologically/caused:

(David Hume)

EVIDIENTIALISTS
IAigUmen slarelnogstiictiyipioefSibubuild
alclimulativelcaselfotheismy

(Wiliam[EanelCraigiRichardiSwinbuine)

MHOMIS|IES]
AemEhts £ cemenstiEiions. Theism fs esElblisheel.

(Temes Asuines; Sicnne Effisemn; Jesepln Owemns;
INoimaniGeisleriEdwardiFeser)

Relevant
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Thomistic Existentialism

8('Cosmological Rcasoning

JOHN E. X. KNASAS

e I T 7
__peotis
passiones

Ens sensibile

/l}tlgl-qlu-;lY/H'[m’(Yi/( ( /m/«/ntim, et queasi /m/ﬂtmli'nf ¢

dtraverunt i cognitionen veritatis

CONCLUDING
UNSCIENTIFIC
POSTSCRIPT TO
PHILOSOPHICAL
FRAGMENTS

Edi! ed by

Howard V. Hong and
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Phi losophl/
of

Religion

ey
oy

John H. Hick

FOUNI iS5 HIL

A

L (1628%1662) ks

"

G 1.0 Enui usd
PENSEES

M.PASCAL
SUR LA RELIGION
ET SUR QUELQUES
AUTRES SUJETS,

Qud ont efié trowvées apres fumors
parmy [us papiers.

A PARIS,

Chez Guirtaumt Diasrraz,
ruE Saint Jacques , & Saint Profper,

M. DC. LXX.
Avee Privilege & Apprebation,

1/20/2026
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Tue DEFENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS

VaNnTiL

Irrelevant

Argumentsiareimetaphysicallyon

linguistically/meaningless:
primarily:experientialland'non-propoesitional:

(EudwigWittgenstein; At JAyeriKailNielsen) (Saren Kierkegaard)

Argum‘ent's arne 'e'plste'mo-llo_git:ally impossibledimportant

philesephicalidactrinesianeionly/psychologically/caused:

faithlis primany/(BlaiselRascal);jorGadiis transcendentally;
fanguedt (CornneliusiVan TiliGreg L Bahnsen):

EVIDIENAVALISTS
IAigUmen slarelnogstiictiyipioefSibubuild
alctmulativeleaselfortheiSmA

(Wiliam[EanelCraigiRichardiSwinbuine)

EHOMISIES
elE elenensiiiions: Thcknm i csitliished:

(Temes Asuines; Sicnne Effisemn; Jesepln Owemns;
INcimaniGeisIe| Edwatdizesen)

(David'Hume)
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Relevant
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non-Theists

1/20/2026

Irrelevant

EOGICALPOSIMIVISTES

Argumentsiareimetaphysicallyion
linguistically/meaningless:

(LudwigWittgenstein: A- J. Ayer; Kai'Nielsen)
SKEPTICS

Argumentsianelepistemologicallylimpossibletimportant

philesophicalldoctiinesiarelonlyipsychologicallyicaused:

(David'Hume)

AGNOSIIICS

Not{alllofithe evidencelislin:heism mayibe
establishediwith further proof:

(RoebertiJastrow; Anthony Kenny)

EXISHENITIALISIES
ArgumentsiareirelativelylonentirelylinnecessaryAliheyihave
littlettolnothingitoldeiwithireligion® Religionlis
primarily'experientialland' nen-propoesitional:
(SENEICEE]C)

EIDEISISI/\PRESURPPOSITIONALISTES
ArgumentsicannotiestablishireligiouskfinstiprinciplestReligion
isinotipropesitionali(Yehnikick);orreligionlisipropesitional but

faithlis' primarny/(BlaiselRascal); oriGadiis transcendentally;
fanguedt (CornneliusiVan TiliGreg L Bahnsen):

EVIRENTIALSTS
nettstiictlyjproefsibtgbuild
afcimUlativeleaselfotheism?

(VAR et Cietop Rl Swibulie)

EHOMISIES
ATUMESRS £ CemenstiEions: Theism s ceEbiisheek

(UTemes Acuines; Elicnms Eksen; Joseph Onens;
INermaniGeisler| Edwardifeser);

ReIeVant

X

Robert Jééfrew
(1925-2008)

AND THE e
ASTRONOMERS
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non-Theists
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Irrelevant

EOGICALPOSIMIVISTES

Argumentsiareimetaphysicallyion
linguistically/meaningless:

(LudwigWittgenstein: A- J. Ayer; Kai'Nielsen)
SKEPTICS

Argumentsianelepistemologicallylimpossibletimportant

philesophicalldoctiinesiarelonlyipsychologicallyicaused:

(David'Hume)

AGNOSTICS

Not{alllofithe evidencelislin:heism mayibe
establishediwith further proof:

(Robert Jastrow; Anthony Kenny)

ATHEISTIS
Argumentsisurfacelimporntantiphilosephicallissuest
The evidence proves atheism:

(U5 L2 Mackie; early’Antony/Elew: Michael'Scriven)
Theodore Drange: Michael Martin)

DSENIANLS S
Argumentsiarelrelativelylorentirelylunnecessarny liheyihave
littlettolnothingitoldeiwithireligion® Religionlis
primarily'experientialland' nen-propoesitional:
(SENEICEE]C)

EIDE U (0)
ArgumentsicannotiestablishireligiouskfinstiprinciplestReligion
isinotipropesitionali(Yehnikick);orreligionlisipropesitional but

faithlis' primarny/(BlaiselRascal); oriGadiis transcendentally;
fanguedt (CornneliusiVan TiliGreg L Bahnsen):

EVIRENTIALSTS

IATgimentslarelnetfstiictiyiniecfsibuilbdild
[alcumulativelcaseliomtheismA

(VAR et Cietop Rl Swibulie)

iHOMISIES
arefdemonstrationsHiiheismlislestablished!

(UTemes Acuines; Elicnms Eksen; Joseph Onens;
INermaniGeisler| Edwardifeser);

Relevant

J.L.Mackie

THE
MIRACLE
OF
THEISM

Arguments for
and against the
Existence of

God
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ETHICS

INVENTING
RIGHT AND WRONG

J.L. MACKIE @

ANTONY FLEW

A CRITICAL
ENQUIRY

56
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THERE IS #p coD

How the world’s
most notorious atheist

changed his mingd

ANTONY FLEW

BRI
i N
R e O 1 ST

e sl

Primary
Philosophy
Michael
Scriven

Mic

h el Scff‘ e{m |
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two arguments
for the
nonexistence
of Cod

J\@nbe lie
~ &EVIL

Theodore M. Drange
| THEODORE M. DRANGE |

AT-HEISM

A Philosophical Justification

. ——

.

MICHAEIL MARTIN Mlc*ael Martin

(1932-2015)

58



(2]
e
Ig

()
i
=

c

o)

c

Irrelevant

LEGICAL POSITIVISTS

Argumes are. metaphysically on
linguistics:"vimeaningless.

(Ludwig Wittgenstein; A:x. Ayer: Kai Nielsen)
SKEPRTICSH

Arguments are epistemologically/impossit:=... 'mport
philosophical dactiines are only, psychological,

(David Hume)

AGNOSTICS

Not'all'of the evidence!isiin. Theism may.be
established with further proof.

(Robert Jastrow; Anthony Kenny)

ATHEISTS
Argumentsisurface important'philosephicallissues:
Tihe evidence proves atheism.

(J- L. Mackie; early Antony Flew; Michael Scriven,
Theodore Drange; Michael Martin)

EXISTENTIALISITIS
Arguments arelrelatively orentirelyunnecessarny: hey have
little'to nothingte de with religion: Religionlis
primarily. experiential'and non-propositional.
(Seren Kierkegaard)

EIDEISTIS'//PRESUPPOSITIONALISTIS
Argumentsicannotiestablishireligiousifirst principles: Religion
isinot propositional  (John' Hick); orreligion'is' propositional but

faith'isiprimarny. (Blaise Pascal), or God is transcendentally;
AN AAME A Al AN ST A SRS hneam)

[Aigimentstarelnogstictiyipicofsibutbuill
lalcumulativelcaselfor@theisms

diSwinbunne

HOMISITS
ArgimentsfarefdemonstrationsMlheismiisiestablisheds

Etienne]Gilson:iiosephl®@Wens]

[FESEN)

Relevant

1990

Rational Justification
of Belief'in God

With a new Preface by the author

ALVIN PLANTINGA

1/20/2026
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Warranted

§ 3K
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