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Formal arguments are called
formal” precisely because our
analysis of'them focuses on the
“form™ or "structure” of the
argument, not'the’contents of
' the premises of the argument.

When analyzing formal
arguments, what matters is how.
the premises of the argument
relate to the conclusion.




In formal logic, there are strict
rules governing these
relationships.

When any of these rules are
broken, the argument is said to
be invalid; having.committed a

formal fallacy.
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Formal fallacies |Minformal fallacies

stem from an error arise almost

reqgarding thesform | exclusively from the

or structure’of the relationship of the
argument content of the

irrespectiverof the premises to the
content of the contextiwithin which
premises. the argument is
advanced.

1. ;’he Sl;,n l; SI)I(Tty miles e
rom, the Earth. _ Premises

2. Light travels: at sixty’ Elre rue,
VIPH.
3 Tiherefore! ititakes the

‘ lighttone hour'to W Cconclusion
W Nget from the Sun heso [be

to the Earth. it
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Because informal. fallacies arise
from the relationship of the
content ofithe argument to the
context of the argument, the same
informal structure.inia different
context might not'give rise to an
informal fallacy:

e-‘i

Someébbservatlonsa

formal Fallac:es
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If x is bigger than y and
y is bigger'than z then
X is biggerithan z.

V(x) V(y) Vi(z) ((BxyelByz) S Bxz))
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If x is the. mother of y and
y is the'mother'of z then
x is the motherof z.

V(x) V(y) V() ((BxyelByz) S Bxz))
V(x) V(y) V(z) ((Mxy's Myz) S Mxz))




Beware! of the
"MEd SChpOIH

Make sure it
actually is
a fallacy.
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There's nothing
necessarily wrong
with someone
using passion and
emotion in
conveying his
views and
arguments.

The fallacy occurs

when the emotions

seek to serve as a
surrogate for
evidence and

reason.
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Is an appealﬁto plty a/IIIacy




Not every appeal

to an authority is

% an appeal to
SN\ authority fallacy.

argument

fallacy. <. ..
g
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Note, further, that there
is a differencerbetween
truth and credibility.

In other words,
there is a
difference

between whether
a claim is true ...
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2. .and whether
the person
making the claim
is credible.

l".

Thus, while is it true that certain
facts about the person do not .
necessarily make the person's

claims false, it may be that certain
. facts about the person would make
‘ it unreasonable to trust him.
’ r
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N

Given this; do youithinik lt-could ever'be
- reasonablefor someene{o believe
> somethmg thatlsfalse’?
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“Brilliant people
UELCRUIR CLES
brilliantly."

Norman L. Geisler

e
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Y@u ca’ il this Il Ilacy when
Y OURalGUES QIR OUr own
FoesItion (or against your

g_s_j_of the¥marinerlife;

ariablyzany.life that is
e/ther~ o small-oritoo large
will-not:be caught.in_the net.
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B e Vi ce o God

CEUSIS theyrare be/ng

presuppos/t/on that all reality:
= s physical.

What sense would. it
make for someone: to
insist that there are

20
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“I believe that anything
that has been reported
reliably — anything —
can be interpreted
scientifically within
the framework of
modern science."

Can Atkms
statement "be

interpreted 8

C|ent|f|cally

“l believe that anything
that has been reported
reliably — anything —
can be interpreted
scientifically within
the framework of.
modern science."
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It would seemjeone
could interpret any
statement within
any framework:
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“I believe that anything
that has been reported
reliably — anything —
can be interpreted
scientifically within
the framework of
modern science."

Can Atkins;
statement “be

CORRECTLY"
interpreted

SC|ent|f|ca‘IIy

“I believe that anything
that has been reported
reliably — anything —
can be interpreted
scientifically within
the framework of
modern science."
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John Shook

Director of Education and Senior Research
Fellow at the,Centegfor inquiryAlransnational,
AmherstyNYS

"Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility
for elaborating a
comprehensive and coherent
worldview based on
experience, reason, and
science, and for defending
science’s exclusive right to
explore and theorize about all
of jty.

A
-

John Shoold
Director of Education and Senier Research
Fellow at the, Cente‘r‘fbr inquirySliransnational,
‘AmherstyNYd

"Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility
for elaborating a
comprehensive and coherent
worldview based on
experience, reason, and
science, and for defending
science’s exclusive right to
explore and theorize about all
of reality.”

["The Need for Naturalism in a Scientific Age”
https://centerforinquiry.org/blog/the_need_for_naturalism_in_a_scientific
_age/, accessed 07/25/23, emphasis added]

ISESheekssEStatentel
a part of realltty?

hen, wihet seientic
methodicolldiouessibiyibe
used fio prove ihet Shealks

Ewinkstatemeniskver4

STkl
SheekssEsitatemeindiSEa;
Rhile'sephicalfstatenent
not a seientlic onel
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A. J. Ayer
(1910-1989)

A. J. Ayer
(1910-1989)
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IRUTHE
LOGIC

“"We mean also to
rule out the
supposition that
philosophy can be
ranged alongside the
existing sciences, as
a special department
of speculative
knowledge."

24



A. J. Ayer
(1910-1989)
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"There is no field of
experience which

cannot, in principle,
be brought under

some form of

scientific law, and no
type of speculative

knowledge about the
world which it is, in

principle, beyond the
power of science to

give.”

[A. J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (New York:
Dover Publications, 1952), p. 48]
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w Genetic'Rallacy <

You commit this fallacy:when you imply
or argue that'your oppenent's position
Is false because of some questionable
aspect about thererigim of the
opponent's belier.
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' "I humbly submit that
if all of us in this
room had been born
in Tibet, probably a
lot of us would be
Buddhist. | think the
chance is pretty
good.

"And | also think
we'd hold on to that
Buddhist philosophy
with all the passion
that some of us
might hold on to our
Christian ideals.”
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J X = -
! 3 -

m” Re U T8, S\
SWhat lf itwas true that if you had been
- born in Tibet. you'd be a Buddﬁ‘st? '

B
S hasanothmg\ to'do with

“ whetfer Buddhism is true or, that.
Chnstlamty IS false |

-

Mat if it'v was true that if you had been
=~ born in Tibet, you'd be a Budd@»‘st’) '

Thisyclaim* ls‘}gqtentlally
* self-refuting.
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I.cotild counter by saying_ that -
thelonly: n‘eason» Dan Brown ot
believesithat if all'of them in the

- room had.been bom m sbet :

probably aclot: ofﬁ‘hem would be

Buddhist is because ofiwhere-

Dan; Brown wai born.

Fallacy of:
Composition/
Fa I%y of

DlVlSlon
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« Fallacy of Composition/Division=<
You commit the fallacyiof composition
when you illicitly.apply the
characteristics of the parts to the whole.

ﬂOOf S Squ\a@-ﬁ
therefore the

fle@r lSquuare LIS

S
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« Fallacy of Compaosition/Division=<

You commit the fallacy of division when
you illicitly apply the characteristics of

the whole to the parts.

Theiflooris
SeUERD,
thereforele
tileYofathe¥loor
IS SOIYEIRS

31



1/2/2025

The mostteemmon first
name in the*world is
Méhammad.

The most.common.surname
In the world'is
Chang.

Does it follow that the
most common full name
in the world is
Muhammad Chang?

32



1. Fifty-five percentiof Ole Miss
graduates are female.

2. Richard. is an Ole Miss graduate.

Therefore, Richard'is fifty-five
percent female.

ButSwiratfab otitgtiSy

EachitileXonkthexfloorisAvhite?
theretorelthellcodisivhite?
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"But, whaf

Each tile onathe;foer
wooden, th erefore?tla.he

floor is wooden,gm

e

/s
3

Is thls a fallacy’?

Everythmg in the. umversefls“'-""?-*
| caused thereforej_.t_
unlverse is caus e"' f
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Fallacies'of
.
Generalization

« Fallacy of’/Accident <

(dicto simpliciter)

You commit this fallacy.when you illicitly
apply a legitimate generalization to a
specific (accidental)iexeeption.
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BilidskilyAReEnguinsiare birds:
lheneioreipenguins fly.
Y - Y- | _—

giihererorewhateveidy oUMss
Wemt meEn © clo { e, o

else o e, for dnis s
e [Lewy el @e

Bliophetsis

Wetdhew 7:12
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Frank: "The median age
of death for
lesbians is 45."

Lesbian Critic: "I'm 54!"

. "" " . "
Q Frank: "Median!

Frank Turek :

4

-y

« ConverseAccident <
(Hasty: Generalization)

You commit this fallacy,when you make
an llicit generalization"about a group
based on too few:samples from
that group.

1/2/2025
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- ConverseAccident <
(Hasty: Generalization)

This also called stereotyping
or bigotry.
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seek to refute the weakest
your opponent's views ...

Whereas with special p
element or represe

... in' the straw man
fallacy, you
misrepresent your
opponent'’s position,

making it considerably
weaker than his real
position, and then
refute the
misrepresentation.
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How an
Evangelical
Preacher Became
One of America’s
Leading Atheists

Barkcr

vard kins

"Everything had a
cause, and every.
cause is the effect of a
previous cause.
Something must have
started it all. God ... is
theleternal first.cause
... the creator and
sustainer. of the
universe.

1/2/2025
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“The major premise of
this argument
‘everything had a
cause,’is contradicted
by the conclusion that
'‘God did not have a
cause.' You can't have
it both ways. If
everything had to have
a cause, then there
could not be afirst
cause.“

[Dan Barker, Godless: How an Evangelical' Preacher
Became One of America's Leading Atheists
(Berkeley: Ulysses Press, 2008), 113-114]

“The old cosmological
argument claimed that
since everything has a
cause, there must be a
first cause, an
‘'unmoyved first mover.*
Today. no. theistic
philosophers defend
that primitive line
because if everything
needs a cause; SO
does God.“

[Dan Barker, Godless, 130]
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Gordon Stein’
(1941-1996)
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"l want to quickly go over some of the eleven
major proofs. They have been 900 years in the
formulation, and during this 900 years, this is what
people have basically come up with. ... Everything
must have a cause, therefore the universe must
have a cause, and that cause was God. God was
the first or uncaused cause. ... This leads to a real
logical bind for the theist, because, if everything
must have a cause, then God must have a cause.
If God had a cause, he cannot be the first or
uncaused cause. If God did not have a cause,
then not everything must have a cause. If not
everything needs a cause, then perhaps the
universe doesn't need a cause. Thus, there is a
logical bind and the proof fails.”

[The Great Debate: Does God Exist? Greg L. Bahnsen and Gordon Stein,
University of California, Irvine, 1985]

ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST
GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

42



John Shook

Director of Education and Senior Research
Fellow at the,Centerfor inquiryalransnational,
AmherstaNYd

1/2/2025

“Every existing thing has
a cause, and every cause
must be caused by a prior
cause, which in turn must
be caused by a still prior
cause, and so on, until we
reach one of two
conclusions: (a) either we
have an endless chain of
causes—an infinite
regress, or (b) there exists
a first cause, a being that
does not require a causal
explanation.

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against
God, (Buffalo: Prometheus, 1979), 236]

"Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility
for elaborating a
comprehensive and coherent
worldview based on
experience, reason, and
science, and for defending
science’s exclusive right to
explore and theorize about all
of reality.”

["The Need for Naturalism in a Scientific Age”
https://centerforinquiry.org/blog/the_need_for_naturalism_in_a_scientific
_age/, accessed 06/13/22, emphasis added]
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Letter
to a
Christian
Nation
"SAM HARRIS:

THE END OF FAITH

"Everything that
exists has a cause;
space and time exist;
space and time must,
therefore, have been
caused by something
that stands outside of:

space and time, and
the only thing that
transcends space and
time, and yet retains
the power to create,
is God.*

[Sam Harris, Lettertoia Christian: Nation' (New;
York: Vintage Books, 2008), 72]

1/2/2025
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BREAKING

THE
SPEL

DANIEL C. DENNETT

awthar of Dharwia's Dangerous ldea

W)

“The Cosmological
Argument, which in
its simplest form
states that since
everything must have
a cause the universe
must have a cause—
namely, God—
doesn't stay simple
for long.*

[Daniel C. Dennett, Breaking. the Spell, (New. York:
Penguin Group, 2006), 242]
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ERVONE NEEDS TO KNOW”

MICHAEL RUSE

"Again, welfind an
argumentwith
somewhat different
forms, but for'our
purposes, it is.enough
to focus on the central
inference. Everything
has a cause. There
mustithereforerbe a
cause of the world.
This is, or we. call this,
God.”

[Michael Ruse, Atheism: What Everyone Needs to
Know (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 88-89]

1/2/2025
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“The second objection to
the cosmological argument
IS that its conelusion is
contradicted by its premise.
To illustrate, Aquinas insists
that every event must have
a cause. But if this is so,
why stop with God? The
notion of an uncaused
cause seems to contradict
the assumption that
everything has a cause.”

[Manuel Velasquez, Philosophy: A Text with
Readings (Belmont: Wadsworth,2002), 288]

1/2/2025
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Eirstyeven Aqumas arnqued,
thatsievehdevent musthavela
C dGodlistnotan event:
. Seeend inkhis
ImiScenSUNgIoRAqUINas:s
argument lhelillicitlyishifts

@M@W@lﬁﬁlfzﬁw@?
@{m@ﬂ@m{é
equivalengiorsayngiiiat
evenythinglhasialcatses

An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religio

“The second objection to
the cosmological argument
IS that its conelusion is
contradicted by its premise.
To illustrate, Aquinas insists
that every event must have
a cause. But if this is so,
why stop with God? The
notion of an uncaused
cause seems to'contradict
the assumption that
everything has a cause.”

[Manuel Velasquez, Philosophy: A Text with
Readings (Belmont: Wadsworth, 2002), 288]

Robin’Le Poidevin

Z
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“In'this' chapter we shall look at
three versions of the
cosmological argument. The
first | shall call the basic
cosmological argument,
because the other two are
modifications of it. It goes as
follows. ... 1. Anything that
exists has a cause of its
existence. 2. Nothing can be
the cause of its own existence.
The universe exists. Therefore:
The universe has a cause of its
existence which lies outside
the universe."

[Robin Le Poidevin, Arguing for Atheism: An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion (London:
Routledge, 1996), 4, emphasis.in original]

"Although no' one
has defended a
cosmological
argument of
precisely this form, it
provides a useful
Stepping-stone to the
other, more
sophisticated
versions."

[Robin Le Poidevin, Arguing for Atheism: An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion (London:
Routledge, 1996), 4]

Robin"Le Poidevin

g |

Robin’Le Poidevin

g |

-

-
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Greg Bahnsen

f

Van Tils

APOLOGETIC

"How should we
understand the
fundamental premise in the
cosmological argument
‘Everything has a cause’ (or
‘Every object has an origin,’
or, better, 'Every event has
a cause’)? If this is taken as
a universal metaphysical
principle ... then the
embarrassing conclusion
reached by the apologist
would be that God too has
a cause or origin.*

[\Van Til'stApologetic: Readings andlAnalysis
(Phillipsburg: P&R,1998), 617-618, emphasis.in
original]
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, 2 ; there)iSyne
efgany argument foritheiexistencelof that
SENS kX!
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ONENERSION says that whatever E’_ mO EXIST
mustihave a cause:

Cosmological |
Argument

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG

52
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en S : ONTINGENT
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"No respectable
theologian or theistic
philosopher has ever

made the claim,

‘everything has a cause.’
Yet various new atheists
have proceeded to attack
that straw man of their
own making.

GAVEN KERR, OP
Aquinas’s Way to God

I'he Proofin De Ente ¢t Essentia

Jeffrey Jay Lowder

1/2/2025
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"l remember, when reading
The God Delusion by
Richard Dawkins, where he
attacked that straw man
and cringing. There are
many different cosmological
arguments for God's
existence and none of them
rely upon the stupid claim,
‘everything has a cause."

[http://www.patheos.com/blogs/secularoutpost/2014/02/17/feser-insults-
readers-of-www-infidels-org/#comment-1248907824, accessed
02/06/21. This article has apparently been taken down from Patheos.]

1/2/2025
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Burden of proof
has to do wiith
decldling wiho bears
the sole or greatest
obligetion to prove
hils position.

Burden of proof is
not a fallacy as
such. [However,

sometimes one camn
try to lllicltly shift
the burden onto his

opponent.

1/2/2025
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Decldling wiho
bears any buirdemn
of proor (one slde

or the other or both
together) depends
on the lssue being
debatech
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1948-1995

“There is no atheistic
worldview. Let's
clear about that
Atheism is simply;
the absence of:belief
in God.*

[Debate between George H. Smith and Greg/Bahnsen]s

58



EXI

The Debate between Theists & Atheists
JP MORELAND AND
KAI NIELSEN

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

"Aijter@ll, ‘atheism’
means' simply the
Ié;(‘é:k@f belief in

God (and no_’t, as is

commonly

suppose&‘,'the

denial of God's
existence)s

[WNRAVorelandland KailNielsen!Does GodlExista
yihes {Bebatel(NashvillesnomasiNelSen
BUblishiersi990) M i7olrepublishediasiPoesiGod,
IEXist2NlihelDebatel Betweenlliheistsiand/Atheists
Rrometheus!Books)M993)i79]
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What Is

ATHEISM?

A
Short
Introduction

DOUGLAS
E. KRUEGER

"The term 'atheism’ is
from theGreek atheos.
;he prefix; ‘af means
‘without¥andithelGreek
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 therelis a god."

[Douglas E. Krueger, Whatlis'/Atheism? A Short
Introduction (Amherst: Prometheus, 1998), 17]
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Notice that Krueger "The term ‘atheismiis
moves from the aloha from the Greekiatheos!
P The prefix ‘a* means

@@Q Df\ﬁ:ﬁf:> ‘without," and the Greek;

would mean Witieut goel’ theos meansi'god,so;

atheism means'simply,

4 %@ﬁ% ‘being without god."

to the alpha negatmg the Theism assertsithat
ESSEAEM means there is a god) sol

the absence o atheism is the view;
does not assert

assertion of godiinstead that there is a gods
Of the absence Of gOd). [Douglas E. Krueger, Whatis Atheisma/AlShor

Introduction (Amher: t Prometheu 1998) 17]

. T B - -
F ¢ Q< an ]

@ 05-3 ﬁ?@ﬁ@: \
it
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~ Howan

Evangelical
Preacher Became
One of America’s
Leading Atheists

“Theists claim that
there is'a'god;
atheists do'not. ...
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]
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whileXatheists do notihave)
Istchfalbelief. Many'theists
insist that it is the
responsibility of thelatheist
toJofferdevidence justifying
hislack:of belief.in
Butlisithe theist's demand,
rational?MMusttherfatheist
justify hisllacklof beliefin
God? Or doesithe burden
rest with the theist?"

[B. C. Johnson, The Atheist Debater's Handbook (Buffalo:
Prometheus Books, 1983): 11]

1/2/2025

The =
Atheist
‘Debater’s
Handbook _

by B. C. Jtihnﬁm;

The -
Atheist
‘Debater’s
Handbook

by B. C. Jtihnﬁm;
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First, some atheists
are using verbal
slight of hand when
they define atheism.

1/2/2025
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ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST
GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

"As used throughout
this book, ‘theism’
signifies the belief in
any god or number of
gods. The prefix ‘a’
means ‘without,’ 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]

1/2/2025
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Granted that the suffix "ism"
constitutes ajbelief system,
Smith stilljilllicitly has the

negationkxas
"belief" ramer than negating
"G__Od-"
ThusSrather than
"no belief i alGod"
it should be
albelieilinfro)coun

"\

1/2/2025

"As used throughout
this book; theism/
signifies'the belief in
any god or number of
gods’ The prefix‘a’
means without,' so
the term ‘a-theism'
literally means
‘without theism,’ or
without beliefin a
god or gods."”

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

Second, this
definition
conflicts with
the standard
academic
definition of:
atheism.
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"According to the most
usual definition, an
‘atheist’ is a person
who maintains that

there is no God, that s,

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.]

"[AJtheism is not to be
identified with sheer
unbelief.... A child who
has received no
religious instruction. ..:
is not an atheist—for
he is not denying any.
theistic claims.*

[Ernest Nagel, "Philosophical Concepts of Atheism*" in Critiques of God:
Making the Case Against Belief in God, Peter A. Angeles, ed. pp. 4-5]

1/2/2025

67



1/2/2025

"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.
on 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.
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o “Other people like to say that
atheism is just lacking the
belief that God exists which
B Jumps together ... the class of
' agnostics with the class of
atheists; if you define it that
way, which I don't like.*
[Gramham ©ppy.vs. Ben Arbour; “The Ontological Argument on

Capturing Christianity, You Tube video
https://www.youtube.com/watch?2v=udxfuPgg4TyY, @1:05:20, accessed

06/13/22]

Third, this
definition
entails an
absurdity if not
an outright
contradiction.
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Ca tegory ,
MIS take

« CategoryMistake <

You commit this fallacy:when you illicitly
mix or croSS'categoriesior ascribe an
attribute or property'to a thing or
concept which' could-netpessibly have
that attribute or'property.
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Wihex: time (s i
_om Sun?”

“How long caniyou survive
stranded at sea

without drinkable water?”
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"How long caniyou survive
stranded at sea

for about two' weeks?"”

Bewears o cerain
now" questions.

-

Holl 2
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THE CASE
AGAINST

GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

The Skep

THE ARGUMENTS FOR GOD

Assuming for the moment that the universe requires a causal
explanation, does the positing of a first cause provide us with
that explanation? How does the concept of god function as an
explanatory concept in this instance? A supernatural first cause,
a god, supposedly caused the universe to exist. Consider the
nature of this “explanation.” Does it provide one with a con-
ceptual grasp of the issue being considered? Does it provide a
causal explanation in any meaningful sensc? No, it does not.

To posit god as the cause of the universe still leaves two
crucial questions unanswered: What caused the universe? How
did it cause the universe? To say that a god is responsible for
the existence of the universe is vacuous without knowledge of
god’s nature and the method used in creating existence. If god is
to serve as a causal explanation, we must have knowledge of
god’s attributes by virtue of which he has the capacity to create
matter from nonexistence, and knowledge of the causal process
involved in creation, by virtue of which god is designated as a
cause.

If, as the theist asserts, the existence of the universe requires
a causal explanation, the positing of a transcendent first cause
or god does not provide us with this explanation. The theist's
solution consists of saying: An unknowable being using un-
knowable methods “caused” the universe to snap into
existence. This, remember, is offered as an explanation, as a
rational solution to an apparent problem. This is supposed to
resolve one’s intellectual doubts about the mystery of existence.

To say that god caused the universe to exist is to argue that
man can never comprehend the existence of the universe. The
theist demands a causal explanation of the universe and then
fails to provide an explanation. Even if a supernatural being did
exist, the “problem” of existence would be as puzzling as
before. After all, how did it create existence from nonexis-
tence? “Somehow” is not an explanation, and “through some
incomprehensible means™ is a poorer explanation stll. The
theist is trapped in a dilemma of his own making—the “mys
rery” of existence—and he must confront an unintelligible
universe

238

THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS

(3) Are the premises of the first-cause argument true? Does
the universe require a causal explanation?

In considering the causal argument as.a whole, one contra-
diction immediately stands out. The first premise of this argu-
ment states that everything must have a cause, and the
conclusion asserts the existence of an uncaused supernarural
being. But if everything must have a cause, how did god become
exempt? Professor John Hospers points out the contradictory
nature of the first-cause argument:

... the causal argument is not merely invalid but
self-contradictory: the conclusion, which says that
something (God) does not have a cause, contradicts
the premise, which says that everything does have a
cause. If that premise is true, the conclusion cannot
be true; and if the conclusion is true, the premise
cannot be. Many people do not at once see this
because they use the argument to get to God, and
then, having arrived where they want to go, they
forget all about the argument .. . if the conclusion
contradicts its own premise, we have the most
damning indictment of an argument that we could
possibly have: that it is sclf-contradictory.2

In The Necessity of Atbeism, David Brooks makes a similar
criticism:

By predicating a First Causc. .. the theist removes
the mystery a stage further back. This First Cause
they assume to be a cause that was not caused and
this First Cause is God. Such a belicf is a logical
absurdity, and is an example of the ancient custom of
creating a mystery to explain a mystery, If everything
must have a cause, then the First Cause must be
caused and therefore: Who made God? To say that
this First Cause always existed is to deny the basic
assumption of this “Theory.” Morcover, if it is rea-
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o Argument from,Ignorance-=

You commit this fallacy:when you illicitly
affirm the truth of something on the
basis of'the lack of evidence to the

contrany;
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"X'must'be the case
since. it'has nottbeen or
cannet be shown that X

IS falsex:

Atheist
Debater’s
Handbook

by B. C. J{i-)hnsun.'
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gnhelatheist neea, The -
demenstrate that'theftheist Atheist

falled tojjustifyghis - Debater’s
Handbook

by B. C. Johnson

The
that many. thingsgatel - Atheist
lnesolif.reasons haye -

offered to suppoeLthe) | Deb atel‘ S

claimythat they are Handb()()k

glVelcan properly.claimito;

by B. C. Johnson
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gEodexample; I|lamtablelte) The . ,‘
claimithat | know. mygtGienal Atheist '

Brank is not att home

precisely. because therelisyne . Deb atel' S
to believe thak Z?D@ ﬁ@ at
cWhereis ne HandhOOk '
gkfliom his house, ﬁ?ﬂ@ '
he 5 usually awake, hlS bed
is empty,'e‘md?so forth.*

[BEE€ Johnson; Handbook: 14=15]

by B. C. Johnson

Note the difference between

an argument from ignorance
EREUERY)

and

an argument fromsilence
(not a fallacy)-
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If someone claims, X is the case
and X would'reasonably lead us
to expect Y, then thelabsence (or
silence) of Y is evidence that X is
not the case:

This is the difference between

"lackiof evidence™
and

"evidence of'lack."
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ympacare evidence
bYeliciaetigo off.
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ETA LINNEMANN

HISTORICAL
CRITICISM

of the Bible

METHODOLOGY
OR
IDEOLOGY?

Reflections of
a Bultmannian
turned evangelical

Translated by Robert W. Yarbrough 1926‘(-20_09-20,0_7“ 4

ETA LINNEMANN

I[STHEREA
SYNOPTIC
PROBLEM?

Rethinking the Literary
Dependence of the First
Three Gospels

Translated by Robert W. Yarbrough
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BIBLICAL
CRITICISM

Eta Linnemanni¥

Robert Yarbrough, trans. (1926 2009) >

. PN

c@ﬂa thel@
Document

céiewtou-rces give not
thetslightesihin@thatsuch
S | V/ X‘ o

SKthETENiS
@ﬂ‘na lost gospe-l
lihEiesis no text-critical
iefelienceito Q. Not
fiagmentfofian
inelvicvel menuserert is
extantss

(=t Unneein, Bibliee] Gk en ikl Eta Linnem an& !
[Hlowy Selemiiite s “Selentiie Ticelogy? (1926-2009) "
(erams Replss: Kregel, 21, 22 R
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LUhat™s a
Dilemma?




A dilemma’is a choice
between two options:

either when bothreptions are desirable
but only one can be chosen ...
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or when both aptiens are less than
desirable and.ene must be chosen.

\'m

A true dilemmasis when there
are only two options.
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A false dilemma is when one
insists there are only two
alternatives, when in fact
there are more than two.
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DO YOU WANT TO DONATE $15
TO FEED STARVING CHILDREN,
OR DO YOU HATE CHILDREN?
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i Now as Jesusgpassed i
|| |by, He:saw a man who'@
il Was blind fra\m(blrth‘ §
And HIS disciples asked %
2 Him, saying"Rabbi, ﬁ
.whoﬁsmned thls man ory

ilig Jesus answered*"
"Nelther thls manoré
| hlsgparen ts’sinmed. ,p‘ht l‘
2 hat the worksof God
«#'should be revealed
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« Argument ofithe Beard <

You commit this fallacy when you
assert that there is no real difference
between the extremes on a continuum.
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hleieletkgedlostinithe middle ground, the
effcontintiousiand gradual shading
peVEEnktneltwerlextremes, and begin to
delibikihelexistencel of real differences
betweensuchiobyvious poles as black and
WhiteMstiongkandhweak, and good and evil.

hefaigliimentiofithe beard fallacy is the
ieVeiselofithelfalse dilemma fallacy.

lheltalseldilemmaldenies the middle and
i€ty henerane only the extremes
Wihelieasitheaigiment of the beard denies
ineyexiiemesyandiillicitly says there is only
tihe middle.
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For example, someone
might claim:

“Stalin was an evil man and
Mr. Rogers was a good man.*

“All saints have some vices and all sinners
have some virtues! Therefore you can
never call one man good and another evil."
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Healnl [He's
cbviously never
been to a GlA or
he'd never have

commlitiecd the
argument o tne
beard fellecy,”
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w Poisoning'the Wells <

You commit this'tallacy when, instead of
answering any'argumentidirectly, you try
(usually in*advancerofthe’arguments) to

unfairly discredit your oppenent as an
unreliable source of information or discredit

his argument as in somerwaly, Suspect.

~i ¥
¢

advance In your
hearer's minds that

your.epponent is
Unreliable, then, no

MR
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ATHEIST: "IS%here anything c?d cannot
A0 Zg88 V

’[I@s teel’lg“g up his knock d 2‘*‘3
argumentagainst God’s omn lpoten
with_his gcan God make ahrock too

heavy for him t@flck up7"]d7'

CHRISTIAN: "Yes. God{e:nnot Ilerand God

cannot do stupid things!"

DAVID HUME
ENQUIRIES

CONCERNING
HUMAN UNDERSTANDING
AND CONCERNING THE

David Hume
(1711-1776)
3i
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"Thejpassion ofisurprise andwoender,
arising from miracles, being an
agreeable,emotion, gives aisensible
tendeney towards the'belief of those
events, from which'it'is derived. And
this goes sa far, that'even those who
cannot enjoy this pleasure
immediately, nor can believe those
miraculous events, of which they are
informed, yet love to partake of the
satisfaction at second-hand or by
rebound, and place a pride in delight
in exciting the admiration of others.
... But if the spirit of religion join itself
to the love of wonder, there is an end
of common sense; and human
testimony, in these circumstances,

loses all pretensions to authority." David Hu'me

Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding, X. (1 71 1 -1 77‘"6!)

~

"Butiif the spirit of
religion join itself to
the love of wonder,
there is an end of
common sense; and
human testimony, in
these circumstances,
loses all pretensions
to authority."

Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding, X. D aVl d H u'fme
(1711-1776):

v
A
~
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P. Z. Myers

Biologist, atheist

P. Z. Myers
Biologist, atheist

Fuz Rana
Biochemist, Christian

"l am kind of a reluctant debater. ...
There are a couple of reasons ....
One reason is that debate is not
how scientists'resolve differences
of opinion.

Second reason: debates never
seem to decide‘gnything. ... This is
kind of a strange format in which to
have this disclssion because we're

not really going to persuade
anybody. ...

And third—here's the big one—
because scientists don't debate. We
never get training in it.
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Seriously, not once in my graduate
or post-doctoral training or in
twenty-five years as a professor
have | ever done a debate in an
academic setting®l haven't even
seen on put on in a science
conference. It just doesn't happen.
... So you'll have to appreciate that
I'm not very good at it."

[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gkHo7sZU6rQ]

P. Z. Myers

Biologist, atheist

P. Z. Myers' emphasis on how much he was not a
debater, that helhadn't studied debate injhis training as
a scientist,;;7and how he had really never: v'vatched
debatesiaims at influencing the expectations
of the audience’™

Once the audience sees how weak Myers' arguments
are and how weak his responses to Fuz Rana's points
are, the audience (perhaps even unconsciously)
attributes these weaknesses to Myers' weak debating
skills and not to how weak the case for Darwinism is.
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i queupfor Power Poim 8|ides_ |

Seventy-elght percent ?f men
in jal| for s*ex crimes

use pornography.
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Special
Pleading

(a-k-a., selectiverevidence)

« Special Pleadingiand Straw Man -

You commit the'special pleading fallacy
when you cast'your oppenent's position
in its worst possiblerlight.and/or ignore
your opponent's strong peints, or cast
your own position in itstbest possible light
' and/or your ignore owmn weak points.
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KARL KEATING

CATHOLICISN
A\
FONDAMENTALISM

THE /ATTACK

ON “ROMANISM”’
BY

“BIBLE CHRISTIANS”

IGNATIUS

“Kenneth E. Hagin,
a Protestant
evangelist, notes
that this
assurance of

salvation comes
through being

‘born again.

[Karl Keating, Catholicism and Fundamentalism: The
Attack on "Romanism" by "Bible Christians.” San
Erancisco: Ignatius, 1988, 165]
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k to refute the weakest
your opponent’s views.
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Religion
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Science flies you to

the moon.

1/2/2025

111



1/2/2025

Religion flies you
into buildings.

Science Is good.
Religion Is bad.

science flies you to

the moon. Religion fljes Jou

into builgin gs.
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But, by selectively employing
the evidence, one could just as
easily argue ...

Religion cares for
the injured, sick,
and hungry.
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Science causes
wide-spread death
and destruction.

and conclude ...
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Religlon is good.
Science (s baadl.

Government protects
the innocent and
establishes justice.
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The private sector

robs and pillages

the innocent and
flouts justice.

and conclude ...
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Covernment is good.
The private sector s bad.

Government protéc

a”u . ® ¥ - . "' ayes
the mnOCem ‘ ~ the lnnnnn..t e

The private sector
contributes to
community
flourishing.

BILL& MELINDA
(GATES foundation
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Government
murders the
innocent.

and conclude ...
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The privete sector s good.
Covernment Is bad.

ntributes to

Thus, depending on
your selection of the
evidence, you
could argue:
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Science Is good.
Religion is bad.

science flies you to

the moon. R_eligio,, flies yoy

into buildings,

Government is geod.
Blivate is bad.

The Private sector

robs_ and pillages

the innocent apng
flouts Justice,

Government protects ¢
the innocent ar_ld
establishes justice-
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Religion Is good.
Science s bad.

Science causes
Wide-spread deatp,
and destructiop,

—_

Religion cares for
the injured, Sick:
and hungry-

Blivate is geod.
Goyennmendisjac

The private sector

(x Government
contributes to «/

; Murders the
community innocent.

flourishing-
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| gave thistname to the illicit
thinking that it iIs'warranted to
dismiss the'pleas of innocence
from arprisonerbyiexclaiming
"They all'say they reximnocent!”

Just becauseritfmight be true that
all (or nearlyzall) prisoners claim
they are inmocent, this does not
follow that nonerofithe prisoners

are actually.innecent.
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Likewise, Justtbecause so many
people (“everyone”) have a
‘testimeny " or “religious
experience," it deestnot follow that
no one's'testimonyais, based
on the truth.
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You the commitithe ad populum, (to
the people) fallacy ' when you: illicitly:
appeal to'the majority opinion as
evidence that anrepinion is true.

ad Euturis
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Also known as an..argument to the
future, you commit this fallacy
when youiillicitly argue for your

position (eragainst your
opponent'siposition)ibased upon
speculation about hew:things might
be different in thexiuture.

- N

“It is interesting how this fine tuning
argument is based on current scientific
knowledge. Unlike religion, however,
science constantly revises its theories
in light of new evidence. That means
that this fine tuning argument is
precariously based on current
scientific knowledge of the laws of
nature involved with the big bang. ... It
can look to us like an incredible
coincidence, but you have to wonder

’ about whether cosmology will make
v/ i d )
4 new discoveries that erase this

John Shool 'coincidence.' "

Director of Education and S€ejior Research
Fe”OW at the Center for inqluiry-TransnationaI, Believers (and Everyone in Between) (Chichester, West Sussex, UK:

John Shook, The God Debates: A 215t Century Guide for Atheists and

Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 140

AmherstaNYe
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