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WHY | BELIEVE I N GOD

You have noticed, haven't you, that in recent tines certain
scientists like Dr. Janes Jeans and Sir Arthur Eddi ngton, as well as
some out standi ng phil osophers Iike Dr. C.E.M Joad, have had a good dea
to say about religion and God? Scientists Jeans and Eddi ngton are ready
to admt that there may be sonething to the clains of men who say they
have had an experience of God, while Phil osopher Joad says that the
"obtrusiveness of evil" has virtually conpelled himto | ook into the
argunent for CGod's existence afresh. Mich |ike nodernist theol ogi an Dr.
Rei nhol d Ni ebuhr who tal ks about original sin, Philosopher Joad speaks
about evil as being ineradicable fromthe human m nd

Then, too, you have on occasi on asked yourself whether death ends

all. You have recall ed, perhaps, how Socrates the great G eek
phi | osopher, struggled with that problemthe day before he drank the
hem ock cup. |Is there anything at all, you ask yourself, to the idea of

a judgnent after death? Am1l quite sure, you say, that there is not?
How do | know that there is no God?

In short, as a person of intelligence, having a sense of
responsibility, you have fromtinme to tinme asked yourself sonme questions
about the foundation of your thought and action. You have | ooked into,
or at |east been concerned about, what the phil osophers call your theory
of reality. So when | suggest that you spend a Sunday afternoon with nme
di scussing ny reasons for believing in God, | have the feeling that you
are basically interested in what | am proposing for discussion

To make our conversation nore interesting, let's start by conparing
notes on our past. That will fit in well with our plan, for the debate
concerning heredity and environment is promnent in our day. Perhaps
you think that the only real reason | have for believing in God is the
fact that | was taught to do so in ny early days. O course | don't
think that is really so. | don't deny that | was taught to believe in
God when | was a child, but I do affirmthat since |I have grown up |
have heard a pretty full statement of the argunent against belief in
God. And it is after having heard that argument that | am nore than
ever ready to believe in God. Now, in fact, | feel that the whol e of
history and civilization would be unintelligible to ne if it were not
for my belief in God. So true is this, that | propose to argue that
unl ess God i s back of everything, you cannot find nmeaning in anything.
| cannot even argue for belief in Hm wi thout already having taken H m
for granted. And simlarly |I contend that you cannot argue agai nst



belief in H munless you also first take Hmfor granted. Arguing about

God's existence, | hold, is Iike arguing about air. You may affirmthat
air exists, and | that it does not. But as we debate the point, we are
both breathing air all the time. O to use another illustration, CGod is

i ke the enplacenment on which nust stand the very guns that are supposed
to shoot H mout of existence. However if, after hearing ny story
briefly, you still think it is all a matter of heredity and environnent,
I shall not disagree too violently. M whole point will be that there
is perfect harnony between ny belief as a child and ny belief as a man
sinmply because CGod is Hi nself the environment by which ny early life was
directed and nmy later life made intelligible to nyself.

THE " ACCI DENT OF BI RTH'

We are frequently told that much in our |ife depends on "the
accident of birth". In ancient tine sone nen were said to spring
full-grown fromthe foreheads of the gods. That, at any rate, is not
true today. Yet | understand the next best thing happened to you. You
were born, | amtold, in Washington, D.C, under the shadow of the White
House. Well, | was born in alittle thatched roof house with a cow barn
attached, in Holland. You wore "silver slippers” and I wore wooden
shoes.

Is this really inportant for our purpose? Not particularly, but it
is inmportant that neither of us was born in Guadal canal or Ti nmbukt u.

Both of us, | nean, were born in the mdst and under the influence of
"Christian civilization." W shall |limt our discussion, then, to the
"God of Christianity.”" | believe, while you do not believe or are not

sure that you do believe, in this particular kind of God. That wll

gi ve point to our discussion. For surely there is no sense in talking
about the existence of God, w thout know ng what kind of God it is who
may or may not exist.

So much then we have gained, W at |east know in general what sort
of God we are going to make the subject for our conversation. |If now we
can come to a simlar prelimnary agreement as to the standard or test
by which to prove or disprove God' s existence, we can proceed. You, of
course, do not expect ne to bring God into the roomhere so that you may
see Hm If | were able to do that, He would not be the God of
Christianity. Al that you expect ne to do is to nmake it reasonable for
you to believe in God. And | should like to respond quickly by saying
that that is just what | amtrying to do. But a nonent's thought nakes
me hesitate. |If you really do not believe in God, then you naturally do
not believe that you are his creature. |, on the other hand, who do
believe in God al so believe, naturally, that whatever you yourself may
think, you really are his creature. And surely it is reasonable for
CGod's creature to believe in God. So I can only undertake to show that,
even if it does not appear reasonable _to_ you, it is reasonable _for_
you, to believe in Cod.

| see you are getting excited. You feel alittle like a man who is
about to undergo a major operation. You realize that if you are to
change your belief about God, you will also have to change your beli ef
about yourself. And you are not quite ready for that. Well, you may
| eave if you desire. | certainly do not wish to be inpolite. 1 only
t hought that as an intelligent person you would be willing to hear the
"ot her side" of the question. And after all, | amnot asking you to



agree with what | say. W have not really agreed on what we nmean by God
nmore than in a general and formal way. So also we need not at this
poi nt agree on the standard or test in nore than a general or fornal

way. You might follow ny argument, just for argument's sake.

CHI LDHOOD
To go on, then, | can recall playing as a child in a sandbox built
into a corner of the hay-barn. Fromthe hay-barn | would go through the
cowbarn to the house. Built into the hay-barn too, but with doors
opening into the cow barn, was a bed for the working-man. How badly I
wanted perm ssion to sleep in that bed for a night! Perm ssion was

finally given. Freud was still utterly unknown to nme, but | had heard
about ghosts and "forerunners of death."”™ That night | heard the cows
jingle their chains. | knew there were cows and that they did a | ot of

jingling with their chains, but after a while I was not quite certain
that it was only the cows that made all the noises | heard. Wasn't

t here soneone wal ki ng down the aisle back of the cows, and wasn't he
approaching ny bed? Already | had been taught to say ny evening
prayers. Sone of the words of that prayer were to this effect: "Lord,
convert nme, that | may be converted." Unm ndful of the paradox,
prayed that prayer that night as | had never prayed before.

I do not recall speaking either to by father or nother about ny
di stress. They woul d have been unable to provide the nodern renedy.

_Psychol ogy_ did not cone to their library table -- not even _The Ladies
Hone Journal ! Yet | know what they would have said. O course there
were no ghosts, and certainly | should not be afraid anyway, since with
body and soul | belonged to ny Savior who died for me on the Cross and

rose again that Hs people mght be saved fromhell and go to heaven! |
shoul d pray earnestly and often that the Holy Spirit mght give me a new
heart so that | mght truly love God instead of sin and nyself.

How do | know that this is the sort of thing they would have told
me? Well, that was the sort of thing they spoke about fromtine to
time. O rather, that was the sort of thing that constituted the
at nosphere of our daily life. Qurs was not in any sense a pietistic
famly. There were not any great enotional outbursts on any occasion
that | recall. There was much ado about meking hay in the summer and
about caring for the cows and sheep in the winter, but round about it
all there was a deep conditioning atnosphere. Though there were no
tropi cal showers of revivals, the relative humdity was al ways very
high. At every nmeal the whole famly was present. There was a cl osing
as well as an opening prayer, and a chapter of the Bible was read each
time. The Bible was read through from Genesis to Revelation. At
breakfast or at dinner, as the case m ght be, we would hear of the New
Testanment, or of "the children of Gad after their famlies, of Zephon
and Haggai and Shuni and Ozni, of Eri and Areli.” | do not claimthat I
al ways fully understood the neaning of it all. Yet of the total effect
there can be no doubt. The Bible became for ne, in all its parts, in
every syllable, the very Wrd of God. | learned that | nust believe the
Scripture story, and that "faith" was a gift of God. What had happened
in the past, and particularly what had happened in the past in

Pal estine, was of the greatest nonent to ne. |In short, | was brought up
in what Dr. Joad would call "topographical and tenporal parochialism"”
I was "conditioned" in the nost thorough fashion. | could not

_help_believing_ in God -- in the God of Christianity -- in the God of



t he whol e Bi bl e!

Living next to the Library of Congress, you were not so restricted.
Your parents were very much enlightened in their religious views. They
read to you fromsone "_Bible of the Wrld " instead of fromthe Bible
of Pal estine. No, indeed, you correct nme, they did no such thing. They
did not want to trouble you about religious matters in your early days.
They sought to cultivate the "open nmind" in their children

Shall we say then that in my early life | was conditioned to believe
in God, while you were left free to devel op your own judgnent as you
pl eased? But that will hardly do. You know as well as | that every
child is conditioned by its environnent. You were as thoroughly
conditioned not_ to believe in God as | was to believe in God. So |et
us not call each other names. |If you want to say that belief was poured
down _ny_ throat, | shall retort by saying that unbelief was poured down
_your _ throat. That will get us set for our argunent.

EARLY SCHOOLI NG

To the argunent we nust now shortly cone. Just another word,
however, about ny schooling. That will bring all the factors into the
pi cture.

I was not quite five when sonebody -- fortunately | cannot recal
who -- took nme to school. On the first day | was vaccinated, and it
hurt. | can still feel it. | had already been to church. | recal

that definitely because I would sonetimes wear ny nicely polished
| eat her shoes. A formula was read over nme at ny bapti smwhich solemly
asserted that | had been conceived and born in sin, the idea being that

nmy parents, like all nmen, had inherited sin from Adam the first nan and
the representative of the human race. The formula further asserted that
t hough thus conditioned by inescapable sin, | was, as a child of the

Covenant, redeened in Christ. And at the cerenony ny parents solemly
prom sed that as soon as | should be able to understand they woul d
instruct me in all these matters by all the neans at their disposal

It was in pursuance of this vow that they sent ne to a Christian
grade school. In it | learned that ny being saved fromsin and ny
bel onging to God made a difference for all that I knew or did. | saw
the power of God in nature and Hi s providence in the course of history.
That gave the proper setting for my salvation, which | had in Christ.
In short, the whole wide world that gradually opened up for ne through
nmy schooling was regarded as operating in its every aspect under the
direction of the all-powerful and all--w se God whose child | was
through Christ. | was to learn to think God' s thoughts after himin
every field of endeavor.

Naturally there were fights on the "canpus" of the school and
was engaged in some -- though not in all -- of them Woden shoes
wer e wonder ful weapons of war. Yet we were strictly forbidden to use
them even for defensive purposes. There were always |ectures both by
teachers and by parents on sin and evil in connection with our nmarti al
exploits. This was especially the case when a regi nent of us went out
to do battle with the pupils of the public school. The children of the
public school did not like us. They had an extensive vocabul ary of
vituperation. W did we think we were anyway? W were "goody goodies"



-- too good to go to the public school! "There! Take that and like it!"
We replied in kind. Meanwhile our sense of distinction grew by |eaps
and wounds. We were told in the evening that we nust learn to bear with
patience the ridicule of the "world." Had not the world hated the
church, since Cain's tinme?

How different your early schooling was! You went to a "neutral™”
school. As your parents had done at honme, so your teachers now did at
school. They taught you to be "open-m nded." God was not brought into
connection with your study of nature or of history. You were trained
wi thout bias all along the line.

O course, you know better now. You realize that all that was
purely imaginary. To be "without bias" is only to have a particul ar
_kind_ of bias. The idea of "neutrality"” is sinply a colorless suit
that covers a negative attitude toward God. At least it ought to be
plain that he who is not _for_ the God of Christianity is _against_ H m
You see, the God of Christianity makes such prodigious clains. He says
t he whole world belongs to Hm and that you are H s creature, and as
such are to own up to that fact by honoring H m whether you eat or drink
or do anything else. God says that you live, as it were, on His estate.
And H s estate has | arge ownership signs placed everywhere, so that he
who goes by even at seventy miles an hour cannot but read them Every
fact in this world, the God of the Bible clains, has Hs stanp indelibly
engraved upon it. How then could you be neutral with respect to such a
God? Do you wal k about leisurely on a Fourth of July in Washington
wonderi ng whet her the Lincoln Menorial belongs to anyone? Do you | ook
at "dd dory" waving froma high flagpol e and wonder whet her she stands
for anything? Does she require anything of you, born an Anerican
citizen as you are? You would deserve to suffer the fate of the "man
wi thout a country” if as an Anerican you were neutral to America. Well,
in a nmuch deeper sense you deserve to live forever without God if you do
not own and glorify H mas your Creator. You dare not mani pulate God's
worl d and | east of all yourself as H's inmage-bearer, for your own fina
pur poses. Wen Eve becanme neutral as between God and the Devil,
wei ghi ng the contentions of each as though they were inherently on the
face of them of equal value, she was in reality already on the side of
the devil!

There you go again getting excited once nore. Sit down and calm
yourself. You are open-ninded and neutral, are you not? And you have
| earned to think that any hypothesis has, as a theory of life, an equa
right to be heard with any other, have you not? After all, | amonly
asking you to see what is involved in the Christian conception of CGod.

If the God of Christianity exists, the evidence for Hs existence is
abundant and plain so that it is both unscientific and sinful not to
believe in Hm \When Dr. Joad, for exanple, says: "The evidence for Cod
is far fromplain,"” on the ground that if it were plain everybody woul d
believe in Hm he is begging the question. If the God of Christianity
does exist, the evidence for Hm _nust_ be plain. And the reason

t herefore, why "everybody" does not believe in H mnust be that
"everybody" is blinded by sin. Everybody wears col ored gl asses. You
have heard the story of the valley of the blind. A young man who was
out hunting fell over a precipice into the valley of the blind. There
was no escape. The blind nen did not understand hi mwhen he spoke of
seeing the sun and the colors of the rainbow, but a fine young | ady did
under st and hi m when he spoke the | anguage of |ove. The father of the



girl would not consent to the nmarriage of his daughter to a lunatic who
spoke so often of things that did not exist. But the great
psychol ogi sts of the blind nmen's university offered to cure himof his
| unacy by sewing up his eyelids. Then, they assured him he would be
normal |ike "everybody" else But the sinple seer went on protesting
that he did see the sun

So, as we have our tea, | propose not only to operate on your heart
so as to change your will, but also on your eyes so as to change your
outl ook. But wait a mnute. No, | do not propose to operate at all. |
nysel f cannot do anything of the sort. | amjust mldly suggesting that
you are perhaps dead, and perhaps blind, |eaving you to think the matter
over for yourself. |If an operation is to be perforned, it nust be
performed by God Hinsel f.

LATER SCHOOLI NG

Meanwhile | et us finish our story. At ten | cane to this country
and after sone years decided to study for the mnistry. This involved
prelimnary training at a Christian preparatory school and college. Al
nmy teachers were pledged to teach their subjects fromthe Christian
poi nt of view. Imagine teaching not only religion but algebra fromthe
Christian point of viewi But it was done. W were told that all facts
inall their relations, nunerical as well as others, are what they are
because of CGod's all conprehensive plan with respect to them Thus the
very definitions of things would not nerely be inconplete but basically
wong if God were left out of the picture. Wre we not informed about
the views of others? Did we not hear about evol ution and about | mmuanue
Kant, the great nodern phil osopher who had concl usively shown that al
argunents for the existence of God were invalid? Ch, yes, we heard
about all these things, but there were refutations given and these
refutati ons seened adequate to neet the case

In the semnaries | attended, nanely Calvin, and Princeton before
its reorgani zati on al ong sem -noderni st |lines an 1929, the situation was
much the sane. So for instance Dr. Robert Dick WIson used to tell us,
and, as far as we could understand the |anguages, show us fromthe
docunents, that the "higher critics" had done nothing that should
rightfully damage our child-like faith in the Add Testanent as the Wrd
of God. Simlarly Dr. J. Gesham Machen and ot hers made good their
claimthat New Testanent Christianity is intellectually defensible and
that the Bible is right inits clains. You may judge of their argunents
by reading themfor yourself. In short, |I heard the story of historic
Christianity and the doctrine of God on which it is built over and over
fromevery angle by those who believed it and were best able to
interpret its meaning.

The telling of this story has helped, | trust, to nake the basic
guestion sinple and plain. You know pretty clearly now what sort of God
it is of which I amspeaking to you. |If ny God exists it was He who was
back of my parents and teachers. It was He who conditioned all that
conditioned ne in nmy early life. But then it was He al so who
conditioned everything that conditioned you in your early life. Cod,
the God of Christianity, is the _All-Conditioner_ !

As the All-Conditioner, God is the All-Conscious_ One. A God Wo
is to control all things must control them"by the counsel of Hs wll."



If He did not do this, He would hinself be conditioned. So then I hold
that nmy belief in H mand your disbelief in Hmare alike neani ngl ess
except for Hm

OBJECTI ONS RAI SED

By this tine you are probably wondering whether | have really ever
heard the objections which are rai sed against belief in such a Cod.

Vll, | think I have. | heard themfrommny teachers who sought to answer
them | also heard them fromteachers who believed they could not be
answered. While a student at Princeton Seminary | attended sunmer
courses in the Chicago Divinity School. Naturally I heard the nodern or

liberal view of Scripture set forth fully there. And after graduation
fromthe Sem nary | spent two years at Princeton University for graduate
wor k in philosophy. There the theories of nodern phil osophy were both

expounded and defended by very able nmen. In short | was presented with
as full a statenent of the reasons for disbelief as | had been with the
reasons for belief. | heard both sides fully fromthose who believed

what they taught.

You have conpelled ne to say this by the | ook on your face. Your
very gestures suggest that you cannot understand how any one acquai nted
with the facts and argunents presented by nodern science and phil osophy
can believe in a God who really created the world, who really directs
all things in the world by a plan to the ends He has in view for them
Vll, I amonly one of many who hold to the old faith in full view of
what is said by nodern science, nodern philosophy, and nodern Biblica
criticism

Qoviously I cannot enter into a discussion of all the facts and al
t he reasons urged against belief in God. There are those who have nade
the A d Testanent, as there are those who have made the New Testanent,
their life-long study. It is their works you nmust read for a detailed
refutation of points of Biblical criticism Ohers have specialized in
physi cs and biology. To them| nust refer you for a discussion of the
many poi nts connected with such matters as evolution. But there is
somet hing that underlies all these discussions. And it is with that
somet hing that I now wi sh to deal

You may think | have exposed nyself terribly. Instead of talking
about God as sonething vague and indefinite, after the fashion of the
noderni st, the Barthians, and the nystic, a god so enpty of content and
renote from experience as to make no demands upon nmen, | have | oaded
down the idea of God with "anti quated"” science and "contradictory"
logic. It seens as though | have heaped insult upon injury by
presenting the nost objectionable sort of God I could find. It ought to
be very easy for you to prick nmy bubble. | see you are ready to read
over my head bushels of facts taken fromthe standard coll ege texts on
physi cs, biol ogy, anthropol ogy, and psychol ogy, or to crush ne with your
sixty-ton tanks taken from Kant's fanous book, _The Critique of Pure

Reason_. But | have been under these hot showers now a good many ti mes.
Before you take the trouble to open the faucet again there is a
prelimnary point | want to bring up. | have already referred to it

when we were discussing the matter of test or standard.

The point is this. Not believing in God, we have seen, you do not
think yourself to be God's creature. And not believing in God you do



not think the universe has been created by God. That is to say, you

thi nk of yourself and the world as just being there. Nowif you
actually are God's creature, then your present attitude is very unfair
to Hm In that case it is even an insult to Hm And having insulted
CGod, His displeasure rests upon you. God and you are not on "speaking
terns.” And you have very good reasons for trying to prove that He does
not exist. |If He does exist, He will punish you for your disregard of
Hm You are therefore wearing colored glasses. And this determ nes
everyt hing you say about the facts and reasons for not believing in Hm
You have, as it were, entered upon God's estate and have had your picnics
and hunting parties there without asking H's perm ssion. You have taken
the grapes of God's vineyard without paying H many rent and you have
insulted His representatives who asked you for it.

I must make an apology to you at this point. W who believe in God
have not always made this position plain. Oten enough we have tal ked
wi th you about facts and sound reasons as though we agreed with you on
what these really are. 1In our argunments for the existence of God we
have frequently assuned that you and we together have an area of
know edge on which we agree. But we really do not grant that you see any
fact in any dinension of life truly. W really think you have col ored
gl asses on your nose when you tal k about chickens and cows, as well as
when you tal k about the Iife hereafter. W should have told you this
nore plainly that we did. But we were really a little ashaned of what
woul d appear to you as a very odd or extrene position. W were so
anxi ous not to offend you that we of fended our own God. But we dare no
| onger present our God to you as a smaller or |ess exacting that He
really is. He wants to be presented as the All-Conditioner, as the
enpl acenent on which even those who deny H m nust stand.

Now i n presenting all your facts and reasons to nme, you have assuned
that such a God does not exist. You have taken for granted that you
need no enpl acenent of any sort outside of yourself. You have assuned
t he aut onony of your own experience. Consequently you are unable --
that is, unwilling -- to accept as a fact any fact that woul d chal | enge
your self-sufficiency. And you are bound to call that contradictory
whi ch does not fit into the reach of your intellectual powers. You
renenber what old Procrustes did. |If his visitors were too |ong, he cut
off a few slices at each end; if they were too short, he used the
curtain stretcher on them It is that sort of thing | feel that you
have done with every fact of human experience. And | am asking you to
be critical of this your own npbst basic assunption. WIIl you not go into
t he basenent of your own experience to see what has been gathering there
whil e you were busy here and there with the surface inspection of life?
You may be greatly surprised at what you find there.

To make ny neaning clearer, | shall illustrate what | have said by
poi nting out how nodern phil osophers and scientists handle the facts and
doctrines of Christianity.

Basic to all the facts and doctrines of Christianity and therefore
involved in the belief in God, is the creation doctrine. Now nodern
phi | osophers and scientists as a whole claimthat to hold such a
doctrine or to believe in such a fact is to deny our own experience.
They nmean this not nerely in the sense that no one was there to see it
done, but in the nore basic sense that it is logically inpossible. They
assert that it would break the fundanmental |aws of | ogic.



The current argunent against the creation doctrine derives from
Kant. It may fitly be expressed in the words of a nore recent
phi | osopher, Janes Ward: "If we attenpt to conceive of God apart from
the world, there is nothing to lead us on to creation." (_Real m of
Ends_, p.397). That is to say, if God is to be connected to the universe

at all, he nmust be subject to its conditions. Here is the old creation
doctrine. It says that God has caused the world to cone into existence
But what do we nean by the word cause? |In our experience it is that
which is logically correlative to the word effect. If you have an

ef fect you nmust have a cause and if you have a cause you must have an
effect. |If God caused the world, it nust therefore have been because

God couldn't help producing an effect. And so the effect may really be
said to be the cause of the cause. Qur experience can therefore all ow
for no God other than one that is dependent upon the world as much as
the world is dependent upon H m

The God of Christianity cannot neet these requirenments of the
autononous man. He clains to be all-sufficient. He clainms to have
created the world, not fromnecessity but fromH s free will. He clains
not to have changed in H nself when He created the world. His existence
nmust therefore be said to be inpossible and the creation doctrine nust
be said to be an absurdity.

The doctrine of providence is also said to be at variance with
experience. This is but natural. One who rejects creation nust
logically also reject providence. |If all things are controlled by God's
provi dence, we are told, there can be nothing new and history is but a
puppet dance.

You see then that | mght present to you great nunbers of facts to

prove the existence of God. | nmight say that every effect needs a
cause. | mght point to the wonderful structure of the eye as evidence
of God's purpose in nature. | mght call in the story of mankind

t hrough the past to show that it has been directed and controlled by
God. Al these evidences would | eave you unaffected. You would sinply
say that however else we may explain reality, we cannot bring in God.
Cause and purpose, you keep repeating, are words that we hunman bei ngs
use with respect to things around us because they seemto act as we
oursel ves act, but that is as far as we can go.

And when the evidence for Christianity proper is presented to you
the procedure is the same. |If | point out to you that the prophecies of
Scripture have been fulfilled, you will sinply reply that it quite
natural ly appears that way to me and to others, but that in reality it
is not possible for any mind to predict the future fromthe past. |If it
were, all would again be fixed and history would be w thout newness and
freedom

Then if | point to the many miracles, the story is once nore the

same. To illustrate this point I quote fromthe late Dr. WIIliam Adans
Brown, an outstandi ng noderni st theol ogi an. "Take any of the miracles
of the past," says Brown, "the virgin birth, the raising of Lazarus,

the resurrection of Jesus Christ. Suppose that you can prove that these
events happened just as they are clainmed to have happened. What have
you acconpl i shed? You have shown that our previous view of the limts
of the possible needs to be enlarged; that our former generalizations



were too narrow and need revision; that problens cluster about the
origin of life and its renewal of which we had hitherto been unaware.

But the one thing which you have not shown, which indeed you cannot

show, is that a mracle has happened; for that is to confess that these
probl ens are inherently insoluble, which cannot be determ ned until al
possi bl e tests have been made" (_God at Work_, New York, 1933, p. 169).
You see with what confidence Brown uses this weapon of | ogica

i npossibility against the idea of mracle. Mny of the older critics of
Scripture chall enged the evidence for mracle at this point or at that.
They made as it were a slow, piece-neal |and invasion of the island of
Christianity. Brown, on the other hand, settles the matter at once by a
host of stukas fromthe sky. Any pill boxes that he cannot destroy

i mediately, he will nmop up later. He wants to get rapid control of the
whole field first. And this he does by directly applying the | aw of
non-contradiction. Only that is possible, says Brown, in effect, which
I can showto be logically related according to my laws of logic. So
then if mracles want to have scientific standing, that is be recognized
as genuine facts, they must sue for adnmittance at the port of entry to
the mainland of scientific endeavor. And admi ssion will be given as
soon as they submit to the little process of generalization which
deprives them of their uniqueness. Mracles nust take out
naturalization papers if they wish to vote in the republic of science
and have any influence there.

Take now the four points | have nentioned -- creation, providence,
prophecy and nmiracle. Together they represent the whole of Christian
theism Together they include what is involved in the idea of God and
what He has done round about and for us. Many times over and in many
ways the evidence for all these has been presented. But you have an
al ways avail able and effective answer at hand. It is inpossible! It is
i npossible! You act |ike a postmaster who has received a great many
letters addressed in foreign | anguages. He says he will deliver them as
soon as they are addressed in the King's English by the people who sent
them Till then they nust wait in the dead letter departnment. Basic to
all the objections the average phil osopher and scientist raises against
the evidence for the existence of God is the assertion or the assunption
that to accept such evidence would be to break the rules of |ogic.

| see you are yawning. Let us stop to eat supper now. For there is
one nore point in this connection that | nust nake. You have no doubt
at some time in your life been to a dentist. A dentist drills alittle
deeper and then a little deeper and at |ast cones to the nerve of the
matter.

Now before | drill into the nerve of the matter, | nust agai n nake
apol ogies. The fact that so many people are placed before a ful
exposition of the evidence for God' s existence and yet do not believe in
H m has greatly discouraged us. W have therefore adopted neasures of

despair. Anxious to win your good will, we have again conprom sed our
God. Noting the fact that nmen do not see, we have conceded that what
they ought to see is hard to see. In our great concern to win nmen we

have all owed that the evidence for God's existence in only _probably_
compelling. And fromthat fatal confession we have gone one step
further down to the point where we have admitted or virtually admtted
that it is not really conpelling at all. And so we fall back upon
testinmony instead of argument. After all, we say, God is not found at
the end of an argunent; He is found in our hearts. So we sinply testify



to men that once we were dead, and now we are alive, that once we were
blind and that now we see, and give up all intellectual argunent.

Do you suppose that our God approves of this attitude of H's
followers? | do not think so. The God who clains to have made al
facts and to have placed H's stanp upon themw Il not grant that there
is really sone excuse for those who refuse to see. Besides, such a
procedure is self-defeating. |f someone in your honme town of WAshi ngton
deni ed that there was any such thing as a United States Government,
woul d you take himsone di stance down the Potomac and testify to him
that there is? So your experience and testinony of regeneration would
be meani ngl ess except for the objective truth of the objective facts
that are presupposed by it. A testinony that is not an argunment is not
a testinony either, just as an argunent that is not a testinony is not
even an argunent.

VWaiving all this for the noment, let us see what the nodern
psychol ogi st of religion, who stands on the sane foundation with the
phil osopher, will do to our testinony. He makes a distinction between
the _raw datum_ and its cause, giving nme the raw datum and keeping for
hi nsel f the expl anation of the cause. Professor Janes H Leuba, a great
psychol ogi st of Bryn Mawr, has a procedure that is typical. He says,
"The reality of any given datum-- of an _inmedi ate_ experience in the
sense in which the termis used here, may not be inpugned: Wen | fee
cold or warm sad or gay, discouraged or confident, I _am cold, sad,

di scouraged, etc., and every argunent which m ght be advanced to prove
to ne that | am_not_ cold is, in the nature of the case, preposterous;
an i nmedi ate experience may not be controverted; it cannot be wong."
Al this seens on the surface to be very encouraging. The inmgrant is
hopeful of a ready and speedy admittance. However, Ellis Island nust
still be passed. "But if the raw data of experience are not subject to
criticism the causes ascribed to themare. |If | say that ny feeling of
cold is due to an open wi ndow, or ny state of exultation to a drug, or
nmy renewed courage to God, ny affirmati on goes beyond ny imedi ate
experience; | have ascribed a cause to it, and that cause nmay be the
right or the wong one."(_God_or_Man_, New York, 1933, p.243.) And thus
the immgrant nust wait at Ellis Island a million years. That is to
say, | as a believer in God through Christ, assert that | am born again
through the Holy Spirit. The Psychol ogi st says that is a raw datum of
experi ence and as such incontrovertible. W do not, he says, deny it.
But it neans nothing to us. If you want it to nean sonething to us you
must ascribe a cause to your experience. W shall then exam ne the
cause. Was your experience caused by opiumor God? You say by God.
Well, that is inmpossible since as phil osophers we have shown that it is
logically contradictory to believe in God. You may cone back at any
ti me when you have changed your m nd about the cause of your
regeneration. W shall be glad to have you and wel come you as a citizen
of our realm if only you take out your naturalization papers!

W seem now to have come to a pretty pass. W agreed at the outset
to tell each other the whole truth. |If | have offended you it has been
because | dare not, even in the interest of wi nning you, offend ny CGod.
And if | have not offended you I have not spoken of ny God. For what
you have really done in your handling of the evidence for belief in God,
is to set yourself up as God. You have nmade the reach of your
intellect the standard of what is possible or not possible. You have
thereby virtually determ ned that you intend never to nmeet a fact that



points to God. Facts, to be facts at all -- facts, that is, with decent
scientific and phil osophic standing -- nmust have your stanp instead of
that of God upon themas their virtual creator

O course | realize full well that you do not pretend to create
redwood trees and el ephants. But you do virtually assert that redwood
trees and el ephants cannot be created by God. You have heard of the man
who never wanted to see or be a purple cow \Well, you have virtually
determ ned that you never will see or be a created fact. Wth Sir
Art hur Eddi ngton you say, as it were, "Wat ny net can't catch isn't
fish."

Nor do | pretend, of course, that once you have been brought face to
face with this condition, you can change your attitude. No nore than
t he Et hi opi an can change his skin or the | eopard his spots can you
change your attitude. You have cenented your col ored glasses to your
face so firmy that you cannot even take them off when you sleep. Freud
has not even had a glinpse of the sinfulness of sin as it controls the
human heart. Only the great Physician through H's bl ood atonenent on
the Cross and by the gift of His Spirit can take those col ored gl asses
of f and make you see facts as they are, facts as evidence, as inherently
conpel l'ing evidence, for the existence of Cod.

It ought to be pretty plain now what sort of God | believe in. It
is God, the All-Conditioner. It is the God who created all things, Wo
by H's providence conditioned ny youth, making ne believe in Hm and
who in ny later Iife by Hs grace still makes me want to believe in H m
It is the God who also controlled your youth and so far has apparently
not given you His grace that you m ght believe in Hm

You may reply to this: "Then what's the use of arguing and reasoning
with ne?" Well, there is a great deal of use init. You see, if you
are really a creature of God, you are always accessible to Hm Wen
Lazarus was in the tonb he was still accessible to Christ who called him
back to life. It is this on which true preachers depend. The prodiga
t hought he had cl ean escaped fromthe father's influence. 1In reality
the father controlled the "far country" to which the prodigal had gone.
So it is in reasoning. True reasoning about God is such as stands upon
God as upon the enpl acenment that al one gives neaning to any sort of
human argunent. And such reasoning, we have a right to expect, will be
used of God to break down the one-horse chai se of hunman aut onony.

But now | see you want to go hone. And | do not blane you; the |ast
bus | eaves at twelve. | should like to talk again another tinme. |
invite you to come to dinner next Sunday. But | have pricked your
bubbl e, so perhaps you will not conme back. And yet perhaps you will.
That depends upon the Father's pleasure. Deep down in your heart you
know very well that what | have said about you is true. You know there
is no unity in your life. You want no God who by H s counsel provides
for the unity you need. Such a God, you say, would allow for nothing
new. So you provide your own unity. But this unity nmust, by your own
definition, not kill that which is wholly new. Therefore it nust stand
over against the wholly new and never touch it at all. Thus by your
| ogi c you tal k about possibles and inpossibles, but all this talk is in
the air. By your own standards it can never have anything to do with
reality. Your logic clains to deal with eternal and changel ess matters;
and your facts are wholly changi ng things; and "never the twain shal



nmeet." So you have nade nonsense of your own experience. Wth the
prodi gal you are at the swi ne-trough, but it may be that, unlike the
prodigal, you will refuse to return to the father's house.

On the other hand by nmy belief in God | do have unity in ny
experience. Not of course the sort of unity that you want. Not a unity
that is the result of ny own autononous determ nation of what is
possible. But a unity that is higher than mne and prior to mne. On
the basis of God's counsel | can |ook for facts and find them wi t hout
destroying themin advance. On the basis of God's counsel | can be a
good physicist, a good biologist, a good psychol ogist, or a good
phil osopher. 1In all these fields | use ny powers of |ogical arrangenent
in order to see as nmuch order in God's universe as it may be given a
creature to see. The unities, or systens that | make are true because
genui ne pointers toward the basic or original unity that is found in the
counsel of God.

Looki ng about nme | see both order and disorder in every dinmension of

life. But | look at both of themin the light of the Geat Orderer Wo
is back of them | need not deny either of themin the interest of
optimsmor in the interest of pessinism | see the strong nmen of

bi ol ogy searching diligently through hill and dale to prove that the
creation doctrine is not true with respect to the human body, only to
return and admt that the mssing link is mssing still. | see the
strong men of psychol ogy search deep and far into the sub-consci ousness,
child and ani mal consci ousness, in order to prove that the creation and
provi dence doctrines are not true with respect to the human soul, only
to return and admt that the gulf between human and animal intelligence
is as great as ever. | see the strong nen of logic and scientific
nmet hodol ogy search deep into the transcendental for a validity that wll
not be swept away by the ever-changing tide of the wholly new, only to
return and say that they can find no bridge fromlogic to reality, or
fromreality to logic. And yet I find all these, though standing on
their heads, reporting much that is true. | need only to turn their
reports right side up, nmaking God instead of man the center of it all
and | have a marvel ous display of the facts as God has intended ne to
see them

And if my unity is conprehensive enough to include the efforts of
those who reject it, it is large enough even to include that which those
who have been set upright by regeneration cannot see. M unity is that
of a child who walks with its father through the woods. The child is
not afraid because its father knows it all and is capable of handling
every situation. So | readily grant that there are sone "difficulties”
with respect to belief in God and H's revelation in nature and Scri pture
that I cannot solve. 1In fact there is nystery in every relationship
with respect to every fact that faces nme, for the reason that all facts
have their final explanation in God Wose thoughts are higher than ny
t hought s, and Whose ways are higher than my ways. And it is exactly
that sort of God that | need. Wthout such a God, w thout the God of
the Bible, the God of authority, the God who is sel f-contained and
t herefore i nconprehensible to nen, there would be no reason in anything.
No human being can explain in the sense of seeing through all things,
but only he who believes in God has the right to hold that there is an
expl anation at all

So you see when | was young | was conditioned on every side; | could



not help believing in God. Now that | amolder | still cannot help
believing in God. | believe in God now because unless | have H mas the
Al -Conditioner, life is Chaos.

I shall not convert you at the end of nmy argunent. | think the
argunent is sound. | hold that belief in God is not nmerely as
reasonabl e as other belief, or even a little or infinitely nore probably
true than other belief; I hold rather that unless you believe in God you

can logically believe in nothing else. But since | believe in such a
God, to your own satisfaction, by the help of the biologists, the
psychol ogi sts, the logicians, and the Bible critics reduce everything
have said this afternoon and evening to the circul ar nmeanderings of a
hopel ess authoritarian. Well, ny neanderings have, to be sure, been
circular; they have nmade everything turn on God. So now | shall |eave
you with HHm and with Hi s mercy.

#
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