
Chapter VI 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Philosophy may be described as the experiential study of the non-empirical. This 

suggestion came from Samuel Alexander. But what we notice is that there has been a long 

historical association between theism and rationalism on the one hand, and empiricism and 

atheism on the other. One may believe in God, not merely on authority, but because one 

thinks there are good reasons for believing in God. To do so is to be a theist. Again one's 

belief in God need not be based on inference but on experience. Recent controversy on the 

philosophy of religion hardly represents this background. Traditional theists insist that the 

concept of God is bound up with that of necessity, and that without it, it is reduced to the 

status of one finite concept amongst others, i.e. not unique. What, it will be said, can be 

made of a God who merely happens to exist ? Arguing from the same premises, the 

empiricist will maintain that from presented data it is never possible to infer necessity, and 

that any be.ing who is not necessarily might not be, the support on which everything stands 

might slip from under at any moment, and there cannot be called God. :aoth ways, God is 

defined so as to make the empirical approach to him self-contradictory. 

To meet there objections, it will be necessary to reexamine much of natural theology 

and much of the recent philosophy of religion One would have to ask, why it is that it is 

held to be impossible to be empirically acquainted with the non-empirical ? How the 

concept of God has become associated in the minds of all kinds of philosophers with the 

concept of logical necessity ? If God is not logically necessary but practically necessary, 

faith must carry weight which logical necessity has been made to carry and cannot carry. 

The programme is formidable but the predicament demands no less, and I have had no 

pretensions to undertake the job. Moreover the problem of the argument from design is 

discussed in a Christian setting. It might have been arrogant, since the Christian religion is 

one which I do not feel from the inside. My thinking of it is thinking about from the outside .. 

But the issues with which I have been concerned are not restricted to Christianity. 
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Wittgenstein wrote : 'God does not reveal himself in the world' (Tractatus, 6.432). If 

that is true, he does not reveal himself at all : the world is just what it would be if he did not 

exist. But in fact any alleged revelation of God is also a revelation of something else. We 

never experience the Divine sheerly in and by itself : We experience the Divine solely 

through and in connexion with what is other than the Divine. And, if that is so, it is to that 

other that we must direct our attention if we want to gain a glimpse of the Divine, the 

traditional way says that we know God through his effects. In this way the factor of 

immediacy may be sacrificed, and we are required to envisage God, not as presence, but as 

cause. The cause remains to be recovered from the effect. But if the effect does not in some 

sense overlap with the cause, no recovery is possible. What is called an effect is a presence, 

not merely a proxy or a sj-gnpost. There is creativity observable in the world, inspite of the 

fact there is much in the world that Is alien, or at least alienated from the presence of God. 

Leibniz held that there is a world of created beings, - living things, animals, entelechies, and 

souls - in the least part of nature (Monadology, ch.66). The seeds of perfection are there at 

all levels. The separation of factual from perfectional considerations is a mistake, one with 

serious consequences for theism, which must entertain and defend the final coalescence of 

perfection and being. 

Again, order and creativity are observable in the world. They are prerequites for 

action. If there were nothing in things corresponding to constraint of order in our minds, 

confusion would spread through everything we do. In classical arguments of the 

cosmological and for design the distinction between the imperfect and the perfect coincides 

with the distinction between the world and God. But it is thinkable that the distinction is 

revealed in the world through the prolongation of God into the world. The little things of 

God are as good as the big things, the contingent may well be a prolongation. As 

experienced, it cannot be parcelled out into constituent attributes. It is a case for poetry or 

parable rather than for argument. It is prolonged, in nature and in men, as order on the one 

hand, and as creativity on the other. In both equally the presence is made known. They pull 
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in different ways, and for that very reason they belong together. They put pressure on us to 

look behind them for a presence in which they are united. There are at least some significant 

human ~nalogies. The most significant prolongation is to be found in the moral life, and no 

less in the more universal structure of the world. By 'structure' we mean 'order', and 

'creation', and these are prolongation of God. We can trace the drift to order in the history 

of Cosmology. The more we know about nature the more it presents itself as one would. 

This fact is described by the use of the term 'law'. The discovery that there is nothing odd or 

priviledged about the heavens is in a sence religious discovery. It is a move away from 

arbitrariness. As the Katha Upanishad puts it : 'What is here is also there, and what is there 

is also here. Who sees the many and not the one, wanders on from death to death." (Tr. Juan 

Mascaro, Penguin, 62-63). The drift towards order can be illustrated in the economy of 

human nature. There appears· to be a sort of inbuilt sanction againSt division, as Plato said, 

injustice, i.e. subversion of the economy, renders a man incapable of action (Republic, 352a). 

The drift to order is also vindicated in the growth of our knowledge. An order is supposed to 

have been hammered· out in the struggle for survival. It would be strange if om tendency to 

group things together in thought had no foundation If there were no order in things the 

ascription or order to things could result in failure. 

It is part of what is meant by order that if requires not only unity but variety. If unity 

stood alone, there would be no order. Unity does not exclude differences, and that is how 

there is order. But this picture raises the note of tension between the constituent characters of 

the world. The other major character of the world is creativity. If God is identified only with 

order, there can be no source of initiative for decisions to flow from. It is because order has 

been considered the only requirement that history and individual development have been 

reduced to predetermined chains of events. There are significant breaks in the order of the 

cosmos. It is called Emergent Evolution (C.Lloyd Morgan's book Emergent Evolution, and 

Vol.II of Alexander's Space, Time and Deity). New qualities do not emerge causelessly. 

The question is whether a new qualitative simplicity ensues from increased qualitative 

complexity. Most, determinists, theological and materialist alike, would answer 'No'. The 
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phenomenon of origination may be thought as an attribute of God always in tension with 

his unity, namely his creativity. Here is another prolongation of God into the world. Order is 

the concrete expression of the drift to unity. Creativity is a little different from that. 

Multiplicity is just presented to us, and in itself is not creative at all. It is the raw material of 

order, nor is it the opposite of order, which is chaos. Creativity is not chaos. It is invention, 

initiative, an excursion int<;> the unforeseen. Order is the spring board from which it leaps, 

and order is what, in a new pattern, it creates. It is bad order that is uncreative and bad 

creation which is disorderly. Values are apart at the base and converse as each approaches 

its climax. The opposite of creation is not order but torpor which is not order, just as the 

opposite of orde~ is not creati~n, but chaos, which is not creative. 

Order and creativity may be looked upon as the constitutive features of the world, and 

if that be so there is an overlap of divine and cosmic characters. God and the cosmos are 

continuous. God is not wholly other, he will have in this world channels of activity, and a 

home. 

The two structural elements of nature and human experience, order and creativity, are 

also traditionally listed among the attributes of God. They are expressions of God hidden 

from us by their very familiarity. It can be argued that the more the attributes of God can be 

located in the world, the less we need to look for their explanation to a God beyond the 

world. If the world in its own right exhibits order and creativity, it can do without the 

supernatural supplement. So when we find two of the characters most commonly ascribed to 

God already pervading the world, why should we have to look to God to account for them ? 

Why, indeed ? asks Kierkegaerd. By saying that there is an overlap of God into the world, 

we mean that from the side of the world there is a grasping of fringes of God in the world, 

and that from the side of God the overlap is a prolongation, and finally that there is 

something about the prolongation which requires to be traced back to its divine hinterland. 

Our speculation concerning prolongation of God into the world is offered as a presupposition 

of the cosmological proof The speculation does not intend pantheism nor idolatory. It is a 
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matter of high religious belief that there is a God, and there are shapes of God in the world. 

The structures may pass over into attributes of God, but only human situations can reveal his 

presence. 

II. Our thesis of prolongation of God into the world derives much support from Whitehead's 

insightful remark that creativity of God is not separable from its creatures (Religion in the 

Making, p.79). To be finite, is a sense, is to be open-ended So finite creatures are open

ended, and this should mean, if he is to be what he is, there must be somewhere something 

which is in greater measure what he is, and with which he is somehow continuous. This 

should apply to the world as well. Both the cosmological and that from design are based 

upon the speculative contenuous relationship of the creator and the creature. 

We may now make some general remarks about the traditional proofs for God's 

existence. 

Empiricists argue that existence is never, and cannot be a matter of demonstration. 

Hence the demonstrators are at fault. The problem begins with Kant. He held that the moral 

arguments for God hold fast where the metaphysical fail. In considering Kant's arguments 

against the traditional proofs one generally misses the point about his intention. He did not 

say that no arguments are of any avail. His moral arguments are conducted in the same 

manner as the displaced metaphysical arguments, though with less sophistication. But taking 

account of the history of thought, the Dialectic of the Critique of Pure Reason is a 

watershed. Thence forward rational theology has flourished only in the Thomist revival, 

despite Kant's own morally grounded belief in God, freedom and immortality. Kant exerted 

so great an influence, not because of his refutation of individual proofs, but because of his 

argument that rational theology is formally impossible. Kant's efforts are impressive, but not 

decisive. He never stated the proofs in their strongest or most persuasive forms. None of the 

proofs as stated by Kant possess their medieval splendour. 
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It is through his distinction between Understanding and Reasoan that Kant 

approaches the proofs. In the Anayltic of Pure Reason he lays it down that phenomena can 

be subsumed under the categories objectively and nescessarily. But that is because they are 

phenomena. There is no such knowledge of things in Themselves. yet there is an irrestible 

'natural disposition of the mind' to carry over to things in themselves the demand for unity 

under the categories which in the case of phenomena, is shown to be justified. This is the 

illusion which gives rise to speculative mataphysics. But the drive behind speculative 

metaphysics has no empirical material to work on. Provided it is taken as 'regulative', not 

'constitutive', it serves as the principle of 'the complete enterprise. Rational unity is allowed 

in the case of morals, and its relevance in respect of knowledge is also acknowledged, but it 

definitely excludes the objective application of what it affirms as an Idea, and therefore it 

means the total rejection of Kant called 'rational theology'. "No satisfactory proof of the 

existence of a being corresponding to our transcendental idea can be possible by pure 

speculative .reason' (CPR, tr. Kemp Smith, p.518, A620, B 648) from such passages has 

flowed much scepticism about God What is forgotten is that Kant was attacking was not 

religion, but the intellectualized abstractions of eighteenth century modernism. The supreme 

cauise, regarded mer~ly as such, is not an object of religion "We might, in strict regour, 

deny to the Deist any belief in God at all, and regard him merely as the maintainer of the 

existence of a primal being or thing - the supreme cause of all other things." This excerpt 

from Kant (CPR A 633, B661) is qualified by its content. The contrast between 'God' and 

'Supreme Cause' is significant. What Kant is trying to discredit are terms like ens 

realissimum, 'the ground of the possibility of all things', 'something which exists with 

abs9lute necessity', etc. which lack religious interest. It might be said that one of Kant's 

achievements has to rescue the concept of God from these pseudo - scientific entanglements. 

Kant denies the competence of 'reason', but he does not exclude reasons. He 

attacked metaphysical necessity, which the deists of his time assumed. Kant regards only the 

ontological proof as wholly a priori, the others, and especially the physico-theological, 

contain empirical premises. He has nothing against the premises, but against the fact that 
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they require the ontological proof to provide the necessitarian conclusion. But he was 

impressed by physico-theological considerations (A 622, B 650). If we say 'reasons' instead 

of 'reason', the intellectual component of religion becomes relevant It may not be 

sufficient. This could have been Kant's point if he is read between the lines. Reason for 

Kant produces certainty only within the limits of space and time. Propositions about God do 

not fall under that heading. Therefore there can be no certainty in propositions about God. 

In its more exalted sense reason is only regulative, and rules are not existences. Therefore, 

there is no knowledge of any existence other than the spatio-temporal. The argument is 

conclusive. But the question remains, whether th~ premisses are sound. 

For Kant the drift of traditional metaphysics is necessatarian The theory as he states 

it lays great stress on logical completeness, and very little on perfection. In this it departs 

from the Fourth Way of St. Thomas, and does not satisfy the religious consciousness, Kant's 

tests for metaphysics has completeness, and he saw it to be incompatible with freedom. He 

rejected metaphysics, not the test. 

Kant has shown that proofs of the existence of God are impossible. What he objects 

to is not God but the itch for demonstration. People are tempted to say that for Kant reason 

has no part to play in religion. But that is not Kant's considered view. He allows some 

persuasiveness, share of demonstration, to the physico-theological proof. Demonstration 

involves extending to the world as a whole the ways of thinking suitable to natural objects, a 

procedure which leads in the end to physicalism, Kant was unable formally to think of 

metaphysics in any other terms. But his criticism of all cast-iuron demonstrations may be 

regarded as conclusive. 

III. Kant, however, was convinced that religion will not suffer from the disappearance of 

theological metaphysics. From Kierkegaard's Philosophical Frangments and the 

Concluding Unscientific Posts~ript, we learn that as long as religion is entangled in 

theological metaphysics, it loses its authentic character as religion. We are shown that 
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philosophy intrinsically cannot discover God, and in its despair it turns over, dialectically 

into faith. For example, a practising Christian worships God in three persons, a concept not 

to be contained in that of a First Mover or of God-in-general. Even the central doctrine of 

Incarnation has unquestionabaly an air of paradox. How can that which is infinite also be 

finite ? How can that to which birth and death are irrelevant, be born and die? Classical 

Thomism distinguished between the sphere of philosophy and the sphere of revelation . 

. Moreover, Klerkegeard argues that the God-relationship of the individual is a secret, this can 

never be communicated Philosophy is essentially 'the system', it deprives man of his 

'subjectivity' which is the essential feature of religion. Hence rational theology is a suspect. 

. There can be no proof of the existence of God, because proof is objective, and God is not an 

object. An object, by definition, is something which is thought contemplated. It does not 

need to be existentially appropriated. Objective knowledge reduces the thinker to an 

anonymous level. It does not matter who thinks or contemplates it. Objectivity, anonymity, 

impersonality are synonymous and what they describe is the standardization of the 

individuala. God cannot be apprehended in this impersomil spirit. The leap to God must 

gather up the whole of a man's passionate inawardness. Hence God cannot be proved, 

because what can be proved, if it could be proved, cannot be God. 

The contention is based on an empirical conception of being. The knowing spirit is 

an existing individual being. To prove the existence of God we should need a God's-eye 

view. We should have to be able to encompass God by sheer force of intellect. We cannot 

rise tcfthis infinite occasion. An empirical philosophy such as befits finite individuals cannot 

encompass God. And by pretending to encompass God, the empirical philosopher denotes 

God. He encompasses God abstractly and ideally, i.e., not at all. Kierkegeard's point is two

fold : he says both that the objective quest must be empirical, not comprehensive, and that 

the empirical quest, being 'approximative', cannot succeed. The empirist does not always 

experience awe, but it preserves the subjectivity of the inquirer. The rationalist system-
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builder has everything so well in hand that there is nothing left to be in awe of Thus we find 

Kierkegaard presenting us with reasons why proving God's existence is impossible. 

IV. Kant and Kierkegaard between them have established the point that the traditional 

proofs fell short of demonstration. But we submit that the proofs may be looked upon as 

pointers and indicators, which, taken together, considerably enlarge our understanding. 

The ontological proof of, or argument for, the existence of God is the earliest in 

modem Christian history in point of time, and raises the most fundamental issues. It has had 

a chequered career. Propounded by St. Auselm in the Prosologion (Chapters 2-4) it was 

criticized by St. Thomas, reiterated by St. Bonaventura, reinstatsed by Descartes, developed, 

with important logical additions, by Leibniz, utterly discredited by Kant, generalised by into 

ineffectiveness by Hegel, treated with contempt or condescension by both Thomists and 

empiricists over the last century, and within the last decade resurrected by Norman Malcolm 

arid Charles Hartschome. This is an intriguing story, and bears witness to the fascination of 

the argument itself Even those who eventually decide against it have wondered from time to 

time whether it might not be valid, and have mulled over it in amazement and exasperation. 

But nearly everyone, except Hartchome, has treated it as the rationalist argument par 

excellence, containing no empirical premises or references. We do not propose to consider it 

in detail, or to consider whether the orthodox interpretation is correct. Instead, we offer the 

following observations. 

In one of the versions put forward by St. Anselm it runs as follows : God is that than 

which nothing greater can be thought. But that which exists in itself is greater than that 

which exists by way of thought. Therefore God, if thought, exists. 

The classical objection is that there is no passage from thought to existence. It is not 

being suggested that the passage from thought to existence applies in general terms. It 

applies only to that special case of God, than whom nothing greater can be thought. Kant's 

sneer about the merchant adding noughts to his cash account is therefore beside the mark. 

Anselm was not an idealist, nor was Descartes. The first premise of the argument is quite 
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defensible. It is not possible to think of God except as that than which nothing can be 

greater. To affirm God is to affirm such a being. To deny God is to affirm that there is none. 

In the Fifth Meditation Descartes makes this point clear by separating the two phases of the 

argument, and the conclusion of the first, namely that the concept of God entails the concept 

of existence. This might be accepted even by those who deny that the concept has any 

application. And the concept of God is in this respect unique, of no other concept could it be 

said that existence is contained in it Anselm says, that than which a greater cannot be 

thought cannot exist in the mind alone. For if it exists solely in the mind even it can be 

thought to exist in reality also, which is greater. The concept of God uniquely includes 

reality. But does he really exist? Descartes argued that if he does not, there is a radical 

discontinuity between concept and existence from the top downwards, such as makes 

nonsense of science and of everyday discourse. Therefore the conclusion of the arguments 

needs be granted 

There is the important point made by Descartes, that it is repugnant to conceive a 

God who lacks the perfection of existing. There must in reality be existence if there is God, 

because in this case the necessity which is in the thing itself, the necessity of the existence of 

God, determines me to have this thought. 

Malcolm points out that existence is not a perfection, but necessary existence is. And 

that God should lack this perfection is inconceivable. Hartshorne points out that the 

argument is transposed to the field of modal logic. Contingency alone makes existence a 

question of extralogical fact, and God is not contingent Leibriz said that God must exist if he 

is possible, and he is possible if the concept of him is not self-contradictory. 

'Necessity' has proved a difficult conception in Theology, because it is thought to 

hold of God over his whole contents, Leibniz made his version of the argument run as 

follows: If God is possible, then he is necessary. To s_ay that God is possible is to say that he 

might or might not be. A possible God is absurd, and from that absurdity the argument 

proceeds. Everything turns on the various meanings of 'possible'. If 'possible' is 
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contrasted with 'impossible', of course, God is possible. But this does not mean either that he 

is necessary or that he exists. It means, at the most, that he cannot definitely be said not to 

exist. 

What is really needed is 'possible, therefore, necessary'. Malcolm argues that there is 

a sense of 'possible' in which it relates the present to the future. In this sense God must be 

necessary because, if he were not, he would either here been caused to come into existence 

or have happened to come into existence, and in either case he would be a limited being, 

which by our conception of him he is not. Since he cannot come into existence if he does 

not exist, his existence is impossible. Malcolm asks us to take religious language seriously. 

He quotes Psalm 90 : "Before the mountains were brought forth, or even thou hast formed 

the earth, and the world, even from everlasting to everlasting, thou art God". Here is 

expressed the idea of the necessary existence and eternity of God. Necessity of God is not a 

matter of modal logic, it is a fact of religious experience. 

If so, then the proof is not wholly a priori. It starts from the notion of that than which 

nothing greater can be conceived or thought. It is surely a fact that somebody has this notion, 

it is not a disembodied entity. There is an empirical premise. It is the having of the concept 

which sets the whole argument going. It was also Descartes'point that our having the idea of 

God could not be caused by anything less than God himself In saying that Descartes went 

beyond the bounds of the ontologivcal arguments. From the concept as such, distinguished 

from reality, we cannot conclude extra-conceptually. In Bernard Shaw's St Joan, Act I, Joan 

says that the voices telling her what to do come from God. To the suggestion that they come 

from her imagination, she remarks that "that is how the messages of God come to us." Joan 

insists that God speaks to us from the inside through our proper human endowments. 

Following that train of thought, our having the concept of God might be one of the ways that 

God gets at us. If the concept of God is God in us, it is not a fragment of pure intellect. It has 

a personal context in the aesthetic, moral and religious responses of a living creature. What 

it loses as a proof it gains as a guide. As the pivot of a life, the concept of God is a pointer, 
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though not a guarantee. Kant started the trouble by talking about 'the proof, as if it could be 

detached from its historical contexts. In Anselm the aura of faith is never absent. His 

empirically inclined critics turned its contention into a deliberate abstraction. They did not 

take into account its personal content, not did they adm:it that it is evocative rather than· 

demonstrative. However, in whatever way they conceived the argument, they insinuated the 

fruitful suggestion that the concept of God is a prolongatio11: of God in us. 

V .. We opened our Concluding Remarks by considering the concept of order. Now the 

argument from design takes it for granted that there is in the world. a very remarkable: degre~ 

. of order and adaptation in the world. The question, however; has been,· whether it requires 

an orderer or designer. 

It has been argued frequently that the argllinent from design doe's not give us God, but 

only a Demiurge, with enough power to produce the world, but no more. The only thing we 

can do with this argument is to admit it without reservations. Kant also says that the physico-

. theological proof must fall back o_n the ontological argument, which is, in fact, the one 

possible ground of proof with .which human reason can never dispense with (CPR A 625, B _ 

653). But really speaking, we are not forced b~ck on it, for we lay no cl~iin to logical 

necessity. Indeed,. the argument from· design has special interest for us because it implies 
• 

that empirical evidence is somehow relevant. to the question of proof of God. Something of 

what it can contribute is suggested by Kant : "the physico-theological argument can indeed 

lead us to the point of admiring the greatness, wisdom, power, etc. of the Author of the 
': 

world, but can take us no further" (CPR, A 629, B 657). That is all we ask of it. 

But behind these technical questions; why does order need to be explained at all ? 

The argument from design seems to assume that order is ubiquitm,Is. But it is neither wholly 

established, nor its only perfection. Aand that is why there is any reason to look for an order 

beyond it. It is commonly supposed that the perfection of the world-order is a reason for· 

believing in God. If so, it is a chancy reason. Any imperfection would by the same token be 

a reason for not believing in God, and the imperfections are for all to see. It is the need for 
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order, and its imperfect hold on the world, which together point to a centre for it which is not 

the world. The argument from design appears to be impervious to excellences of the world 

other than order; e.g., to the creative impetus which the world can display, and in virtue of 

which a failure of order is not necessarily a calamity. All in all, the argument from design is 

too much wedded to order, and it is necessary to go far beyond it to meet the objection raised 

against it. 

The 'argument .from design' might better be described as an 'argument to design'. If 

it is merely from design, design being one of the premises, it has its conclusion in its pocket. 

What is at issue is whether there is design. If there is, there is obviously a designer. At its 

best, it is an argument from order to design (and a designer), and it is proper to accept it, 

and to insist on its being taken, ·in that limited sense. 

Could we not see the argument from design in the wider perspective or content of a 

cosmic ideology? We may refer to F.R Tennant's great work Philosophical Theory 

(Cambridge University Press, 1968) and appreciate its reviewer, H.D.Lewis' remark that the 

argument is not yet dead In Vol.II, Chapter 4 of Philosophical Theology, Tennant has given 

a reconstruction of the argument from design. Cosmic teleology calls for metaphysical 

imagination, and it requires a survey of the whole system of things, in their ascending order 

of completeness. Man figures in the story as part of the purpose, and the purpose is his 

creator as he is the creator of the rest of nature. For Tennant the teleogy is inside the process, 

and it points beyond the process. There is the remarkable fittingness of human activities 

with their natural background. Further, the adaptation between man and his environment is 

marked by his admiration of the beauty· of nature. There are few experiences which show 

man more utterly committed to the world, for some, it almost takes the place of religion. It is 

an adaptation in which we are claimed by what we belong to. There must be something 

specific in the world for the feelings to catch on to. There is another subtle adaptation 

between ourselves and the world we live in, and like other adaptations, it is both too good 
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and too improbable to have happened accidentally. This is not a proof. It appeals only to 

what Tenant calls 'alogical probability'( Op.cit., Vol.ll, p.II). But that is the most we can ask 

for. It adds to other adaptations to build up a reasonably convincing picture of a continuous 

purpose. To render the picture as complete as possible, we should need to give an account of 

****the adaptation between the cause of the world and t~e moral order. If the world had 

been planned to promote the moral order, it could hardly have been planned better. In 

particular, if it had been created automatically perfect, it would not have served nearly as 

well. In all human activities there is a teleology reaching into the world and working its way 

throughthe world in an evolutionary spiral, but not centred in the world, though everywhere 

manifecto in the world. This is a considerable extension of the argument from design In 

frings out its central principle, which earned it the unwilling respect of Hume and the 

warmer though still conditional respect for Kant : that the order of the world is neither self

generating nor self-sustaining. 

Thus from a review of the proofs we may be permitted to conclude : 

(a) that they do not achieve demonstration; 

(b) that many arguments against them do not hold water; 

(c) that they provide good reasons for believing; 

In religious life we must pass from the shadow of syllogism to living faith. 

The argument so far has been that there are good reasons for holding that God exists, 

and that if there were no such reasons, no amount of devotion; no claim to direct insight, no 

amount of labour expended, could carry the conclusion. The reasons cannot amount to 

proof, but they do provide a high degree of suggestiveness. The reasons are always 

empirical, and for this very reason those who expect demonstration and get only reasons may 

feel that they have been given nothing. This is short-sighted of them; those who want there 

to be nothing and insist on proof will be well-:pleased. But they have a point. There is a 

difference between having good reasons which is all that a philosopher can supply, and the 

finality of religion conviction. The religious attitude cannot be satisfied with good reasons . . 
We cannot juxtapose the languages of extinment and assurance. We have been attempting in 
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this chapter to avoid this confusion by aassigning each of the languages to its appropriate 

sphere. The traditional mistake lies not in insisting on the occurrence, but in founding it on 

the Theoretical concept of necessity; in deriving it from the past and not from the future. 

Further, the nature of religious occurrence belongs to an open-ended human situation, and its 

triumph is not that it limits open-endedness, but that it is completely at home in it. That, in 

the long run, is why reasons in religion cannot amount to proof If they did, they would not 

be religious. The traditional proofs in fact supply good reasons, elevated into proofs by 

mistaken presuppositions. 
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