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Atheism vs. Theism Discussion Points

Framing the Argument and Defining Positions

1. What is the chief disagreement that Atheists have with Christians? What are some misdirected ways to go about debating with an Atheist?

A) It’s a question of Atheism vs. Theism, not Christianity.

B) Trying to demonstrate that the Christian view of God is correct right off the bat.
C) An intelligent first cause.

2. What is the chief disagreement that Agnostics have with Christians? What are some misdirected ways to go about debating with an Agnostic?
A) To what extent God is knowable.
B) Trying to demonstrate that the Christian view of God is correct right off the bat.


3. This study will develop a fundamental apologetic for Christianity that occurs in three main steps. What would be the first step in this apologetic? What would be the second?
A) That we can know God exists.
B) What view of God one should adopt?


4. What are some common misconceptions about Atheism and Agnosticism?
A) They are blurred together. Atheism is the certainty that God does not exist. Agnosticism is the certainty that any information about God including God’s existence cannot be known with certainty.
 

5. What would be the benefit for an Atheist to recast himself as an Agnostic during a discussion?
A) The goal is to lower the bar. The Atheist no longer has to prove that the evidence demonstrates with certainty that God is not necessary. Instead an Atheist simply tries to prove that evidence about God is reasonably uncertain, in which case it is argued that purely natural causes are more logical and available and the God is not necessary.


6. Is the difference between Atheism and Agnosticism relevant in such discussions? How or why?
A) No, because both Atheists and Agnostics deny the Theistic claim that God is known to exist. Atheists say God is known not to exist. Agnostics say that the existence of God cannot be known.


7. What is the most accurate way to articulate the principle disagreement between Atheists and Christians? How do we define God in a debate with an Atheist? What is meant by the term first cause?
A) Unintelligent first cause or Intelligent First Cause.
B) God is the intelligent first cause.
C) The first cause is the 1) uncaused, 2) eternal, 3) immediate cause 4) that exists outside of the universe. 


8. Atheism, Agnosticism, and Theism are all conclusions based on an examination of the potential evidence. So, how do we determine which is the accurate assessment of the evidence?
A) We must examine the potential evidence.


9. What is the benefit to an Atheist or an Agnostic to cast the debate in terms of empirical evidence vs. faith? Why is it detrimental to argue for the existence of God based upon faith rather than upon empirical evidence?
A) The existence of God becomes unscientific and logically unnecessary based upon the evidence. It assumes that the evidence does not support the idea of God without even having to look at the evidence, effectively avoiding the entire argument.
B) To make the existence of God a matter of faith and not empirical evidence is to reduce God’s existence to a subjective personal choice rather than a matter of objective and absolute fact and reality. Also, the Bible does not use the term faith in contrast to empirical evidence, but instead makes faith a reasonable conclusion based upon the available information.


10. What is science or the scientific method? How do empiricism relate to the scientific method? What types of phenomenon fall outside of the scientific method or science? How does science or the scientific method relate to or inform us about supernatural phenomena?
A) Scientific method - NOUN: The principles and empirical processes of discovery and demonstration considered characteristic of or necessary for scientific investigation, generally involving the observation of phenomena, the formulation of a hypothesis concerning the phenomena, experimentation to demonstrate the truth or falseness of the hypothesis, and a conclusion that validates or modifies the hypothesis.
B) The scientific method reaches conclusions based upon phenomena that can be directly observed. This is empiricism. 
C) Conclusions that are based upon phenomena, which cannot be directly observed are not scientific. Conclusions that are based upon directly observable phenomena are scientific.
D) Science makes no restrictions concerning what can be concluded but instead only makes restrictions concerning what is the appropriate means for reaching conclusions. Although science by its empirical nature can only observe natural phenomena, the observation of natural phenomena can result in the conclusion that things beyond nature or beyond observation are necessary to cause those natural phenomena.


11. Why is the focus of the existence and origin of life so essential to the debate? What is a sufficient cause?
A) “For every effect there must be a sufficient cause.” It gets to the question of whether the first cause needs to be intelligent.
B) In part, a sufficient cause is one that can adequately account for the effect or effects attributed to it.


Atheistic/Agnostic Charges

12. What are the 4 Atheistic/Agnostic Charges?
A) Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 1: Theistic proofs inherently rely upon inductive reasoning, which by definition, is an invalid argument form, while Atheistic/Agnostic proofs rely upon deductive reasoning, which is a valid scientific form of argument.
B) Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 2: Such logical constructs for the existence of god always start by assuming that god exists, thus, theistic proofs inherently employ circular reasoning.
C) Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 3: There is no empirical evidence to support or necessitate a theistic assumption (that god exists, i.e. that an intelligent agent was necessary to bring about the origin of the universe and life.) All the empirical evidence only necessitates unintelligent causes.
D) Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 4: Since there is no empirical evidence to suggest or necessitate the existence of a god, the assumption of god's existence is, therefore, extraneous and unnecessary to explain the universe and the origin of life and so, Theism fails the scientific rule known as Occam's Razor and must be rejected. (Occam's Razor, also known as the Law of Parsimony, will be covered in greater depth during Question No. 3 below.)


Charge No. 1

13. How do deduction and induction differ regarding the correlation of general rules and specific instances to premises and conclusions? What do valid and invalid mean in regard to deductive and inductive reasoning? What are some examples?
A) In all arguments, premises are the statements of observed or known information that lead to conclusions. In deductive arguments, the general rule is one of the premises and the conclusion concerns a specific instance relating to that general rule. In inductive arguments, the premises are all specific instances and the conclusion is the general rule.
B) Valid does not mean “correct” and invalid does not mean “incorrect.” "Valid" and "invalid" refer to the certainty of the conclusion based upon the form of the argument. When we say an argument is "valid," as in the case of deduction, we mean that the conclusion is certain if the premises are true. When we say an argument is "invalid," as in the case of induction, we mean that the conclusion is still not certain, even if all the premises are true. 
C) Deduction - Premise 1: All crows are black. Premise 2: That bird is a crow. Conclusion: That bird is black. Induction – Premise 1: That crow is black. Premise 2: That other crow is black. Premise 3: That entire flock of crows is black. Conclusion: All crows are black.

14. Can we observe natural laws and why? Is scientific knowledge inductive or deductive and why?
A) We do not observe any scientific law directly but rather we make the best possible assessment of what a scientific law involves by observing specific instances or effects of that law and using those observations of instances to make inferences about what the general law could be like. 
B) Almost all of scientific knowledge is inductive.


15. Which theories about the origin of the universe and the origin of life based on inductive reasoning? Deductive reasoning? How does this effect Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 1?
A) We cannot observe the origin of the universe and are forced to draw conclusions about the origin of the universe by observing the effects (particular instances), which have resulted from that original event. (This problem also applies to the origin of life since we cannot go back in time and observe the actual origination of life on earth.) Therefore, all theories about the origin of the universe (and the origin of life) are inductive in nature.
B) All theories about the origin of the universe and the origin of life (even atheistic theories) rely upon induction, not deduction, we cannot reject Theism based upon its reliance upon induction. Therefore, Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 1 is unjustified and must be discarded.

Charge No. 2
16. What is the main point of Atheistic/Agnostic Charge No. 2 against Theism? Does Theism start by assuming the existence of God?
A) All logical proofs for Theism start by assuming the very thing that they are trying to prove, that God exists, and then employ circular reasoning to arrive at that same conclusion.
B) Theism does not start by assuming the existence of God, but instead begins with 3 completely Atheistic assumptions. 


17. What are the three fundamental assumptions for the existence of God and what necessitates each assumption? What are the logical and scientific problems with making the opposite assumptions?
A) Assumption 1: Assume the universe is not eternal, that it had a beginning. 
B) There is absolutely no evidence and no way to observe the universe or matter and energy existing eternally before the Big Bang. Scientific theories state that the universe and its content, which includes energy and matter, did have a beginning and are not eternal.
A) Assumption 2: Something apart from the universe exists and the universe was created by that something, which exists outside (apart from) itself.
B) It is logically absurd and scientifically impossible for anything to be self-causing because it requires a nonexistent entity to perform an action at a time when that entity does not exist (specifically the action of creating itself).
A) Assumption 3: Assume that the thing that caused the universe is eternal. (It is the uncaused cause. There are no intervening causes.)
B) There are two problems with assuming the opposite conclusion. One, an infinite series of causes does not provide a sufficient cause since each cause in that infinite series itself requires a cause. Two, a finite series of causes with a sufficient cause as the initial cause in the series is logically unnecessary and scientifically unwarranted and so it fails Occam’s Razor because it multiplies causes needlessly. (Discuss both types: infinite series as a sufficient eternal cause and cyclical causation.)


18. What is a sufficient cause? Why is a sufficient cause necessary to explain the existence of the universe?
A) A sufficient cause is a cause that requires no additional cause to explain how it came into being. A sufficient cause is a cause that requires no cause itself and therefore a sufficient cause is, by definition, an uncaused cause or eternal cause.
B) Without a sufficient cause, the universe would not exist. Yet the universe does exist. So there must have been a sufficient cause, a cause that was not itself caused by anything else. Or in other words, because the universe exists, there must be at least one cause (the first cause in the entire sequence of causes) that is eternal and, therefore, required no cause before it.


19. Does proving the existence of an eternal, uncaused, immediate first cause that created the universe and exists outside of the universe prove Theism? Why or why not? What is the key in determining whether or not God exists.
A) No.
B) Even if the First Cause is eternal and uncaused, it could still be an impersonal force or phenomenon so long as it is not intelligent. However, if the First Cause is intelligent, then it is by definition, a personal entity, and therefore, we would have Theism in its simplest form.
C) The key is demonstrating from the evidence that intelligence is necessary in the First Cause in order to explain the existence of the origin and/or content of the universe.
Up Next: Answering Question 4 (below).

Question 4: Does the universe necessitate intelligence in the First Cause? (Or, are unintelligent forces sufficient to explain the universe?)
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