CHAPTER TEN

An active, living, and religious belief in the gods has probably never arisen and
‘en maintained on purely metaphysical grounds. Such beliefs are found in every
ivilized land and time and are often virtually universal in a particular culture, yet
relatively few people have much of a conception of metaphysics. There are in fact
entire cultures, such as that of ancient Israel, to whom metaphysics is quite foreign,
though these cultures may nevertheless be religious.

Belief in the gods seems to have its roots in human desires and fears, particularly
those associated with self-preservation. Like all other creatures, human beings have
a profound will 10 live, which is what mainly gives one's existence a meaning from
one sunrise to the next. Unlike other creatures, however, human beings are capable
of the full and terrible realization of their own inevitable decay. A person can bring
before his mind the image of his own grave, and with it the complete certainty of its
ultimate reality, and against this his will natwurally recoils. It can hardly seem to
him less than an absolute catastrophe, the very end, so far as he is concerned, of
everything, though he has no difficulty viewing death, as it touches others more or
less remote from himsell, as a perhaps puzzling, occasionally distressing, but none-
theless necessary aspect of nature. It is probably partly in response 1o this fear that
human beings turn 1o the gods, as those beings of such power that they can over-
turn this verdict of nature.

The sources of religious belief are doubtless much more complex than this, but
they seem to lie in the will rather than in speculative intelligence, nevertheless.
Those who possess such a belief seldom permit any metaphysical considerations to
wrest lLM"Mﬂ_‘ﬂ'iﬁh°“ who Tack'it are seldom turned toward it by o(hcr
metaphysical considerations. Siill, in ‘every land in ‘which philosophy has flour-

ished, there have be¢ii profound thinkers who have sought to discover some meta-
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physical basis for a rational belief in the existence of some supreme being or beings.

Even though reli gnon may properly be a matter of faith rather than reason, still, a
philosophical person can hardly help wondering whether it might, at least in part,

be also a matter of reason, and whether, in particular, the existence of God might
be somejhing-that-ean-be nat mercly believed but shown. It is this question that we
want now to consider; that is, we want to see whether there are not strong
metaphysical considerations from which the existence of some supreme being might
reasonably be inferred.

THE PRINCIPLE OF
SUFFICIENT REASON

Suppose you were strolling in the woods and, in addition to the sticks, stones, and
other accustomed litter of the forest floor, you one day came upon some quite unac-
customed object, something not quite like what you had ever seen before and would
never expect to find in such a place. Suppose, for example, that it is large ball,
about your own height, Aptt[&ﬂyﬂvl}:nilranslugm You would déem lhls
puzzling and mysterious, certainly, buuﬁol\f_ﬂmdcrs the matier, it is no more
inherently-mysterious that such a thing should exisithan lha_l_anythmg else should-
exist. If you were quite accustomed to finding such objects of various sizes around

you most of the time, but had never scen an ordinary rock, then upon finding a
large rock in the woods one day you would be just as puzzled and mystilied. This

illustrates the fact that something-that-is-mysterious-ceascs to seem so simply by its

accustomed presence. It is steange indeed, for example, that a world such as ours
shoyld exist; yet few people are very often struck by this strangeness but simply
takg it for granted.

Suppose, then, that you have found this translucent ball and are mystified by it.
Now whatever else you might wonder about it, there is one thing you would hardly

question; namely, that jt did not appear there all by itsell, that it owes its existence |
to something. You might not have the remotest i otest idea whence and how it came 10 bcl

there, but yau would-hasdly doubt that there was an explanation. The idea lhﬂ it} }
might hggc_mmc_fmm_nmhmg.aLalL_lhau(_m_lgthxuuuhout there being any’
ex ¢ that few people would consider worthy of enter-!
taining-

This itlustrates a metaphysical belief that seems to be almost a part of reason it-
self, even though few ever think upon it; the beliel, namely, that there is some ex-

planation for the exisience of anything w whatcvcr some reason why it should exist
rather than not. Th;shwglcg_g[ﬂlhmg, which is not to be confused ~
with the | passing out of existence of something, never rcqui
ence docs That there should never have been any such bali in the forest does not
require any explanation or reason, but that there should ever be such a ball does. If
one were to look upon a barren plain and ask why there is not and never has been
any large wranslucent ball there, the natural response would be to ask why there
should be; but if one finds such a ball, and wonders why it is there, it is not quite so

s a reason; but exist- £ -~
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natural 10 ask why it should not be—as though existence should simply be taken
for granted. That_anything should not exist, then, and that, for instance, no such
ball should exist in the forest, or that there should be no forest for it 10 occupy, or
no continent containing a forest, or_ne Eacth, nac any world at a all, do not seem to
be things for which there needs 10 be_any cxplanation or reason; n; but that such
things should be dues seem 10 require a reason,

The principle involved here has been called the principle of sufﬁmcm m
Actually, it is a very general prmcnple and it is bcsl expressed by saymg that, in

in this sense, makes it lruc—m short, lhal lhcrc is some sort of cxplanauon known
—————
or unknown, for everything.

qu somo\rm depend on something clse, and are accordingly callc@@
while others depend only upon themselves, that is, are true by their very na-
wures and are accordingly callcd\ecessbry)'l‘hcrc is, for example, a reason why the
stone on my window sill is warm] hiamely, that the sun is shining upon it. This
happens 10 be true, but not by its very nature. Hence, it is conungent, and depends
upon something other than itself. It is also true that all the points of a circle are

cquidistant (rom the center, but this truth depends upon nothing but itsell. No_

mater what heppens;nothing can make it false. Similarly, it is a truth, and a nec- T

essary one, that if the stone on my window sillis a body, as it is, then it has a form,
becausc this fact depends upon nothing but itself for its confirmation. Untruths are
also;elcourse, cithe ssary, it being contin, cmlx__alsc for exam-
pic, that the stone on my window sill is cold, and necessarily false that it is both a
bogy\and formless, because this is by its very nawre lmposs1blc

The printiple of sulficient reason can be illustrated in various ways, as we havc
done, and if one thinks about it, he is apt 10 find that he presupposes it in his -
ing about reality, but it cannot be proved. It does not a t appear to be itsell a necessary
truth, and at the same. time itwauld be most odd 1052y it is contingent. If one were
to try proving it, he would sooner or later have 10 appeal to considerations that are
lcsrpl&@han the principle itself. Indeed, it is hard to see how one could even
make an argument {or it without already assuming it. For this reason it might
propcrly be called a_presupposition o{_r@j, One can deny that it is true,
without embarrassment or fear of refutation, but one is then apt to find that what
he is denying is not really what the principle asserts. We shall, then L, treat it here as
a datum—not_something that is provably true, but as somcthlng That _pcople
whether 1hcy ever reﬂcct upon it or not, seem more or less to ) presuppose.

THE EXISTENCE OF A WORLD

It ha be true that something exists, that there is, for example, a world, and
although no one ever seriously supposes that this might not be so, that there might
exist nothing at all, there still seems to be nothing the least necessary in this, con-

sidering it just by itself. That no world should ever exist at all is pcrfeq_lx compre-
hensible_and scems 10 cﬁss ‘not_the sllghlcsl absur ity Considering any
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particular item in the world it seems not at all necessary that the totality of these

things, or any totality of things, should ever exist.

From the principle o of sufﬁcucm reason it follows, of course, that there must be a
reason not 6nly for the existence of everything in the world but for the world itsell,
mcamng by “the world” slmply everything that ever does exist, except God, in case /
there is a'god. This principle does not imply ‘that there must be some purpose or
goal for everything, or for the totalily of all things; for cxplanauons need not be,
and in Tact seldom are, tclcologlcal or purpose[ul All the principle requires is that
there bc_wof reason for’ everylhmg And it would certainly be odd to main-
tain that everything in the world owes iits existence to something, that nothing in
the world is either purely accidental, or such that it just bestows its own being
upon itsell, and then to deny this of the world itself. On¢ can indeed say that the.
world is in some sense a pure accident, that there slmply is no reason at all” why
this or any world should exist, and one can equally say that the world exists by s}
vcry_naLuM_s an lnhcrcmly necessary being. But it is at least very odd and arbi-
trary 10 deny of this existing world the need for any ny sufficient reason, whether in
dependent of itsell or not, while prcsupposnng that there is a reason for every othe
thing th: that évei exists. -

Consider again thic Strange ball that we imagine has been found in the forest.
Now, we can hardly doubt that there must be an explanation for the exisience of
such a thing, though we may have no notion what that explanation is. It is not,
moreover, the fact of its having been found in the forest rather than elsewhere that
renders an explanation necessary. It matters not in the least where it happens o
be, for ourmunn&h_ow it_happens to be there but how it happens to be at
all If we in our |magmauqn annihilate the forest, leaving only this ball in an open
field, our convncuon that it omm ent thmg and owes ns cxlslemc 0 somclhmg -
othe e lea:
hilated, and in fact ev cvcrylhlng else as wc]l to vamsh into nothingness, leaving only
this ball to constitute the entire physical universe, then we cannot for a moment
suppose that its existence has thereby been explained, or the need for any explana-
tion eliminated, or that its existence is suddenly rendered self-explanatory. If we
now carry this thought one step further and suppose that no other reality ever has
existed or ever will exist, that this ball forever constitutes the entire physical uni-
verse, then we must still insist on there being some reason independent of itsell
why it should exist rather than not. If there must be a reason for the existence of
any par_umlLlhmg, then the necessity of such a reason is not eliminated by the
mere supposition that certain othcr 1 things do not exist. And again, it matters not at
all what the thing in question is, whether it  be large and complex, such as the
world we actually find ourselves in, or whether it be something small, simple, and
insignificant, such as a ball, a bacterium, or the merest grain of sand. We do not

avoid the necessity of a reason for the existence of something merely by describing
it in this way or that. And it would, in any event, scem quite plainly absurd to say
that if the world were composed entirely of a single ball about six feet in diameter,
or of a single grain of sand, then it would be contingent and there would have to be
some explanation other than itself why such a thing exists, but that, since the ac-
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wal world is vastly more complex than this, there is no need for an explanation of
its existence, independent of itself.

BEGINNINGLESS EXISTENCE

t Tt shouid now be noted that it is no answer to the question, why a thing exists, to

: ,’ state how fong it Kas existed. A geologist does not suppose that she has explained

why there should be rivers and mountains merely by pointing ot that they are old.
Similarly, if one were to ask, concerning the ball of which we have spoken, for
some sulficient reason for its being, he would not receive any answer upon being
told that it had been there since yesterday. Nor waould it be any better answer to
say that-ithad-existed since beforg anyone could remember, or even that it had al-
ways exigted; lor Lhe question was nol one concerning its age but its existence. If, to
be sure, one were to ask where a given thing came from, or how it came into being,
then upon learning that it had always existed he would.learn that it never really
came inte-being at-all; but he could still reasonably wonder why it should exist at
all. U, accordingly, the world—that is, the totality of all things excepting Ged, in
case there is a god-—had really no beginning at all, but has always existed in some
form or othcr, then there is clearly no answer to the question, where it came from

‘f\’ and when; it did not, on this supposition, come from anything at all, at any time.

Bu still, it can be asked why there is a world, why indeed there is a beginningless
world, why there should have perhaps always been something rather than nothing.
Andyif_the principle of sulficient reason is a good prmcnp!c_lh_crf_must be an an-

swer to_that question, an answer that is by no means supplied by giving the world
an _age, or even an infipit€ age.

CREATION

This brings out an important point with respect to the concept of creation that is
often misunderstood, particularly by those whose thinking has been influenced by
Christian ideas. People tend to think that creation—for example, the creation of
the world by God—means creation in time, from which it of course logically fol-
lows that if lhr,mrld had’ nﬂcgmmng in time, lhc'n\ircannol be the creation of
1 _God. This, however, is ermaequg,MMmcans csscnnal_[y dependence, even
m.Chrnsuan an theology. If qne thing is the creation of another, then it depends for its
cm\lfﬂ:_t_ @J.ha(»mhu, and 1RSI chfectlmslslcm wnh saymg that both are
cleanlhcr ever came into bclng_ and hence, thal ncllhcr was ever created
atany point_of time. Perhaps an analogy “will Thelp convey this point. Consider,
then, a flame that is casting beams of light. Now, there seems to be a clear sense in

their sourcc,.whx]c the flame, on the other hand, is not similarly dependent for its

cxistence upon them. The beams of light arise from the flame, but the flame does
not arise from them. In this sense, they are the creation of the flame; they derive

which the beams of light are dependent for theirexistence upon the flame, whlch is
\' /

‘:} their existence from it. And none of this has any reference to time; the relationship
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of dependence in such a case would not be aliered in the slighiest if we supposed
that the flame, and with it the beams of light, had always existed, that neither had *
ever come into being.

Now if the world is the creation of God, its relationship 10 God should be
thought of in this fashion; namely, that the world depends for its existence upon
God, and could not exist independently of God. If God is eternal, as those who be-
lieve in God gencrally _a;sqme,_lhen the world may | (though it need not) be eternal
too, without that aliering in the leasl its dcpcndcucc upon God for its existence,
and hence without aliering its being the creation of God. The supposition of Gad's
clcrnaluy, on the other hand, does not by itself imply that the world is eternal wo;
for there is not the least reason why something of finite duration might not depend
for its existence upon something of infinite duration—though the reverse is, of
course, impossible.

GOD

H we think of God as “the creator of heaven and carth,” and if we consider heaven
and carlh 1o include everything that exists except God, then we appear to have, in
the forcggmg_cnnsldcrauons [alrly strong reasons for asserting that God, as so con-
ceived, exists. Now of course mast people have much mare in mind than this when
they think of God, for religions have ascribed 10 God ever so many attributes that
are not_al_g&implkﬂ_hy_d:miﬁ\qg}niﬁjﬁéi@li as the creator of the world; but that
is not relevant here. Most religious persons do, in any case, think of God s being
at least the creator, as that being upon which everything ultimately depends, no
matter what else they may say about him in addition. It is, in fact, the first item in
the creeds of Christianity that Ged is the “creator of heaven and earth.” And, it
seems, thece arc good metaphysical r reasons, as dlsungulshcd from the pusuasmn;
of faith, for thinking that such a creative bcmg exists.

If, as seems clcady.xmplu:g_z_h_ e principle of sufficient reason, there must be a

reason for the existence of heaven and earth—i.c., for the world—then that reason
must be found either in the world itself, or. oulsldc it, in something that is Tierally
supranatural, or outside heaven and carth. Now if we suppose that the world—1.¢.
the totality of all things except God—contains withimi itscll The Teason Tor its exist !
ence, we are supposing that it exists by its very nature, that is, that it is a ncu:ss.xrl
being. In thatcase there would, of course, be no reason for saying that it must de-
pcmLuMod or anything else for its existence; for if it exists by its very nature,
then it depends upon nothing but itself, much as the sun depends upon nothing but
~
itsglf for its Reat. This, however, is implausible, for we find nolhmg about the
world oz _anyihing in .Tmmmmlns own | nature, and ‘w we do find,
on the-eontrary, ever so many thmgs 1o suggest that it does not. For in the first
place, anything that exists by its very nature must necessarily be eternal and inde-
structible. It would be a self-contradiction to say of anything that it exists by its
own nature, or is a necessarily existing thing, and at the same time 1o say that it
comes into being or passes away, or that it ever could come into being or pass away.
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Nothing about the world seems at all Jike this, for_concerping anything in_the
world, we can perfecly easily think of it as bein annihilated, or as never having
cxisted in the first place, withous there being the slightest hint of any absurdity in
such a Supposition. Some of the things in the universe are, (o be sure, very old; the
moon, for example, or the stars and the planets. It is even possible 10 imagine that
they have always existed. Yer i uite impossible to suppose that they owe
their existence 10 nothing but themselves, that_they beswmwf‘il_ﬁm-
selves by their very natures, or that they are in themselves things of such nature
thay it would be impossible for them not 10 exist. Even if we suppose that some-
thing, such as the sun, for instance, has eﬁi_s_icd_l_'gl_'m[,_anq_\g_l_l never cease, still
we cannot conclude just ﬁ'(_)'[ml_h_i_sjﬁil'}réii_s!iby its own nature. If, as is of course
very doubiful, the sun has existed forever and will never cease, then it is possible
that its heat and light have also existed forever and will never cease; but that would
not show that the heat and light of the sun exist by their own natures. They are ob-
viously contingent and depend on the sun for their existence, whether they are be-
ginningless and everlasting or not.

There seems 10 be nothing'in the world, then, concerning ghich it is at all plau-
sible Lo suppose that it exists by its own nature, oy_contains within itself the reason
for its exisience. Tn [act, everything in the world appears to be quite plainly ‘the
oppasite, namely, something that not only need not exist, but at some time or other,
past or future or both, does not in fact exist, Everything in the world scems to have
a l'i_rg_w_r_alion, whether long or short. Most things, such as ourselves, exist only
for a short whit&; ihey come into being, then soon cease. Other things, like the
heavenly bodies, last longer, but they are still corruptible, and from all that we can
gather about them, they too secem destined eventually 10 perish. We arrive at the
conclusion, then, that although the world may contain some things that have al-
ways existed and are destined never to perish, it is nevertheless doubtful that it con-
tins any such thing, and, in any case, everything in the world is capable of
perishing, and nothing in it, however long it may already have existed and however
long it may yet remain, exists by its own nature but depends insicad upon some-
thing else.

Although this might be true of everything in the world, is it necesgarily true of
the worl@Tisell? That is, if we grant, as we scem forced to, that nothing in the
world exists by its own nature, that everything in the world is contingent and per-
ishable, must we also say that the world itself, or the totality of all these perishable
things, is also contingent and perishable? Logically, we are not forced to, for it is
logically possible that the totality of all perishable things might itself be imperisha-
ble, and hence, that the world might exist by its own nature, even though it is com-
posed exclusively of things that are contingent. It is not logicall necessary that a
totality should share the “s.members. For.example, even though every
persanis mertahdoes is that the humap race, BF_Lhuflality of
all_people, is also mortal; for it is possible that there will always be human beings,
even though there are no human beings who will always exist. Similacly, it is pos-
sible that the-world-is-in_itself_a necessary thing, even though it is composed en-
lircl%@gs‘thg;j\r.c contingent. Tt - T
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This is logically possible, but it is not_plausible. For we find nothing whatever
aboul/l‘hc\worlm_me than in its parts, to suggest that it exists by its own na-
ture. Concerning anything in the world, we have not the slightest difficulty in sup-
posing that it should perish, or even that it should never have existed in the first
place. We have almost as liule difficulty in supposing this of the world iself. It
might_be 5o ar hink of eve thing as utterly perishing and leaving no
trace whatever of its ever having been, but there seems to be not the slightest diffi-
culty'i;) imaginiag. that the world should never have existed in the first place. We
can, lor instance, perfecily easily suppose that nothing in the world had ever ex-
isted except, let us suppose, a single grain of sand, and we can thus suppose that
this grain of sand has forever constituted the whole universe. Now if we consider
just this grain of sand, it is quite impossible for us 10 suppose that it exists by its
very nature and could never have failed to exist. It clearly depends for its existehee
upon something other than itself, if it depends on anything at all. The same will be
true if we consider the world 0 consist not of one grain of sand but of two, or of a
million, or, as we in fact find, of a vast number of stars and planets and all their
minuter parts.

Iuwguld seem, then, that the world, in case it happens o exist at all—and this is
quite beyond doubt—is contingent and thus dependent upon something other than
it jrsexistence it itdépends upon anythiiig at 3l And it must depend upon
something, for otherwise there could b_cAQ“r\c_ason why it exigts in the first place.
Nov»f, that upon wﬂc_h_}hg_yq;ld dgpcnds must be something that either exists by
its_ownThature .or does not. If it does not exist by its own nature, then it, in turn,
depends for its existence upon something else, and so on. Now then, we can say

cither of two things; namely, (1) that the world depends for its existence upon -

something else, wh'i_ch_ig_tgm,d_gpqnd_s_pﬁ still another thing, this depending upon
still anoﬁic_l“:?ia—l'r_lﬁni{um; or (2) that the world derives its existence from some-
thing that exists by its own nature and that is accordingly eternal and imperisha-
ble, and is (he creator of heaven and earth The ficse of these alternatives, however,
is impossible, for it doe§ not render a sulficient reason why anything should exist in
the first place. Insicad of supplying a reason why any world should exist, it repear

edly begs off giving a reason. It explains what is dependent and perishable in terny
of what-ts itsell dependent and perishahle, leaving us still without a reason why
perishable things should exist at all, which is what we are secking j Uliimately,

then, it would scem that the world, or the totality “of comtingent or perishable
things, in case it exists at all, must depend upon something that is necessary and
imperishable, and that accordingly exists, not in dependence upon something else,
but by its own nauwure.

“SELF-CAUSED”

What has been said thus far gives some intimation of what meaning should be at-
tached to the concept of a self-caused being, a concept that is quite generally nis-
undersiood, sometimes even by scholars. To say that something—Goad, for example
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—is gelf-caused, or is the cause of its own existence, doeg not mean that this being
brings_i\cﬁu;&u.r._xi_s_tgs);_ei ‘which is7a perfecily absurd idea. Nothing can bring it-
sellinto existence. To-say-that someihing 15 §ellcaused (causa sus ).means only that
/ itexists, not contingently or in deanﬁpbﬁ something elsc but by its own na-

ture,-which is.anly 1o say that it is a being which is such that it can neither come
o being nor perish. Now, whether in fact such a being exists or not, there is in
any gase no absurdity in the idea. We have found, in fact, that the princiﬁbe suf-
ficient reason seems (o point to the existence of such a being, as that upon which
the world, with everything in i1, must ultimately depend for its existence.

“NECESSARY BEING”

A being that depends for i1s exisience upon nothing but jtself and is in this sense
sell-caused, can cqually-be-described.as a necessary_being; that is to say, a bcing
that_is not contingent, and heoce not perishable. For in the case of anything that
exists by its own nature and is dependent upon nothing else, Ui is impossible that it
should not exist, which is equivalent to saying that it is necessary. Many persons
have professed to find the gravest difficultics in this concept, oo, butthat is partly
because it has been-confused with other notions. If it makes sensc to speak of any-
thing as an impossible being, or something that by its very nature does not exist,
" then it is hard to0 see why the idea of a necessary being, or something that in its very
. nature exists, shoald not be just as comprehensible. And of course, we have not the
. slightest difficuliy in speaking of something, such as a square circle or a formless
bady, as an impossible being. And if it makes sense to speak of something as being
perishable, contingent, and dependent upon something other than itself for its
existence, as it surely does, then there seems to be no difficulty in thinking of some-
thing as imperishable and dependent upon nothing other than itself for its exist-
ence.

“FIRST CAUSE”

From these considerations we can see also what is properly meant by a first cause,
an appellative that has often been applied to Ged by theologians and that many
persons have deemed an absurdity. It is-a_commeon criticism of this notion ta say
that there need.not-be any first cause, because the series of causes and effects that
constitute the history of the universe might be infinite or beginningless and must,
in fact,-be infinite in case the universe itsell had no beginning in time. This criti-
cism, however, reflects a 1otal misconception of what is meant by a first cayse. First
/| here does not mean first in time, and when God is spoken _of as a first cause He is
fiot beipg-described-as-a heing 1hai, at some time in_the_remote past, started every-
thing. To descgibe God as a first-eause is only 10 say that He is literally a primary
rathe use, an ultimate rather than a derived cause, or a being
§ upon which all other things, heaven ‘and earth, ultimately depend for their exist-

~
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ence. It is, in short, only to say that God is the creator, in the sense of creation pre-

«vigusly explained Now This, of course, is perlectly consistent with saying that the
world is eternal or beginningless. As we have seen, one_gives no reason for the
existence of a world mercly By giving it an age, even if it is supposed o have an in-
finite age. To use a helpful analogy, we can say that the sun is the first cause of
daylight and, for that matier, of the moonlight of the night as well, which means
only that daylight and moonlight ultimately depend upon the sun for their exist-
ence. The moon, on the other hand, is only a sccondary or derivative cause of us
light. This light would be no less dependent upon the sun if we atfirmed that it had
no beginning, for an ageless and beginningless light requires a source no less than
an cphemeral one. If we supposed that the sun has always existed, and with it its
light, Then"we would have to say that the sun has always been the first—u.e., the
primary or ultimate—cause of its light. Such is precisely the manncr in which God
should be thought of, and is by theologians often thought of, as the first cause of
heaven and carth.

THE NATURE OF THE WORLD

Thus far we have considered nothing about the world except the bare fact of s
existence, an existence that, it has scemed, is contingent rather than necessary. bt
matters not, so far as concerns anything said so far, whether the world is orderly or
chaotic, large or small, simple or complex, for the ideas so far clicied would sull
have whatever force they do have even if we supposed the world 1o consist of noth-
ing more than the merest grain of sand.

Many ns, however, have thought that the nature or character of the world
and its,pmﬂmimﬂcé of some supranatural “guiding
hand,” that is, 1o song€ %urgoujul bc‘u?fg,whbﬂ,‘_whglhcr he created the world or not,
nevertheless fashioned it signilicant here is not merely that some world or
other exists, but rather that it jsthe kind of world we find. What we find is not a
mere grain of sand, nor a conglomeration of these or similar things, nor a chaos.
W%jﬂmgﬂy. to say-nothing-of-the-mystery-and-camplexity of

things { r_profoundest science and learning seem only barely 1o penetrate.

Students are sometimes awed by the beautiful machinery and apparemly purpose-
ful design of the universe when they receive their initiation into science, whether
this is discovered by them in the smallest parts of nature, particularly living things,
or in the vastness of the heavens. Of course this orderliness is before our eyes all the
time, but we hardly notice it, simply because we are so accustomed to it that we
tend to take it for granted. The-hamegstasis or_sell-regulation of our own bhodies,
for instance, whereby the body manages to maintain the most unbelievable internal
harmony and. 10-adapt itself 10 the most diverse and subile forces acting upon i,
represents a wonder that human art cannot really duplicate and our science only
dimly comprehends. Yet most people live out their lives without even noticing this
seeming miracle that is perpetually before them. The same type of order and seeni-
ingly goal-directed change is apparent in the embryological development of living
things.



