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  To Marjorie

  —faithful and patient, loving and kind—
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    There is everything.


    Therefore there is a God.


    Either you see this or you don’t.


     


    Blessed are your eyes, for they see,


    and your ears, for they hear.


    Truly I tell you, many prophets and righteous people


    longed to see what you see,


    but did not see it,


    and to hear what you hear,


    but did not hear it.


    —Jesus to his disciples (Matthew 13:16-17)
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  To see a world in a grain of sand,

  And a heaven in a wild flower,

  Hold infinity in the palm of your hand,

  And eternity in an hour.


  William Blake, “Auguries of Innocence”


  My friends have told me I have a Gothic mind; I’d call it Baroque. I see connections between some rather odd things and ideas. I am an inveterate and unrepentant punster. People groan their discontent as I interrupt a blossoming discourse with an off-topic pun. Only my daughter Ann can best me in verbal twisting. So while I will try not to indulge in displays of verbal talent in this book, I may find connections you will wonder about. Blake the poet wished to see the universe in a grain of sand. Me too.


  My major thrust in this book is to come alongside you, point and say, “Look. Look carefully. Listen closely. Do you see? Do you hear?” There are a million signposts pointing toward the specific truth of God in Christ. I’ve seen many of them. But God is speaking to you too. Look and see. Listen and hear.


  So this book is an eclectic apologetics. It mixes and matches various approaches to its subject. It contains a strange blending of autobiography and argument. It includes eccentric allusions to and arguments from the obscure (to most American readers) Stanislaw Lem to the obtuse (to too many readers) Gerard Manley Hopkins, and from the bare minimalism of Matsuo Bashō to the absurd chicanery of Lewis Carroll.


  One important part of this eclectic argument is almost unique to apologetics literature. It has played a major part of my own developing understanding of both my Christian worldview and the reasons it is true. I will focus on the role of literature (and in broader terms, the arts) from a Christian point of view. But perhaps it’s not unique. The following syllogisms also underlie the approach of Francis Schaeffer, though I strongly doubt that he would agree with the formulation.


  The essence of the argument is this:


  There is literature.


  Therefore there is a God.


  Either you see this or you don’t.


   


  Or, more universal and primary:


  There is everything.


  Therefore there is a God.


  Either you see this or you don’t.


  Both, of course, are takeoffs on this syllogism from Peter Kreeft and Ron Tacelli:


  There is the music of Johann Sebastian Bach.


  Therefore there must be a God.


  You either see this or you don’t.1


   


  On the surface of it, all these syllogisms look absurd. They don’t seem to embody reason at all. Surely they suggest a leap. No, not a leap of faith, but a leap beyond reason to sudden, intuitive direct perception of reality. Seeing really is believing. So is hearing.


  
    Acknowledgments
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    Much of this book is autobiographical, and there is no end to those who have played a part in it—that is, in the development of my ­understanding of Christian life, theology and apologetics; philosophy; and literature and literary criticism. In fact, everyone in any of these fields whom I quote or cite has been influential in one way or another. Of course, too, my family—from even before my grandfather Paul Louis Eugene Sire came to the United States from Switzerland—has played a role, for both fact and myth are involved. But it’s high school teachers like Lavonne Johnson and college professors like Lewis McNew at Washington State, Donald Clark and Ed Costello at the University of Missouri, and Arthur Holmes at Wheaton College (Illinois) whose names are not cited in this book who have been chief among my academic mentors.


    As for family, it is, of course, my wife who deserves the most recognition. I suspect that lots of male writers acknowledge their wives for their own safety’s sake. When I say that without her help my manuscripts would never have gotten past the first readers in ten dozen publishing houses, I am not exaggerating. Well, not much. She was a typesetter for many years. Her proofreading eyes and sense of rhetorical propriety are stellar. She will have read this before it goes off to press. Thanks, Marj!


    Publisher Jim Nyquist and editors Steve Board and Jim Hoover have seen to it that my work has gotten published in years past. And now editors Andrew Le Peau and especially Brannon Ellis have been the shepherds. It’s a delight for me that Ruth Goring had her hand in this book at the very end; she’s my favorite copyeditor. What a great crew there has been at InterVarsity Press since I joined them in 1968!


    It is embarrassing, terribly dishonoring, to mention all these men and women and not first to have thanked God. But I don’t quite know how to thank him in public. So I will just say, praise God in whom we live and move and have our being!

  


  1


  The Past as Prologue


  God Adumbrations in Many Daily Forms
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  Consolers cannot always be truthful. But very often, and almost daily, I have strong impressions of eternity. This may be due to my strange experiences, or to old age. I will say that to me this does not feel elderly. Nor would I mind if there were nothing after death. If it is only to be as it was before birth, why should one care? There one would receive no further information. One’s ape restiveness would stop. I would miss mainly my God adumbrations in the many daily forms.


  Mr. Artur Sammler to Dr. Govinda Lal in Saul Bellow’s Mister Sammler’s Planet


  “God adumbrations in the many daily forms”1: this could be the subtitle to this book. It’s what Mr. Sammler wants. Mr. Sammler, an elderly Jewish refugee from World War II in Poland, walks and thinks his way through the streets of New York. He has not given up on immortality. But he’s willing to live with what he most wants to keep—his “God adumbrations in the many daily forms.”


  I am not so willing to give up immortality. I rest myself in the hope of glory, “Christ in you,” as the apostle Paul said. Indeed, the presence of Christ signaled those God adumbrations Mr. Sammler so enjoyed.


  Mr. Sammler was old. So am I. Mr. Sammler’s life was messy—much messier than mine. But mine has been messy enough. In fact, no human life, even in retrospect or sub species aeternitatis, ever looks straight and narrow. And because of that, neither does any effective apologetic for the Christian faith.


  An Initial Definition of Apologetics


  I will begin my story and the story of this book with the slightly revised, broad definition of apologetics that opened my Little Primer on Humble Apologetics:


  Christian apologetics lays before the watching world such a winsome embodiment of the Christian faith that for any and all who are willing to observe there will be an intellectually and emotionally credible witness to its fundamental truth.2


  This notion of apologetics serves for both seekers and believers. Then I added this:


  The success of any given apologetic argument is not whether it wins converts or strengthens the faith of any given believer, but whether it is faithful to Jesus. The reasons that are given, the rhetoric that expresses these and the life of the apologist and the larger community of faith must, then, demonstrate their truth.


  This definition is broad based. It says nothing about which reasons count and which sorts of rhetoric are useful. In this book, I want to say something about both. You will not find here either an exhaustive catalog of proper reasons and reasoning or a demonstration of proper rhetorical principles. Rather, I have focused on a small, eclectic collection of both.


  The Complex Map of Apologetics


  One background for this book is the history of apologetics and its range from complex argument to direct perception, from elaborate scholarly tomes to brief conversations with friends, from the rhetorical forms of auto­biography, novel, poetry, drama and essay to blogs, radio spots and YouTube clips. I’m an old guy, but I still remember a brief radio drama from the National Council of Churches, broadcast sometime in the 1950s or 60s. I present it from memory it the sidebar.


  
    Popular Apologetics


    A visitor from a nearby church knocks on the door of a house of a neighbor. “Good afternoon, sir,” he says to the man who answers the door. “I’m John Buck from the big church down the street, First Church of the Resurrection. I’d like to invite you to join us in worship next Sunday. It’s at 9:30 and we’d love to have you.”


    “Hmm. Next Sunday, you say? Well, I’ll be golfing then.”


    “No problem. We meet every Sunday to sing and get to know each other. It’s interesting and sometimes even fun, especially when you stay after the service for coffee and donuts. How ’bout the next Sunday? I’d be glad to walk down with you and your family and introduce you to some pretty nice people.”


    “Oh, that won’t work either. Our family is leaving for vacation on the Friday before that.”


    “Oh, sure, I understand. How ’bout when you get back?”


    “Well, I’ll be pretty tied up getting our new ad campaign going at work. That’ll involve several weekends.”


    “And after that?”


    “Gosh, I could be dead by that time.”


    “That’s right.”

  


  This ad, of course, focuses on getting a hearing for the gospel, but, simple as it is, it contains an implicit apologetic.


  Judeo-Christian apologetics is as old as Job and as new as the latest clever tweet or YouTube clip. For the purposes of this book most of the history in between can be left to others. But one section—the past seventy years or so—is highly relevant to what I am trying to accomplish now.


  I grew up in an age when most thoughtful people placed confidence in reason, not just in commonsense everyday reasoning but in reason as a path to sure knowledge, both the abstract knowledge of philosophy and theology and the earthbound knowledge of science. I read the major Christian apologists then popular with thinking Christians. They included philosophically oriented theologians like Carl F. H. Henry, Edward John Carnell and Bernard Ramm; philosophers like Gordon Clark, Gordon Lewis and Arthur Holmes; and literary scholars and writers like C. S. Lewis and G. K. Chesterton.


  Along the way I also read the work of those they inspired—Norman Geisler, Alvin Plantinga, Nicholas Wolterstorff, William Lane Craig, J. P. Moreland, Ronald Nash, and later Alister McGrath, Lee Strobel and Tim Keller. As editor for InterVarsity Press, I oversaw the publications of rationally grounded apologists like Douglas Groothuis, Clark Pinnock and several clever followers of Lewis and Chesterton (like Peter Kreeft and Paul Chamberlain). Except for Lewis and Chesterton and, to a lesser extent, the work of their followers, the evangelical apologists of the 1960s and after usually took on the limitations imposed by the modern acceptance of the autonomy of human reason. While they well knew that the human ability to reason requires a firmer foundation than the naturalism that was inherent in this assumption, they wanted to start on a common ground. The ground they chose was the trust that modernity placed in the ability of reason to reach true conclusions.


  Their rationalist reasoning took several forms. Some of their arguments began with principles that many people took as self-evident, added other truths (principles and empirical evidence), and argued with sophistication for the existence of God, the deity of Jesus, the historical reliability of the narrative accounts in Scripture and the resurrection of Jesus. They addressed intellectual objections to their arguments and answered tough questions arising from the traditional Christian faith (the problem of evil, epistemological relativism, alternative claims of other religions, the challenges of science, etc.). Sometimes they turned challenges on their head, arguing, for instance, that the results of modern sciences such as the physics of astronomy make the notion of a personal Creator more likely than any alternative explanation.


  For those in our culture who put their trust in human reason, these apologetic approaches have worked well. Many Christians today read and benefit from them. Without them, thoughtful Christians would have too few resources to analyze the clever arguments and glossy lifestyles presented by our culture’s media, its pundits, its fraudulent experts and its passionate prophets of health and wealth.


  But many in our postmodern world have come willy-nilly to distrust reason, and the arguments of the modern Christian rationalists now seem irrelevant, doubtful, lifeless. The approaches of C. S. Lewis and G. K. Chesterton avoided this fate by clever and imaginative grasps of the paradoxes of the human condition. The value of human reason for them was to permit a conclusion to be wrested from within a framework of paradoxes. It took account of the human desire for simplicity, tied the reader in knots and then showed how Christian faith both accounted for the knots and then untangled them. Their work has attracted readers from across the intellectual spectrum from the simple to the sophisticated.


  But highly sophisticated rational apologetics itself is limited to those who can understand it. I, for example, don’t understand why the kalam cosmological argument succeeds.3 I suspect that there are legions of intelligent people like me. I’ve pondered the argument, I think I understand it, but I keep seeing objections I don’t think have been answered. Of course, the problem could well be my own inability to grasp the argument, rather than a weakness of the argument itself. In any case, the kalam argument doesn’t work for me.


  There is another limitation in many arguments Christians use to prove the rationality of belief in God. The God who is “proved” is only a transcendent, impersonal God, maybe a Creator, but not necessarily personal. Only a God whose existence is important to human understanding or human flourishing is worth troubling about. The arguments may support deism as a worldview but be silent about the existence of a fully biblical God. Of course, such arguments can be stepping stones to a fuller argument for the God of the Bible. And that’s no small matter.


  Actually, some of my own arguments of a less sophisticated type lead first to the existence of a vague transcendence on which further arguments can build. So take my criticism of the kalam argument with a grain of salt. We must grant value to arguments for the existence of the transcendent God, even if not the fully biblical God.


  There are many sophisticated arguments that I do understand, not by any means completely, but well enough to be satisfied that they support a Christian worldview. I am not complaining about rational apologetics as such but about what often seems to be assumed by many who use it—to wit, that it is a highly effective approach and should work even if it doesn’t.4


  In the late 1960s and 70s a new sort of apologetics arose from the lectures and publications of Francis Schaeffer. Instead of arguing from so-called self-evident principles, he began by recognizing the role of culture, especially painting and literature. He identified the presuppositions—the unstated foundation of cultural artifacts, values and ideas—that were either assumed or promoted by literature and painting. Then he showed how those ideas failed to account for the rich fabric of human being and human life, what in the 1970s he could still call “the mannishness of man.” Working from the Bible down and from the culture up, he understood the mindset of the counterculture and showed the profound relevance of Western culture to our understanding of God. Schaeffer wanted to show that the God who is really there is not any of the gods of the day—the mystical constructs of emotion and desire.


  On the one hand Schaeffer, like Carl Henry, relied on the ability of the human mind to reason rationally. He justified this by explaining the biblical foundation for human reason: human beings are made in the image of God and, even in their fallen state, retain the ability to reason—not from the inside out but from the outside in—from Scripture and God’s revelation in nature. He insisted that there was such a thing as “true truth” but moderated that with the notion that one can know some but not all of such truth. His was a chastened rational apologetic, a version of presuppositionalism that spanned the gap between modern rationalism and the birth and then the burgeoning of postmodernism.


  Working to and from the existentialists, C. Stephen Evans in his first book crafted an approach paralleling Schaeffer’s.5 And Os Guinness expanded Schaeffer’s approach with his recognition of the value of thinking in the categories of sociology as well as philosophy.6 Today, moreover, there are apologists who take a humble stance concerning the value of rational argument. Some of this movement can be seen, I hope, in the books I have written.


  A Confession Good for My Soul


  Now let me turn to my own place in the story of recent apologetics—a mini-autobiography via bibliography.7 I offer it as a retrospective—where my mind, for good or ill, has been. It partly explains why I am finally willing to say that everything points to God. The view may be eclectic and eccentric. You judge. You use your reason, the good sense God has given all of us. Ah, but do it kindly, please.


  My early books were largely grounded in modern rationalism, but as I lectured and wrote, I came to see two things—the growing failure of arguments to move students and others toward Christian faith and the rising possibility of doing apologetics with attention to why people today actually do become Christians.


  My first book to strike a chord with readers was The Universe Next Door: A Worldview Catalog (1976). It came from twelve years of teaching world literature from Homer to Camus and English literature from Beowulf to Virginia Woolf. I learned the notion of worldview from Donald Clark at the University of Missouri, where I studied and taught from 1958 to 1964. The book that emerged combined a history of worldviews with a host of illustrations from the great literature of the world. I used the definition and comparison of worldviews to show the superior ability of Christianity to explain our experience and thus offered an apologetic for the Christian worldview.


  How to Read Slowly (1978) explained how to read literature “worldviewishly,” that is, how to detect and evaluate the views of reality explained by or adhered to by authors. This book was not an apologetic in itself, but it was a step toward understanding the apologetic character of literature. And Scripture Twisting (1980), deriving from my frustration with wild and often foolish misreadings of the Bible by those promoting a heretical Christianity or alternative religion, belongs to a subspecies of more scholarly works focused on the correct reading of Scripture.


  Meanwhile, The Universe Next Door was well received by a wide group of readers—students, teachers and apologists. Even some teachers who were not Christian used the book for its labeling and descriptions alone. From this success came many invitations to speak to university and college students and faculty in North America, and eventually in Eastern Europe after the Berlin Wall came down.8


  As a speaker I was largely an apologist. A book form of several of my arguments emerged in Chris Chrisman Goes to College: And Faces the Challenges of Relativism, Individualism and Pluralism (1993). The book follows the first-year college experience of Chris, my version of a naive (aren’t all “freshmen” naive?) evangelical Christian. It reflects my growing awareness that the categories of sociological analysis can illuminate for apologists a fuller picture of the culture(s) we address than those of mere intellectual analysis.


  One of my lectures given first in the 1980s under the title “Why Should Anyone Believe Anything at All?” became a standard of my speaking fare. Some years later it morphed into Why Should Anyone Believe Anything at All? (1994), an expanded version of the talk. That book is still my best shot at an apologetic covering the major issues faced by people today. Its method is a bridge between modernist and postmodernist apologetics. Given as a talk, it assumes that those listening have not thought much about why they believe whatever it is they believe. In the course of a dialogue with the audience, I try to demonstrate that they actually do not act as if different beliefs, different religious conceptions, are equally true. They actually act as if they believe because their own belief is true—true in the sense that the opposite of that belief cannot be true. Many of the audience came to see this. In any case, the sponsors must have thought so, because this became the talk I was most invited to give.


  My approach was to return students from a postmodern model of reality to a model of reality that takes truth seriously. Eventually, I wanted people to see that the Christian worldview better explains the character and value of rational thinking (as in science) than what they had absorbed by osmosis from their experience in the classrooms of the nonscience disciplines and in their life in the dorms.9


  Two books followed. Habits of the Mind: Intellectual Life as a Christian Calling (2000) again stressed the importance of clear thinking that is also humble and deeply emotional. Václav Havel: Intellectual Conscience of International Politics (2001) exemplified the practical value of worldview analysis in understanding and assessing the contributions of key cultural figures as expressed in their philosophical and literary works. This book became a distinct apologetic when it concluded that the stunning ethical insights and practices of this great thinker, dramatist, political dissident and activist could be better undergirded by a Christian conception of God than by his notion of the Horizon of Being.


  By the turn of the century, worldview analysis had become both widely used by thoughtful Christians and widely criticized for being overly intellectual. When David Naugle wrote his massive history of the worldview concept, he argued that worldviews are rooted in personal commitment, a matter of the heart, more than being a mere matter of the intellect. In Naming the Elephant (2004) I focused on this profound insight, and I revised my early definition of worldview to reflect it.


  After this I returned to write two tightly focused works of apologetics. Why Good Arguments Often Fail (2006) could be subtitled “the confessions of a failed apologist.” It was a call to combine excellent reasoning with excellent rhetoric. A Little Primer on Humble Apologetics (2006) outlined what I take to be my mature understanding of apologetics.10 It contains the definition of apologetics that I quote above. In short, I see apologetics not so much as argument as a call from Christians to all others to look, to see, to grasp by whatever means at their disposal the truth of the Christian faith and follow up by a commitment to Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior.11


  Deepest Differences: A Christian-Atheist Dialogue (2009), coauthored with Carl Peraino, an atheist and retired cancer researcher, is a perfect illustration of two series of rational arguments that failed—my own and my opponent’s. We each then explain from our own point of view why we had failed to change the other’s mind. The result does not bode well for reason’s effectiveness. More recently my memoir Rim of the Sandhills: Why I Am Still a Christian (2012) has been published as an ebook (Kindle and Nook).


  As the present book is published, so is my Echoes of a Voice (Cascade, 2014). The two books are similar and different. The present book focuses on the wide variety of good arguments and evidence for Christian faith in literature and elsewhere. Echoes of a Voice, a larger tome, singles out signals of transcendence, delving deeply into their nature and to the varying ways they have been interpreted within the frameworks of different worldviews.12


  Apologetics Is Messy


  As the brief history of apologetics suggests and the flow of my own changing mind shows, apologetics is messy. Our multicultural world has formed us in diverse ways. We are eclectic—each of us a bit of this, a bit of that—but still one unique person. We live together with deep differences. Our lives are not under the control of the intellect alone. Feeling and desiring fuel who we are, what we value and how we behave. We are a messy people, a fallen people, and that messy fallenness poses a challenge to those who engage in apologetics.


  Still we can ask: among all the ways apologetics can be done, is there a best way? The answer is clearly no. Here are four simple reasons. First, what can be known about God, his character and his intentions for us is massive, beyond our capacity to grasp. Second, the content of the Christian faith is so rich, so complex, so variegated, so deep, that it too is beyond human grasp. Third, human beings, the recipients of this knowledge, are so complex, so variegated, so profound that no single approach will succeed in addressing them. Finally, all of us—apologist and apologee—are fallen. Add fallenness to finitude, and we can see that effective apologetics can result only when the Holy Spirit becomes active in both the sender and the receiver of the message.


  Every approach possible short of trickery, terror and subliminal coercion can be the best. The context—culture, ethnicity, education, gender, age, situation—will serve to make the task messy. Still, the goals will remain the same: to lay “before the watching world such a winsome embodiment of the Christian faith that for any and all who are willing to observe there will be an intellectually and emotionally credible witness to its fundamental truth.”


  Success in any argument is never under the control of the arguer, and it should not be. In the final analysis, God inspires the work of the apologist and then uses it as he wills.13


  So messiness in apologetics is a given. The book that follows is an illustration. It emphasizes neither deductive arguments from principles nor inductive arguments from data. Both sorts of rationality appear in the following account, but they do not characterize the overall approach. The message is a story; the messenger is wrapped up in pilgrimage; that, too, is a story. My own movement from a first encounter with striking signals of transcendence through a typical evangelical experience of salvation and on to the development of a richer understanding of the faith and the reasons that both keep that faith from being blind and demonstrate the depth of a faith that is intellectual, emotional and practical—all of that is story. So too, you and every other reader of this book are in a story that is encompassed by the story of creation, fall, redemption and glorification. And either you’ll see this or you won’t. To see this is to believe it.


  2


  Wondering About God


  An Argument from René Descartes and Stanislaw Lem
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  I do not now admit anything which is not necessarily true: to speak accurately, I am not more than a thing which thinks, that is to say a mind or a soul, or an understanding, or a reason, which are terms whose significance was formerly unknown to me. I am, however, a real thing and really exist; what thing? I have answered: a thing which thinks.


  René Descartes, “Meditation II”


  This chapter jumps back and forth, interweaving my story and my argument. Hang on for the ride. And hang with me.


  Over the many years from the seventh grade till today, my commitment to Christ has not radically changed. My basic beliefs have remained traditionally Christian. What has changed are the reasons I give for believing the Christian faith to be the true explanation of the way things are what they are. So how are things? I will begin with what some might think is an audacious claim. It’s nothing new. It fits solidly within a Christian worldview. But recently I have begun to have a greater sense of its truth and the power of its implication for my life and for my approach to apologetics. The claim is this:


  There is nothing in the universe that does not finally point to the existence of God as Father, Son and Holy Spirit.


  From the tender love a mother shows for her child to the anger of the villain who would dash a child’s head against a rock, from the vastness of the universe to the minute and invisible wave-particles of light, from the history of the human race to the existence of one person in one place and one time—everything points to the triune God.


  Blaise Pascal put it this way: “What can be seen on earth indicates neither a total absence, nor the manifest presence of divinity, but the presence of a hidden God. Everything bears this stamp.”1 Everything shows that there is a transcendence that surely exists but is hidden. Well, as Pascal would say, that is often hidden but sometimes blazes like fire.2


  But wait. Surely an argument that maintains that there is no effective argument against it is a proclamation, not an argument. Let this objection stand. Over this and the next few chapters, I will try to explain why the argument is neither audacious nor merely a proclamation. I will pay special attention to literature but will also glance at many of the sorts of things that everything ultimately is.


  For the moment, I simply wish to come alongside you as a reader, point and say, “Look. Look carefully. Listen closely. Do you see? Do you hear?” There are a million signposts toward the specific truth of God in Christ. The few I mention will, I trust, become some of them for you.


  But where can I begin this journey through the messiness of both my mind and modern apologetics? The beginning, of course. The Bible begins this way: “In the beginning God . . .” Is that a clue, a signal? Let’s find out. How shall we think about God?


  
    The Glory of God in the Face of Christ


    When our hearts turn to him, that is opening the door to him, that is holding up our mirror to him; then he comes in, not by our thought only, not in our idea only, but he comes himself, and of his own will. Thus the Lord, the Spirit, becomes the soul of our souls, becomes spiritually what he always was creatively; and as our spirit informs, gives shape to our bodies, in like manner his soul informs, gives shape to our souls.


    In this there is nothing unnatural, nothing at conflict with our being. It is but that the deeper soul that willed and wills our souls, rises up, the infinite Life, into the Self we call I and me, makes I and me more and more his, and himself more and more ours; until at length the glory of our existence flashes upon us, we face full to the sun that enlightens what is sent forth, and know ourselves alive with an infinite life, even the life of the Father. Then indeed we are; then indeed we have life; the life of Jesus has, through light, become life in us; the glory of God in the face of Jesus, mirrored in our hearts, has made us alive; we are one with God forever and ever.


    —George MacDonald, Creation in Christ (Wheaton, IL: Harold Shaw, 1976), quoted by Rueben P. Job and Norman Shawchuck, A Guide to Prayer for Ministers and Other Servants (Nashville: Upper Room, 1983), p. 267

  


  A Life of the Mind


  The title of this chapter may be deceiving. I am not going to take one of Descartes’s three arguments for the existence of God and agree with it or make it my own. Quite the contrary: I will argue that the very failure of Descartes’s arguments makes a case for the existence of God. But let’s go slow here. Let me continue with my story, especially with my fascination with philosophy itself.


  “Philosophy begins in wonder,” Aristotle said. That was certainly true of my interest in philosophy, my practice of which began early, though the formal study began rather late. I don’t mean to claim that I was a philosopher before I studied philosophy. Nor, even though I have taught philosophy, do I mean that I became one later. It was simply that intellectual curiosity—for good or ill, rewarded with truth or bound by self-deception—came early. I wouldn’t have called my curiosity philosophy, but it was philosophic. I wondered about God and the universe, I asked questions and I pondered.
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