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This book has two purposes: one philosophical, the other polemical. The philosophical purpose will reveal itself plainly in due course, but the polemical purpose is sometimes implicit - between the lines, as it were. The target of the polemic is religionism. Religionists are those who are so bound up in whatever they believe that they will not change their minds about these beliefs even when presented with the most compelling evidence, facts, or even deductive proof against these beliefs. Religionists believe that their very identity, their very being, or what some of them call their immortal soul, is inseparable from and embodied in their beliefs to the extent that, if these beliefs are ever undermined, then they themselves will be psychologically or spiritually destroyed - or at least lose their integrity. Insofar as the typical pigheadedness of religionists stifles civilization, creates unnecessary conflict, negates logic, and countermands reason, an important goal of humanity should be to make the world safe from religionism. Let me state clearly from the outset that my anti-religionism is not atheism. I am a philosophical theist in the tradition of Hegel. I shall argue below that atheism is nonsense and that it is, in effect, a religion.

I first conceived of The Metaphysics of God in graduate school in the late 1970s while studying Whitehead's Process and Reality. But this book is not a Whiteheadian treatise. I never accepted Whitehead's theological point of view. It was merely provocative - as Hume's epistemology was for Kant. I was not awakened from any kind of "dogmatic slumber," but was inspired to develop my whole philosophy of religion clearly in a book-length form. That it has taken over forty years to write is of no importance. I had other things to do in the meantime. My thoughts on the subject have not changed appreciably since then, but may have deepened. A precursor of the contents herein may be found in the first volume of Dynamic Humanism, On the Duties of Philosophers, Chapter 4, "On True Religion"; Chapter 7, "The Metaphysics of God"; and Chapter 8, "Freedom from Religion."

Earlier versions of some parts of The Metaphysics of God appeared as: "Toward a Definition of Religion as Philosophy," Process Studies 16, 1 (Spring 1987): 37-40; "Three Paradigm Theories of Time: Bergson, McTaggart, and Whitehead," Process Studies 48, 1 (Spring-Summer 2019): 88-104; God, Evil, and Ethics: A Primer in the Philosophy of Religion (2004); and in various chapters of the five so far published volumes of my Ruminations: Selected Philosophical, Historical, and Ideological Papers: Volume 1, Part 1, The Infinite (2019); Volume 1, Part 2, The Finite (2020); Volume 2, Dawns and Departures (2013); Volume 3, The Frozen Landscape (2022); Volume 4, Gloria! (2023); and Volume 5, Fugitive Leaves (2025). Especially relevant are: The Infinite, Chapter III, "Hegel and Religion"; Chapter IV, "Philosophy of Religion"; Chapter V, "A Debate about Hartshorne"; Dawns and Departures, Chapter 11, "The Crisis of Religion Among the Young Hegelians: The Legacy of Hegel"; The Frozen Landscape, Chapter 8, "The Principle of Sufficient Reason as the Principle of the Ultimate Ground of Being"; Chapter 9, "What Does the Ontological Argument Prove?"; Chapter 10, "Miracles, Revelation, and the Religious Standpoint"; Gloria!, Chapter 3, "The Fivefold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason"; and Fugitive Leaves, Chapter 1, "Therefore We Must Go Back to Aristotle."

All translations herein are mine unless otherwise indicated. Biblical quotations are from the Revised Standard Version (RSV).

I would be remiss not to express my gratitude to the many kind and wise people - some of whom are no longer among us - who have helped me to refine my opinions, to formulate cogent interpretations, and to discover some truths about religion - which is not to suggest that any of them would agree with me: Prof. William D. Geoghegan, Prof. George L. Kline, Prof. José Ferrater Mora, Prof. Edward Pols, Prof. Isabel S. Stearns, Prof. Kay Sherman, Prof. G. Scott Davis, Prof. Burke O. Long, Prof. Heidi Ravven, Prof. Abigail Klassen, Prof. Denis Corish, Rev. Frederick S. Crysler Jr., Rev. Jennifer Hamlin-Navias, Rev. Canon James Gillespie Birney, Bishop Robert L. Dewitt, Rev. Ruth Ragovin, Rev. Murray Tipping, and Rev. Elbert K. St. Claire. Thank you all very much. I hope that I have not left anyone out.
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Metaphysics is simple. It may not seem so, but it is. It seems complicated only because nearly every metaphysician since Plato has cluttered it up with abstruse terminology. Granted, some neologisms and complex definitions or connotations are sometimes necessary to make metaphysical points clearly and distinctly, but not nearly as often as the philosophical tradition would have us believe. The sovereign truths of metaphysics, when formulated in precise terminology and presented without the unwarranted embellishments which philosophers typically want to give them, should be intelligible to anyone who can read at an eighth-grade level.
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What is Metaphysics?
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To prevent metaphysics from becoming unnecessarily and unjustifiably complex, we must consistently adhere to three systematic principles and use them at every opportunity: (1) that which is commonly known as the principle of sufficient reason (PSR), which would be more accurately called the principle of sufficient ground (PSG), or even better, Aristotle's principle of ground (APG), since it was he who presented in Posterior Analytics 71b8-12 the nascent form of the idea that everything that exists must have an explanation of why it exists; (2) Ockham's razor, i.e., the practical strategy of preferring simple - but not overly simple - explanations to byzantine or unnecessarily elaborate ones; and (3) denying the possibility of infinite regress, i.e., denying that causality can be traced backwards forever. The first two are topics of Chapter 5; the third is a topic of Chapter 2.

But what is metaphysics? Briefly, it is the science that proceeds beyond science after all the other sciences have reached their limits. For example, chemistry can tell us the composition of all things, but cannot tell us why they are so composed. Similarly, biology can tell us all about life, but cannot tell us why there is life. Physics can tell us about the mechanical, thermodynamic, mathematical, etc., properties of matter, light, and energy, but cannot tell us why these properties should be as they are. Inquiry into questions beyond such limits is the domain of metaphysics - or, more precisely, speculative metaphysics. To understand metaphysics is to understand everything in broad ideational terms - not grasping every little thing in every particular detail, which would realize the impossible infinity of empirical knowledge, but rather achieving a general awareness of how everything is coherently interrelated and systematically placed in relation to the whole, which is conceptual knowledge. Its very name suggests its purpose and vocation: The Greek prefix "meta-" means "after," "above," "beyond," or "among." Originally, "Meta ta Physika" just referred to the book that came next on the shelf after Aristotle's Physics, but has since taken on the metaphorical meaning of "beyond physics," i.e., the science which explores whatever the physical sciences cannot.

Metaphysics is traditionally divided into at least two subsciences: ontology, the study of being in general or of what there is; and "first philosophy," the underpinning of subsequent philosophical specifics, e.g., as we see in the title of Kant's main book about ethics, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals. A third branch, cosmology, the study of whatever celestial phenomena exist beyond the earth, has now largely been superseded by astrophysics.

Despite its simplicity, two great questions of metaphysics remain mostly unanswered: (1) the origin of the universe and (2) the nature of self-consciousness. Neither of these questions is as troublesome as it may appear, because philosophy can define their logical limits, then leave the first to physics and the second to neuroscience, with the strict caveat that both physics and neuroscience must remain the servants of philosophy in these and all of their other investigations. That is, philosophy is always the final judge of their findings and may modify them, add to them, or subtract from them, pushing their limits to their logical utmost - but never exceeding these limits.

Regarding the first of these questions, some people speak of "multiverses." Such talk is stupid and incoherent. These humongous units of being would better be described by fanciful neologisms like "subverses," "partialverses," or "ancillaryverses." They are not "otherverses." The one and only, single, unique "universe" is literally all that there is, including any parallel, subordinate, or imaginary sets of entities, however large or comprehensive these sets may be. Whatever there is, was, will be, or may be must by definition be subsumed under the concept of "universe." Thus our first question is more clearly expressed as "What is the origin of all-that-there-is?"

Regarding the second great question, we are speaking of what religionists call the "soul," but we are not going to use that term, because we want to try to find out what it really is, rather than just consign it as an airy sprite to some present supernatural life on earth or some eternal afterlife in either heaven, hell, limbo, ghostly existence, or the cycle of rebirth. The existence of consciousness presupposes the existence of life. Biology has figured out life. Hence not life, but consciousness, or more specifically, self-consciousness, is the mystery of this question for metaphysics and ontology. Life's complexity is an illusion, a delusion probably caused by the instinctive assumption that whatever is big must necessarily also be complex. Not so! Life is superficially complex, but not in its essence. Life is complex only if it is viewed as a sum of parts and not as a whole. So, we should learn to view life, not as a series of events loosely strung together, but as a complete entity which may, if desired, be dissected into parts, like the movements of a symphony. Indeed, the whole world, the universe, and everything in it is only complex if it is viewed as an aggregate and not as a unity. The rub is that sometimes, e.g., in the interests of natural science, we must view it as an aggregate.

Philosophy in general and metaphysics in particular is grounded in epistemology - What can we know and how can we know it? - and is permeated by logic. All philosophy beyond logic and epistemology flows from metaphysics. Just as we can have a philosophy of anything, so we can have a metaphysics of anything and - if we ask about the being, the existence, the nature of the being, or the nature of the existence of anything - an ontology of anything. For example, there are several theories of the ontology of mathematics, but the two most prominent are that the facts, truths, and relationships of mathematics are either (1) arbitrary yet coherent agreements and systems which may be invented, constructed, or amended by sufficiently intelligent human minds or which God - if there is a God - could have changed at will, e.g., could have created the universe such that 2+2=5; or (2) eternal, constant, absolute, determinative of all reality, and immutable, even by God, and thus can only be discovered or, as in Plato's Meno, recollected, but not modified, even by God. The former allows an extreme interpretation of divine omnipotence; the latter denies or limits divine omnipotence. The latter would have to grant that there are some aspects of mathematics which are indeed arbitrary, e.g., the ancient convention that a circle contains 360 degrees or the standard agreement that the common number system is base ten. Nevertheless, a circle would still be a circle and its properties, relationships, and functions would still be the same whether it had some other number of degrees or however we chose to name, define, and describe these properties, relationships, and functions. Descartes struggled with the dilemma of whether mathematics is absolute because God created and guarantees it or, on the other hand, whether mathematics is so utterly absolute that God had to create the universe according to logically prior mathematical laws and must always act in accordance with these laws. In short, the question is: Does God or mathematics have logical primacy? In Descartes's case, we might be justified in suspecting that his fear of the Roman Catholic Church - which had burned Giordano Bruno, condemned Galileo, and wildly expanded the Index Librorum Prohibitorum, all within his lifetime - hampered his public argumentation on this question.

A popular misconception of philosophy, holism, mysticism, or other forms of what their detractors call "fuzzy thinking" is that we philosophers, holists, mystics, or so-called "fuzzy thinkers" hold everything to be part of everything else, e.g., that the stars are part of us and that we are part of the stars, that animals are part of plants and that plants are part of animals. Not so! If these accusations were true, then philosophy would not be worth doing, holism would be ridiculous, and mysticism would be the fuzziest kind of thinking. But the fact is that we philosophers just see, in varying degrees of clarity, the ever-expanding network of relationships among things, among ideas, and among other relationships. We hold every such discrete thing, idea, or relationship to be intimately interrelated within one law-governed system of the three dimensions of space, the fourth dimension, i.e., time, and any fifth dimension which may be discovered. Such a system, which philosophers might call Aristotelianism, Spinozism, Hegelianism, etc., and which physicists might call unified field theory, grand unified theory, the "theory of everything," etc., acknowledges the reality of discrete individuals among its components. Even within a Spinozistic monism, such a system would not be a Schellingian "night in which all cows are black" (as Hegel puts it in paragraph 16 of the Phenomenology of Spirit). That is, even though all things, ideas, and relationships are systematically interrelated in some ways, they are each also, at the same time, unrelated to one another in other ways and are thus secure in their individuality. Philosophy and physics each proceed from the same spirit of impartial inquiry toward the same goal: universal understanding. But philosophy proceeds - or intends to proceed - all the way with its investigation of all-that-there-is; while physics must stop short, i.e., it does not - and cannot - take the non-physical or the beyond-physical into account.

Is natural science reducible to a perfected physics? According to Arthur James Balfour, "the immense advances which in modern times have been made by mechanical or quasi-mechanical explanations of the material world have somewhat upset the mental balance of many thoughtful persons ... It is not that they formulate any excessive claims to knowledge. On the contrary, they often describe themselves as agnostics. Nevertheless they are apt unconsciously to assume that they already enjoy a good bird's-eye view of what reality is, combined with an unshaken assurance about what it is not. They tacitly suppose that every discovery, if genuine, will find its place within the framework of a perfected physics, and, if it does not, may be summarily dismissed as mere superstition" (Science, Religion, and Reality, edited by Joseph Needham [New York: Macmillan, 1925], p. 15, Balfour's italics). It is indeed true that some who try to proceed beyond the logical limits of physics and the other natural sciences do so from superstitious or religionist points of view with paranormal, otherworldly, or supernatural interests at heart. But that is not what philosophers do. Philosophers, especially metaphysicians, clearly recognize not only the logical limits of natural science, but also the logical limits of their own discipline, and respect those limits. They proceed as partners of science, not as deniers or distorters of the natural order, whatever that may turn out to be. They do not indulge in wild fantasies, contrive imaginary friends, believe in unnatural miracles, or project their fears onto bizarre afterlives, as religionists do.

How does metaphysics work? It differs from all other sciences in that it is not empirical. Of course, experience is part of the data of metaphysics, but just having, acknowledging, or even analyzing and criticizing experience does not make anyone an empiricist. Empiricism is the theory that experience is the only legitimate source of knowledge. Rationalism, on the other hand, is the theory that reason synthesizes and adds substance to whatever data the mind receives, and thus can be used as not only a source, but also a generator of knowledge. "Empiricist metaphysics" would therefore be a contradiction in terms. So, metaphysics proceeds by using critical thinking to discover or formulate first principles, build a coherent system on those principles, then lay it out for scrutiny. Paradigm cases of this method are Descartes's Meditations and Spinoza's Ethics. Ideas range in quality from the inchoate to the conceptual. Philosophy aspires to make each idea into a concept, i.e., into what Hegel calls a Begriff, a clear, concise, discursive, unambiguous, non-metaphorical description of some reality as interrelated with other realities, so that this concept is interrelated with other concepts, ad infinitum. If, under scrutiny, the system and its principles hold up, then so much the better for that metaphysician. But if, under scrutiny, the system, any part of it, or any of its principles are seen to be shaky, questionable, incoherent, or even false, then the metaphysician must either defend, revise, or abandon whatever has been thus challenged.

All metaphysical principles, propositions, and findings have been attacked at some time or other in the history of philosophy. Some of them have been ridiculed, dismissed, ignored, pooh-poohed, believed to have been refuted, or even cogently or actually refuted. But some, e.g., Descartes's cogito, Anselm's ontological argument, and Aquinas's Third Way, i.e., the argument from the denial of the possibility of infinite regress for the reality of an ultimate ground of being, have never been refuted, even though ridiculed, dismissed, ignored, pooh-poohed, or believed to have been refuted. Indeed, no one has ever refuted the first three of the Five Ways or any infinite regress argument for the reality of God, but only proceeded in philosophy or philosophical theology as if those arguments had never been put forth. Such dismissal or ignorance can be either willful, unwitting, cynical, naive, a matter of faith, self-righteous, arrogant, or just the stock method of analytic philosophy.

Any metaphysics worth reading considers cause and effect, the relationship between them, and how to determine whether a given occurrence is a cause or an effect. We may posit three categories to exhaust the possibilities of metaphysical approaches to cause and effect: (1) emanationism, Platonism, neo-Platonism, creationism, and most religionism, wherein the cause is ontologically greater than the effect; (2) empiricism, wherein cause and effect exist on the same ontological level; and (3) Hegelianism and evolutionism, wherein the effect is ontologically greater than the cause. Since causation occurs in time, we philosophers, in order to discuss causality coherently, must each consider it in conjunction with a particular philosophy of time which we each have either developed, modified, or accepted as is. Philosophies of time are myriad, but may be divided into several camps. The largest such division specifies the camp which believes time is real and the camp which believes it is unreal. Within the time-is-real camp, one camp believes that time is a continuum, either divisible or indivisible, and another camp believes that it is a series of discrete moments, either infinitely short and thus unmeasurable or long enough to be measured, even though very, very short. And so on.

All things must pass - but out of what and into what? Usually we can answer the "out of what?" at least for the short term, and encounter difficulties with it only if we try to search the past for remote or ultimate causes. The "into what?" is impossible to answer. For it, we can only expect, hope, fear, or surmise that the near future will resemble the past and that the distant future might do so. Only the present exists. What exists is what is. If we rephrase "Does the past exist?" as "Is what was what is?" - or analogously, if we rephrase "Does the future exist?" as "Is what will be what is?" - then we instantly see the nonsense of attributing positive entity status to any time but the present. Even though the past does not exist, we are still justified in saying that the past probably did exist, and can reasonably act as if it did. Again analogously, even though the future does not exist, and may never exist, we are still justified in saying that the future probably will exist, and can reasonably act as if it will. What since the 1990s has trendily been called "autonoesis," i.e., the simultaneous awareness of the self and time or, more specifically, the self-conscious awareness of oneself as a temporal being, is not significantly different from what Kant calls "the transcendental unity of apperception" or what Fichte and Hegel call "self-consciousness." Both are firmly grounded in the present.

Philosophy culminates in ethics. That is, the perennial search for defensible answers to practical ethical questions is why philosophy is important. This is true for personal ethics (which is sometimes called individual morality), social ethics, and even political theory, which can be seen as a species of social ethics. Also, religion at its best, i.e., when it is closer to philosophy than to religionism, is so because of whatever ethical content it may have.

Metaphysics is necessary for ethics. Neither ethical judgments nor moral perceptions precede metaphysics. Epistemology leads to metaphysics which leads to considerations of ethics, i.e., the theoretical side, and morality, i.e., the practical side. An ethical judgment is any decision about what we ought to do or be, or about how we ought to act. Without solid metaphysical grounding, any ethical judgment is merely subjective conviction, an indefensible opinion. Ethical judgments must be based on principles and facts, not on feeling, i.e., preferably on categorically valid principles and verifiable facts, a marriage of rationalism and empiricism.

There are two choices for the basic question of ethics: "What ought to be?" presupposes nothing, but "What ought to be done?" presupposes some sort of dynamism, i.e., some sort of capacity for action. Only according to some kind of metaphysical determination may this choice be made and one or the other of these questions answered. We may say that the choice and the answer both come down to a question of human nature. But there is no single "human nature." Each human has a unique, particular nature. We may generalize over this "nature," but we may neither absolutize nor reify it. The crux of the matter, i.e., the purpose of any inquiry into the metaphysics of ethics, is not to persuade people to agree on logical propositions, regardless of their moral stance, but rather to persuade them to agree on a moral stance - logically.

Our topic here is the philosophy of religion or, more specifically, the philosophy of religionism. This topic must be grounded in a metaphysics or an ontology of God. This is because we must have certain knowledge and true belief about whether God is real or not. Without such knowledge and belief we cannot live authentically. If God is not real and we believe that God is real, then we are living a lie. If God is real and we believe that God is not real, then we are on the wrong track. But if either God is real and we know and believe that God is real or if God is not real and we know and believe that God is not real, then we are OK.

Philosophers typically disagree with each other, but, whatever their school or tendency, they can all agree on at least this one point of epistemology and metaphysics: We humans have only a finite perspective and therefore cannot know everything. Religionists would also agree with this point, but would push it an unjustifiable step further to assert that there is a God who can and does know everything. My saying this may seem like a straw setup of religionism, but it is not. It accurately depicts an instance of the illogic and non-evidence-based inferences that we are likely to encounter in conversation with religionists.

A common and frequently observed danger of subverting religionism is falling victim to the opposite extreme, dogmatic atheism, which is not only self-contradictory, incoherent, and generally absurd, but also just as much a religion as any religionist religion. Rejecting religion or religionism does not entail rejecting God. Accepting God does not entail accepting religion or religionism. Conflating the rejections of religion, religionism, and God to embrace dogmatic atheism is to throw out the baby with the bath water.

Religionism creates complexity where there is none. It complicates matters which ought to stay simple. Philosophy, on the other hand, aims to unify and simplify by means of rational explanation. Reason, logic, and evidence - not religion, religionism, or subjective feeling - are what separate, distinguish, and qualify opinions among humans and make some opinions false and others true. Truth must be both correspondent and coherent. Knowledge must be both through the senses and conceived by reason. Correspondence theories of truth, coherence theories of truth, empiricisms, and rationalisms are each one-sided in the Hegelian sense, i.e., inadequate, unless they each take their opposite theory into account and incorporate it into their own. We postulate that there can be many coherent systems of philosophy and even theology, but only one coherent universal system, which must be philosophy, never theology, and must be grounded in solid metaphysics. While we cannot expect to know or understand everything, even in theory, we must still take it as axiomatic that there is nothing that the mind could not know and understand, at least in its broad outlines.

~~~~~
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The question of the existence of God and the question of the reality of God are two different questions. This chapter hopes to show that the former is incoherent and readily dismissible, while the latter is of ultimate importance, and indeed, is the question upon which all else hangs.

If God is God, then God does not "exist." Rather, if God is God, then God is "real." The reality of God is necessarily beyond the boundaries of existence. "Existence" is a narrower term than "reality." Whatever "exists" is circumscribable, finite, and temporal, but whatever is "real" either may or may not be circumscribable, finite, or temporal; it may be boundless, infinite, and eternal. Existence is ontic (ontisch) in Heidegger's sense, i.e., it refers to beings among a plurality of beings. Reality is ontological (ontologisch) in his sense, i.e., it is the undefinable, self-evident, universal, and necessary underpinning of all existing beings. His "ontological difference" is between what merely exists and what is genuinely real, or in other words, between "beings" and "being." Ontic beings, their interrelations, and their properties tell us little about the ontology of real being. When he writes in Sein und Zeit, § 1.2, "'Being' cannot in fact be conceived as a being" ("'Sein' kann in der Tat nicht als Seiendes begriffen werden"), he means that reality cannot be conceived as merely existent. Reality may "have" existence in some sense, but it also has a quality which is necessarily beyond existence. This quality of reality is reality itself. Hence if God is real, then God must be boundless, infinite, and eternal, because, if limited, finite, or temporal, then God would be ontic. Since an ontic God is impossible, any demonstration of the reality of an ontic God would be self-contradictory. Whatever, if anything, God is, God must be on the far side of Heidegger's ontological difference, as we may infer from Sein und Zeit, § 3. Thus our question must be not whether God exists, but whether God is real. Either God is real or not. If so, what then? Or if not, what then?

To believe anything with no evidence, with insufficient evidence, or - worst of all - contrary to evidence is stupid. We should always either suspend judgment and adopt a healthy skepticism, refusing to believe the indemonstrable, or, in practical everyday situations, provisionally believe what is likely to be the case, just so that we can get on with our lives. Examples of the latter include believing in gravity even if we do not understand it and - with Hume in An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Chapter 4, Part 1 - believing that the sun will rise tomorrow even though we have no knowledge of future contingents. But to believe in the reality of God with neither evidence nor proof, as religionists typically do, is stupid.

Before we examine any other question, we must determine whether God is real. Everything depends on this question. The very meaning of our lives, the authenticity of our individual selves, and the foundation of any ethical society which we might ever create all depend on it. We cannot rely on religion, religionism, or faith to answer it. For this we must rely instead on philosophy, or specifically, on metaphysics. That is because philosophy and metaphysics address the question in purely objective, impartial ways, while religion, religionism, and faith clutter it up with anthropomorphisms, subjective intuitions, personal responses, convenient contrivances, untenable assertions, and other extraneous irrelevancies ab initio. Philosophy could save the world if the world would let it.

The question of the reality of God is ancient. So is - at least implicitly - the recognition that existence is different from reality. As early as Rig Veda 10:129, namely, the Nāsadīya Sūkta of no later than the eleventh century B.C.E., sages already were asking intelligent questions about the source and nature of ultimate reality. The Vedantic equation of Sat (reality, being), Brahman (the ultimate source, the universe, the absolute, universal spirit, power, growth), and Atman (self, life force, soul, essence, consciousness) in the Chandogya Upanishad of about the eighth century B.C.E. is a fair attempt to answer these questions. The ontological difference between existent beings, even universally existent beings, on the one hand, and universal being (Sat), on the other hand, shines forth quite clearly in this Upanishad, Chapter 6, Section 8, Verse 4.
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I have published this argument four times previously - as "The Empirical Version of the Ontological Argument and the A Priori Version of the Cosmological Argument" in Existence of God: Essays from the Basic Issues Forum, edited by John R. Jacobson and Robert Lloyd Mitchell (Lewiston, New York: Mellen, 1988), pp. 149-161; under the same title in the first volume of Ruminations (2010, 2019), Chapter IV.1; as "Is God Real?" in God, Evil, and Ethics (2004), Chapter 2; and as "A Reconsideration of the Theistic Proofs," § 4 of "Therefore We Must Go Back to Aristotle" in Fugitive Leaves, Chapter 1 - and have commented on it many times in the chapters of Ruminations cited above in the Preface. It may be presented as two separate but closely related arguments, but is really a single argument consisting of two complementary aspects: the a priori version of Aquinas's Third Way and the empirical version of Anselm's - not Descartes's - version of the ontological argument. In its four previous publications, I presented it as a deduction in the language of symbolic logic, but here I present it in plain English.

First of all, it will be seen that the a priori version of Aquinas's Third Way is Anselm's ontological argument and that the empirical version of Anselm's ontological argument is Aquinas's Third Way. Anselm and Aquinas would probably disagree, but these two arguments are really just one argument differently stated in two ways.

One argument in two aspects is not the same as what Charles Hartshorne and his supporters call a "cumulative case" or "global argument." In The Logic of Perfection (La Salle, Illinois: Open Court: 1973), Hartshorne nascently presented a combination of either six or ten theistic arguments - depending on how we count them - which he classified as either ontological or modal. Donald Viney refined this approach in Charles Hartshorne and the Existence of God (Albany: SUNY Press, 1985) by specifying a single argument consisting of revised versions of traditional ontological, cosmological, design, epistemic, moral, and aesthetic arguments. But, contra Hartshorne and Viney, theirs is not a single argument. It is six separate arguments loosely associated with each other, not one argument differently stated in six ways.

When two or more theories, arguments, or interpretations each have flaws, those flaws could either cancel one another out, thus strengthening the aggregate theory, argument, or interpretation, or compound one another, thus making the aggregate weaker than its component theories, arguments, or interpretations. Viney claims the former for his and Hartshorne's six theistic arguments, yet the latter seems more plausible for them, especially since Viney admits that the "cumulative case" is "not ... invulnerable" but merely "defensible" (p. 8) and waffles on whether it or any of its six component arguments are empirical, a priori, quasi-empirical, or quasi-a priori (p. 10). Viney identifies Antony Flew, Alasdair MacIntyre, and Michael Scriven as his opponents and correctly describes their position that any number of nested leaky buckets will still leak (pp. 10-11). Citing Jonathan Barnes and Richard Swinburne is his defense, Viney claims that six nested leaky buckets will not leak if their holes do not coincide (p. 11). But that would be true only if each nested bucket fit perfectly, with not even as much as a molecule of air space between its outside and the inside of the next larger one. To this we might add that, in a court of law, multiple instances of circumstantial evidence are still circumstantial, however many more bits of circumstantial evidence may subsequently be introduced.

My twofold or two-aspect argument is not susceptible to any metaphor of two buckets, nested or not, leaky or not. Rather, an appropriate metaphor would be that the empirical version of Anselm's ontological argument taken together with the a priori version of Aquinas's Third Way constititute two sides of the same coin.
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