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New foreword for this edition

​In this world where irrationality thrives and where religion plays a major role, we should make it clear – there are hundreds of arguments not only against personal God but also a Deistic (impersonal). Since the current flow of data offers unlimited opportunities, I have chosen not only to expand my previous edition but also to improve my content.

​Since readers of my blog know that I used to prefer a scientific approach to debating things (which was actually reflected not only in the previous edition of this book but also in my blog), my style has changed. I try to explain more and be more informative. So, not just a scientific abstract with elementary information but also lengthy texts that are more engaging.  

​This time, I found the topics complicated, yet I have not omitted them—just simplified them. You will find easy articles to grasp but also difficult ones. Do not fear skipping; you will always find tons of arguments that are perfectly understandable. The book is perfectly suited for someone with a deep disdain for complex philosophical topics but also for someone who is an avid philosophy reader.

​Introduction

My life started growing up in an irreligious background. I basically remained an atheist for most of my childhood despite some religious episodes, praying and so on. When deciding what religions are correct and whether there are some spiritual powers, I tried to read as many books as possible and be as objective as I could when selecting arguments. My heart had gone to science, a scientific approach and critical thinking.

I definitely wasn’t trying to underestimate Christianity and other spiritual ways. Can you move objects just by thinking about them? Is there a soul? An afterlife? Does a prayer work? These are questions I think I had found answers for. And they are mentioned in this book. Please try to read this book even if you are standing on the other side of a barricade. Being stranded in a bubble isn’t always right. And yes, I read religious argumentation – theology, philosophical theology and continental philosophy. I even meet with a priest. 

Now why is this book out? I was trying to find a people-friendly expanded list of arguments for atheism and I completely failed to do so. So, I have created my own. This book is definitely not exhaustive, and I am definitely wrong about some things and not right about everything (in so many arguments, you must literally be wrong about something). I guess the free will and morality questions will be the most controversial parts. However, this list is intended for someone who doesn’t want to read a long book about atheism.

I have tried to accumulate as many arguments as I could. At some point, I got sick and tired of making this book because you could have made an infinite number of arguments and could improve everything to infinity, so I decided to finish the work and publish it.

This book is intended both for theists (the believers in a personal God) and deists (those believing in an impersonal God).
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​How difficult it is for a religious person to change his or her thinking
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When starting to read this book, you may be completely convinced that God not only exists but all of the Christian teachings are right. You were born and raised a Christian and every aspect of your life is derived from Christianity. You live in the truth, and you barely think something can convince you otherwise.

We have a God-given loving family, morality, free will, and the protective hand of God. You are a living example that prayer works. You are connected to God and only the Devil is trying to take you to the other side. He, therefore, invented disciplines trying to subvert God.

We appreciate the beauty of this world and think that something couldn’t have come from nothing (either in this universe or nature).

These patterns are so deeply seated that it may be impossible to change your thinking even a bit. The emotions attributed to your life may be unchangeable.

This short book can, however, turn your life upside-down (if you let it, of course). It will teach you not only how keep an open mind and think properly (yes, the vast majority of people are biased). But you must give it a try. Please kindly contemplate it at least.
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​The overwhelming presence of God
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Believers do not merely think God exists. They know it, not through argument or evidence but through something deeper, something unshakable. God’s presence is not a theory but a feeling that fills every part of life. It is there in the joy of love, in the depths of sorrow, in the silence of prayer, in the vastness of the universe. It is not just comfort but certainty, more real than the ground beneath their feet. To question it feels unnatural, even absurd, as if doubting the sun while standing in its warmth. Faith is not a choice but a reality lived and breathed, a source of meaning, a promise that suffering has purpose, that death is not the end, that justice will come when the world fails to deliver it. It is not simply something believed. It is something felt, something that makes the world whole.

But what if this feeling, so powerful and undeniable, is not what it seems? Science suggests belief is not evidence of truth but a by-product of how the brain evolved. The human mind is wired to find patterns, to see intention even where none exists. It assumes meaning behind events, purpose behind chaos, presence in empty spaces. This was a survival instinct—better to imagine a predator and be wrong than to ignore one and be eaten. Over generations, this tendency shaped the way people experience the world. It made them see gods in the sky, spirits in the wind, fate in random events. It made them feel watched, guided, protected, even when alone. Religion did not emerge from nowhere. It grew from this deep-seated tendency, reinforced by culture, family, and history. It became the structure that held societies together, rewarding faith, punishing doubt, promising life beyond death. It made the belief in divine presence not just a personal feeling but a universal truth, something so deeply woven into the human experience that denying it feels like denying existence itself.

Yet, for believers, no scientific explanation can touch what they feel. Faith is not a survival mechanism or a mental habit. It is something greater. It is the peace that comes in the quiet moments of prayer, the overwhelming love that washes over them in times of despair, the certainty that they are never truly alone. Science may explain the brain, but it cannot explain the soul. To those who believe, God’s presence is not a trick of evolution. It is truth itself. And if the feeling is real, if it changes lives, if it gives meaning to existence, then does it even matter where it comes from?
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​Religious experiences can be explained neurologically
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Religious experiences can be explained neurologically, rooted in brain activity rather than divine encounters. Studies show that prayer, meditation, and mystical visions activate the temporal lobes, the same regions associated with emotion, memory, and altered states of consciousness. I always emphasize that what believers interpret as divine presence is often the brain’s response to stress, fasting, repetition, or sensory deprivation—similar to hallucinations or dreams. Far from proving the existence of gods, these experiences reveal how neural chemistry, dopamine release, and psychological conditioning shape faith. All driven by either evolutionary adaptation or by-product.
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​We have cognitive biases, make fallacies, lack critical thinking and mix emotions into the thinking process
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Given the fact evolution is true, we are basically plagued with cognitive biases. People are great at convincing themselves (it is much easier than to pretend something in a hunter-gathering community). Logical mistakes are also prevalent and little critical thinking was needed in the African savanna where modern people originate from. If you are not cognitively biased, make no fallacies and possess critical thinking, there is no chance of being a believer (theist or deist) after reading some of these arguments. Even though you were raised in a religious background.

Using the above mentioned, you can justify the Holocaust, Pol Pot, witch hunts, crusades, Stalin, and basically everything. But being devoid of these, your thinking comes to the right conclusions.

You can also see that you are not reasoning rationally but with emotions. Those emotions can be a strong player in your thinking process and, of course, to its detriment. Imagine scientists thinking emotionally – we would live in the Stone Age. Or let’s make it simple. Imagine the most simple rational act. Tying your shoe laces. Babies cannot do it because they are not smart enough. But you must raise your hand, put fingers to the right place and then move. And now imagine emotions would disturb the whole process. You wouldn’t be able to do anything.

Here are some examples of cognitive biases, fallacies and formal fallacies:

Confirmation bias is the tendency to search for, interpret, favor, and recall information in a way that confirms or supports one's prior beliefs or values.

Wishful thinking is the formation of beliefs based on what might be pleasing to imagine, rather than on evidence, rationality, or reality. It is a product of resolving conflicts between belief and desire.

Magical thinking – fallacious attribution of causal relationships between actions and events.

Argument from fallacy (also known as the fallacy fallacy) – the assumption that, if a particular argument for a "conclusion" is fallacious, then the conclusion itself is false.

Conservatism bias - the tendency to insufficiently revise one's belief when presented with new evidence.

Anecdotal evidence - information derived from personal experience or observation. Anecdotal evidence is used to learn about experiences, products, and to help prove a point. It is not scientific evidence, which can be verified objectively.

Dysrationalia - defined as the inability to think and behave rationally despite adequate intelligence. It is a concept in educational psychology and is not a clinical disorder such as a thought disorder. Dysrationalia can be a resource to help explain why smart people fall for Ponzi schemes and other fraudulent encounters.

Fallacy of composition – assuming that something true as part of a whole must also be true of the whole.

False attribution – appealing to an irrelevant, unqualified, unidentified, biased or fabricated source in support of an argument.

Cherry picking - suppressed evidence, incomplete evidence, argument by half-truth, fallacy of exclusion, card stacking, slanting – using individual cases or data that confirm a particular position, while ignoring related cases or data that may contradict that position.

Inductive fallacy – a more general name for a class of fallacies, including hasty generalization and its relatives. A fallacy of induction happens when a conclusion is drawn from premises that only lightly support it.

Appeal to the stone - dismissing a claim as absurd without demonstrating proof for its absurdity.

Argument from incredulity (appeal to common sense) – "I cannot imagine how this could be true; therefore, it must be false.”​[1]

The fact of the matter is, there are basically hundreds of them.
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​Religious indoctrination 
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This is the main transmissible way to make people religious. And it starts from the cradle. The little babies have no choice, and religion then becomes deeply ingrained in them. When confronted with a different world-view they use every bias and every fallacy that exists just to defend their blind faith.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​Why is evolution true?
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When Charles Darwin published his book “The Origin of Species” there were only fossils, and their similarity to other fossils and current animals (and mutual geographic proximity). And the similarity of living animals, of course.

He described natural selection, which is defined as the process through which populations of living organisms adapt and change. Individuals in a population are naturally variable, meaning that they are all different in some way. This variation means that some individuals have traits better suited to the environment than others. Note that the vast majority of mutations are either harmless or harmful. 

With precise dating of fossils, we now know the T-Rex fossils were found in some phase. Let’s say some million years before our times. The evolution of fossils was discovered and the dating of fossils correspond with evolution as proposed. That means one evolutionary stage was similar to other, and dating (the age of evolution) matched. The problem would appear when some dinosaur fossils were dated billion years ago, or if the skeletons looked completely different (or if they were found in a completely different geographical area). It would easily disprove the evolution theory.

And with the huge discovery of DNA, no one could imagine a bigger test that evolutionary theory was facing. It could have easily proved or disproved it all.

Imagine T-Rex fossils (and its evolution) would be followed up with a similar form, and the dating would be consistent. And now the DNA wouldn’t match. There has been no evolution.

But guess what? The DNA matched perfectly, and not just in dinosaurs. We have the huge evolution tree of known species.

Evolution is also mathematicised, and the current prevailing theory is the theory of the selfish gene. Evolution theory is completely safe and proven.
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​We are evolutionarily programmed to be religious
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Evolutionary biology is a robust exact science that has its own branches: taxonomy, paleontology, ethology, population genetics, and ecology. Evolutionary psychology is a pseudoscience (though based on a rational core) that possesses many truths, even though we don’t know which are true. And we are evolutionary programmed to be religious, but we don’t know if religion served as a purpose for our ancestors or whether it is just a byproduct (we may bet on it, yet we have no certainty). Evolution is something extremely proved, so religion consequentially must be part of evolution.

You then have a personal relationship with the deity, feel its presence, it answers your wishes and so on, but this is nothing but evolutionary purpose or a by-product of it.

The by-product hypothesis argues that religion emerged as an unintended consequence of evolved cognitive functions. Human brains are naturally inclined to detect agency, even when none exists—a trait known as hyperactive agency detection. This tendency helped early humans avoid predators and dangers by assuming that rustling in the bushes might be a lurking threat. Over time, this cognitive bias led to the belief in unseen intentional agents, which later evolved into gods and spirits. Additionally, theory of mind, the ability to attribute thoughts and intentions to others, contributed to the belief that supernatural beings could perceive human actions, even in secrecy. Memory and storytelling further reinforced religious ideas, making them more memorable and culturally transmissible. These mechanisms did not evolve for religion specifically but created an environment where religious thinking could flourish.

The adaptation hypothesis suggests that religion provided evolutionary benefits, increasing the survival and reproductive success of individuals and groups. Religious beliefs often promote cohesion, cooperation, and moral behavior, which strengthen group survival. Shared religious narratives create a sense of unity, reducing internal conflicts and increasing trust among members. The fear of supernatural punishment may have deterred cheating and selfish behavior, reinforcing social order in early human societies. Rituals and communal ceremonies also fostered group solidarity, making communities more resilient in times of crisis. Some scholars argue that religiously motivated behaviors, such as costly sacrifices and fasting, served as signals of commitment, filtering out free-riders who might exploit social cooperation without contributing.
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​The overwhelming presence of God
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If you are religious, you may feel the presence of God, have a personal relationship with him. You can feel how he works with you, communicates via prayer and so on. You may receive his love, gratitude, peace and kindness. God can communicate via the Bible (every emotion you get when reading the Bible may be God-given). The truth is you can feel the presence of Buddha, Krishna, Allah and so on. And you may claim: “My one is the only one!” But people forming other religions claim this as well. If you are in larger groups of people, the presence can be felt more (therefore in church gatherings). 
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​Believers’ emotions
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Believers do not merely think God exists. They know it, not through argument or evidence but through something deeper, something unshakable. God’s presence is not a theory but a feeling that fills every part of life. It is there in the joy of love, in the depths of sorrow, in the silence of prayer, in the vastness of the universe. It is not just comfort but certainty, more real than the ground beneath their feet. To question it feels unnatural, even absurd, as if doubting the sun while standing in its warmth. Faith is not a choice but a reality lived and breathed, a source of meaning, a promise that suffering has purpose, that death is not the end, that justice will come when the world fails to deliver it. It is not simply something believed. It is something felt, something that makes the world whole.

But what if this feeling, so powerful and undeniable, is not what it seems? Science suggests belief is not evidence of truth but a by-product of how the brain evolved. The human mind is wired to find patterns, to see intention even where none exists. It assumes meaning behind events, purpose behind chaos, presence in empty spaces. This was a survival instinct—better to imagine a predator and be wrong than to ignore one and be eaten. Over generations, this tendency shaped the way people experience the world. It made them see gods in the sky, spirits in the wind, fate in random events. It made them feel watched, guided, protected, even when alone. Religion did not emerge from nowhere. It grew from this deep-seated tendency, reinforced by culture, family, and history. It became the structure that held societies together, rewarding faith, punishing doubt, promising life beyond death. It made the belief in divine presence not just a personal feeling but a universal truth, something so deeply woven into the human experience that denying it feels like denying existence itself.

Yet, for believers, no scientific explanation can touch what they feel. Faith is not a survival mechanism or a mental habit. It is something greater. It is the peace that comes in the quiet moments of prayer, the overwhelming love that washes over them in times of despair, the certainty that they are never truly alone. Science may explain the brain, but it cannot explain the soul. To those who believe, God’s presence is not a trick of evolution. It is truth itself. And if the feeling is real, if it changes lives, if it gives meaning to existence, then does it even matter where it comes from?

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​The Bible is the best book
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It is true that the Bible will give you an answer to everything. The Bible is written in riddles so you can interpret it in a billion ways. Grossly incoherent, likely written by semi-literate men wrapped in fur, it is full of completely untrustworthy fairy tales that are a vast majority of lies; dubious claims, superstitions, extraordinary stupid observations that absolutely defy science. It has nothing to offer in terms of science and explanations of this world.

It provides us with things that science has successfully debunked. And since religious people use cognitive biases, fallacies and formal fallacies there is no problem for the Bible to advocate Hitler, suicide, crusades, Stalin, slavery, brutality, stoning, the killing of infidels and so on. It can tell you everything and nothing.
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​Reliability of the New Testament

[image: image]


Even Christian scholars agree there is no evidence for the claims in the New Testament. Not only are there stories that are false (the majority of them are made-up) but the teaching likely became corrupt after it was written down.
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​Religious texts plagiarize older myths
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Religious texts plagiarize older myths, recycling ancient legends and adapting them to new cultural and theological narratives. I always emphasize that Christianity is nothing but a collection of Bronze Age myths, yet even those were connected to older superstitions. The flood story, virgin births, divine messengers, and dying-and-rising gods appeared in pre-Christian religions, revealing a long history of mythological borrowing. Far from being unique revelations, these sacred texts are refined versions of older beliefs, shaped by historical power structures rather than divine truth.
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​Religious beliefs are culturally inherited, not discovered

[image: image]


Science had started uncovering the laws of this world from scratch. There is virtually no check of how religion is truthful since it is passed down from generation to generation, without any scrutiny of how thousands of philosophical and scientific arguments went against religion.
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​Failure of prophecy
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Many religious traditions claim that prophecy is evidence of divine inspiration, as only an all-knowing being could accurately predict future events. However, history is filled with failed prophecies, particularly in biblical texts, which call into question the reliability of divine revelation. If God is truly omniscient and has revealed the future to prophets, then all predictions should come to pass with absolute accuracy. The existence of unfulfilled or incorrect prophecies suggests that either these texts are not divinely inspired, or God is not as infallible as claimed.

Many failed prophecies can be found in both the Old and New Testaments. For instance, in the Book of Ezekiel, the prophet predicts the complete and permanent destruction of the city of Tyre, stating that it will be reduced to ruins and "never be rebuilt" (Ezekiel 26:14). However, Tyre continued to exist and remains inhabited today. Similarly, Isaiah prophesied the total devastation of Egypt, claiming that the Nile River would dry up, and the land would become uninhabitable (Isaiah 19:5-7). This has never happened, despite thousands of years passing since the prophecy was written.

In the New Testament, Jesus himself makes prophetic statements that did not come true. In Matthew 24:34, he tells his followers that "this generation will not pass away until all these things take place," referring to the end times, cosmic upheaval, and his return. Yet, nearly 2,000 years later, these events have not occurred. Many theologians attempt to reinterpret this passage metaphorically, but such reinterpretations highlight the failure of the prophecy when taken literally.

The failure of prophecy is especially evident in repeated predictions of the apocalypse. Throughout history, countless religious leaders and theologians have confidently asserted that the world would end within a specific time frame based on biblical texts. Early Christians, influenced by passages such as 1 Thessalonians 4:17, believed that Jesus would return within their lifetimes. Later, medieval and modern Christian movements predicted various end dates, including the year 1000, the Great Disappointment of 1844, and more recent claims about 2012. Each time, believers were left to rationalize why the prophecy failed.

The presence of failed prophecies also raises serious theological concerns. If divine revelation is truly reliable, then prophecy should be an unfailing demonstration of God's omniscience. If it is instead fallible, this suggests either that the prophets were mistaken, that God misled them, or that the texts have been misinterpreted. In either case, it undermines the argument that religious scriptures are infallible sources of divine truth.

Furthermore, the existence of failed prophecies undermines the credibility of fulfilled ones. Believers often point to seemingly accurate prophecies as proof of divine inspiration, yet they ignore or reinterpret the failures. If prophecy were a reliable mechanism for proving divine knowledge, then we should expect a perfect record, not a mixed one. A hit-or-miss pattern suggests guesswork, reinterpretation, and selective memory rather than divine foresight.

Ultimately, the argument from the failure of prophecy calls into question the reliability of religious scriptures as sources of knowledge about the future. If even a single prophecy is demonstrably false, then the claim that divine revelation is infallible is weakened. The historical record suggests that prophecy functions more like human speculation, wishful thinking, or attempts to influence contemporary events rather than true foreknowledge granted by an omniscient being.
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​Overlapping mythologies and stolen myths
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The problem of overlapping mythologies presents a serious challenge to the claim that religious stories originate from divine revelation rather than human imagination. Many religious traditions assert that their sacred texts contain unique and divinely inspired truths about the nature of the universe, morality, and the role of humanity. However, a closer examination of religious narratives reveals that many of their core themes, characters, and motifs are not unique but instead closely resemble or even directly borrow from earlier mythologies. This widespread pattern of repetition suggests that religious stories evolved over time through cultural transmission rather than being the product of divine revelation. If religious texts were truly inspired by an all-knowing god, one would expect them to present entirely original narratives rather than reusing elements from previous myths. The presence of overlapping mythological themes across civilizations undermines claims that any one religious tradition possesses a special or divinely revealed truth.

One of the most striking examples of this phenomenon is the prevalence of flood myths across different cultures. The story of a great flood sent by divine forces to cleanse the world appears in numerous ancient traditions, including the Mesopotamian Epic of Gilgamesh, Hindu mythology, and the biblical story of Noah’s Ark. In the Epic of Gilgamesh, written more than a thousand years before the Hebrew Bible, the gods decide to flood the world, but one man, Utnapishtim, is warned by a god and instructed to build a large boat to save himself, his family, and various animals. This story is structurally almost identical to the biblical account of Noah, leading many scholars to conclude that the biblical flood narrative was either influenced by or directly derived from earlier Mesopotamian myths. If the story of Noah’s Ark were a unique divine revelation, it would not appear in nearly identical form in earlier mythologies. Instead, the widespread presence of flood myths suggests that such stories were part of shared human traditions rather than messages from a singular god.

Another major example of overlapping mythologies is the concept of virgin births and divine sons. The idea of a god being born of a virgin or a miraculous birth appears in multiple religious traditions. In Christianity, Jesus is said to have been born of the Virgin Mary through divine intervention. However, similar narratives can be found in pre-Christian mythologies. In ancient Egyptian mythology, the god Horus was said to have been born of the virgin goddess Isis. In Greek mythology, Perseus was the son of Zeus and the mortal woman Danaë, who was impregnated by divine means. The Hindu god Krishna was also born under miraculous circumstances, and Buddhist traditions tell of Siddhartha Gautama’s mother having a supernatural conception. The widespread presence of miraculous births suggests that these stories did not originate from a single divine revelation but rather evolved from earlier mythological traditions that emphasized the extraordinary origins of religious figures.

The concept of a dying and resurrecting god is another motif that appears across multiple traditions. In Christianity, Jesus is said to have died and risen from the dead after three days, securing salvation for humanity. However, similar myths existed long before Christianity. The Sumerian goddess Inanna was said to have descended into the underworld, died, and later been resurrected. The Egyptian god Osiris was murdered and later brought back to life, playing a central role in Egyptian religious belief. The Greek god Dionysus also experienced death and rebirth in certain variations of his myth. The similarities between these stories suggest that the Christian narrative of Jesus’ resurrection was not an entirely original event but rather part of a broader tradition of myths involving deities overcoming death. If Jesus’ resurrection were truly a unique, divinely ordained miracle, why would it closely resemble older mythological traditions? The recurrence of this theme across civilizations suggests that the idea of a resurrected savior is a powerful human narrative rather than evidence of a specific divine revelation.

The idea of a final judgment and an afterlife where people are rewarded or punished based on their actions is also a common feature of many religious traditions. Christianity, Islam, and Zoroastrianism describe a final day of judgment where the righteous are rewarded with eternal paradise and the wicked are condemned to suffering. However, this idea is far from unique to monotheistic religions. Ancient Egyptian mythology described the weighing of the heart in the afterlife, where souls were judged by Osiris based on their deeds in life. Hinduism and Buddhism developed the concept of karma, in which one's actions determine their fate in future lives. The Greco-Roman underworld contained ideas of reward and punishment based on morality. The similarities in these beliefs indicate that the concept of divine judgment is not an exclusive revelation but a recurring human idea used to enforce moral behavior.

The theme of a great cosmic battle between forces of good and evil is another motif found in many religious traditions. In Christianity, the Book of Revelation describes an apocalyptic battle between Jesus and Satan, culminating in the establishment of God's eternal kingdom. However, this is far from the only example of such a narrative. Zoroastrianism, one of the world's oldest monotheistic religions, describes a final battle between Ahura Mazda (the force of good) and Angra Mainyu (the force of evil), after which the righteous will be rewarded and the wicked will be destroyed. Norse mythology contains the prophecy of Ragnarok, in which the gods fight against chaotic forces, leading to the renewal of the world. Hinduism describes a future battle between the god Kalki and the forces of darkness, leading to a new era of righteousness. The recurrence of this theme in different cultures suggests that it is a product of human storytelling rather than a divinely revealed truth about the end of time.

Some religious apologists attempt to explain the similarities between myths by arguing that earlier stories were mere foreshadowings of the true religious events revealed in their tradition. For example, some Christian theologians claim that pre-Christian dying-and-rising gods were simply imperfect glimpses of the true resurrection of Jesus. However, this explanation fails to address why an all-powerful god would allow multiple cultures to develop misleadingly similar myths before revealing the supposed true version. If god intended for humanity to recognize his divine revelations, he would have ensured that his teachings were clearly distinct from earlier mythologies rather than appearing as variations of existing myths.

Others argue that the widespread presence of similar themes points to a universal spiritual truth rather than human invention. They claim that different cultures, through divine inspiration, arrived at similar stories because these narratives contain deep metaphysical meaning. However, this explanation does not account for the clear historical transmission of myths across cultures. Many religious stories did not emerge independently but were influenced by earlier civilizations through trade, conquest, and cultural exchange. The spread of ideas between Mesopotamia, Egypt, Greece, and the ancient Near East shows that myths evolved as societies interacted rather than being independently revealed by divine forces.

Ultimately, the problem of overlapping mythologies casts doubt on the uniqueness and divine origin of religious stories. If sacred texts were truly the word of an all-knowing god, one would expect them to present entirely new and unprecedented revelations rather than retelling variations of older myths. The fact that flood narratives, virgin births, dying-and-rising gods, final judgments, and cosmic battles appear across multiple cultures suggests that these stories are not divine revelations but human creations, shaped by historical and cultural influences. The recurrence of these themes across different religions indicates that mythology is a product of human imagination rather than divine truth. Instead of proving the existence of a particular god, the presence of overlapping religious narratives demonstrates that myth-making is a universal aspect of human culture, evolving over time as societies reinterpret and build upon existing stories.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​The unfulfilled end-times predictions 
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The problem of is a significant challenge to the credibility of religious prophecy and divine foresight. Many religious traditions claim that their scriptures contain specific revelations about the future, including detailed descriptions of an impending apocalypse. These end-times prophecies often depict a final battle between good and evil, divine judgment, and the ultimate transformation or destruction of the world. However, despite centuries of predictions that the end is imminent, none have come to pass. This persistent failure undermines the claim that these prophecies originate from an all-knowing god who possesses perfect foresight. If divine revelation were truly infallible, then at least some of these prophecies should have been fulfilled as predicted. Instead, history is filled with failed apocalyptic expectations, forcing believers to constantly reinterpret, delay, or rationalize why the end has not yet come.

One of the most well-known examples of failed end-times predictions comes from Christianity. The New Testament contains several passages that strongly suggest Jesus and his early followers believed the end of the world would occur within their lifetimes. In Matthew 24:34, Jesus states, "Truly I tell you, this generation will certainly not pass away until all these things have happened," referring to the apocalyptic events described earlier in the chapter. Similarly, in Mark 9:1, Jesus tells his disciples, "Some who are standing here will not taste death before they see the kingdom of God come with power." Yet the generation that heard these words died long ago, and the world has continued for nearly two thousand years without the predicted end arriving. These passages suggest that either Jesus was mistaken, the prophecies were not divinely inspired, or the texts have been misinterpreted in ways that avoid their obvious meaning.

Throughout history, various Christian movements have predicted the second coming of Christ and the final judgment, only for these events to fail to materialize. Early Christian groups expected the return of Jesus within the first century. In the Middle Ages, apocalyptic fervor led many to believe the world would end in the year 1000. The Millerite movement in the 19th century predicted that Christ would return in 1844, an event that came to be known as the Great Disappointment when nothing happened. More recently, failed predictions such as those of Harold Camping in 2011 and the widespread belief in a 2012 apocalypse based on misinterpretations of the Mayan calendar further demonstrate the pattern of religious end-times prophecies failing to come true.

Judaism has its own history of unfulfilled apocalyptic expectations. Various sects throughout history have anticipated a messianic age that would bring divine judgment and establish God's kingdom on Earth. The destruction of the Second Temple in 70 CE led many Jewish groups to believe that the end was near, yet history continued. The same pattern can be observed in Islam, where different interpretations of eschatological texts have led to repeated expectations of the arrival of the Mahdi, the final judgment, and the destruction of the world, none of which have occurred. Hinduism and Buddhism contain cyclical views of time and cosmic destruction, but specific predictions of impending world-ending events have similarly failed to materialize.

The persistent failure of these prophecies creates serious theological problems. If an omniscient god revealed the future through prophets, then those revelations should be accurate. The repeated failure of apocalyptic prophecies suggests one of several possibilities: either god did not actually provide these revelations, the prophets misunderstood or misrepresented divine messages, or god knowingly allowed false prophecies to be written into scripture. Each of these explanations weakens the credibility of divine foresight. If god did not reveal these predictions, then scripture is unreliable. If prophets misinterpreted divine messages, then divine revelation is unclear and prone to human error. If god allowed false prophecies to be recorded, then he is either deceptive or indifferent to the confusion these prophecies cause.

Some believers attempt to explain away failed end-times predictions by arguing that these prophecies are metaphorical rather than literal. They claim that "the end of the world" refers to a spiritual transformation rather than a physical apocalypse, or that certain prophecies are still in the process of being fulfilled. However, this approach is problematic because many of these prophecies contain specific details that do not lend themselves to metaphorical interpretation. When a text states that stars will fall from the sky, mountains will crumble, or the dead will rise, these descriptions are difficult to reinterpret symbolically without distorting their original meaning. Moreover, if god intended these prophecies to be understood metaphorically, he could have provided clearer guidance to prevent confusion and misinterpretation.

Other religious adherents argue that failed prophecies are simply a matter of divine timing—that god’s plan is beyond human understanding and that the end will come when the time is right. However, this explanation ignores the fact that many of these prophecies include references to specific timeframes, often stating that the events will occur within a certain generation or soon after a particular event. If god’s timing is completely unknowable, then these time-specific prophecies become misleading rather than enlightening. Furthermore, if god operates outside of human understanding of time, then making time-dependent prophecies at all would be deceptive.

The failure of end-times predictions also raises questions about the role of fear in religious belief. Apocalyptic prophecies often serve as tools for controlling behavior, warning that those who do not follow religious teachings will face divine punishment. If these prophecies were clearly and consistently fulfilled, they would serve as strong evidence for divine power. However, since they repeatedly fail, they instead suggest that fear-based religious teachings are based on human speculation rather than actual foreknowledge of the future. If religious leaders continue to make false predictions yet retain influence, it indicates that people are more likely to believe in apocalyptic warnings due to psychological and social factors rather than evidence of divine prophecy.

Ultimately, the problem of unfulfilled end-times predictions highlights the unreliability of divine prophecy and undermines the claim that religious texts contain infallible knowledge of the future. If god truly possessed perfect foresight and revealed the future to humanity, we should expect at least some apocalyptic prophecies to come true in the way they were originally described. The repeated failure of such predictions suggests that either god does not reveal the future, religious texts are prone to human error, or the very concept of divine prophecy is flawed. In any case, the historical record of failed end-times predictions casts serious doubt on the credibility of theological claims about divine omniscience and the reliability of religious foresight.
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​We act just like animals, God’s creatures would act differently and why create an imperfect society?
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People (higher primates) are extremely selfish and help their family but not strangers (you don’t care (to do something) if someone is dying on the other side of the planet or if someone is in a really bad situation. The reason you help your family is that you share an extremely significant level of DNA with them and the selfish genes compete with who will program the robots they will continue to reproduce. Now you know why family exists.

[image: 75]

r = the genetic relatedness of the recipient to the actor, often defined as the probability that a gene picked randomly from each at the same locus is identical by descent.

B = the additional reproductive benefit gained by the recipient of the altruistic act,

C = the reproductive cost to the individual performing the act.

You share 50 % of genes with you parents, siblings; 25 % with stepsiblings, grandparents, nieces, nephews, uncles, aunts; 12,5 % with your cousins, grandaunts, granduncles; 3,13 % with your second cousins. These numbers explain why you help your family members less or more.

In the society created by God, you would not only help complete strangers with scarce resources (for example, give him or her your house or all of your money) but you would also compete with who will be more altruistic (“No, sir, don’t give him more money, I will give him more money). People also provide help to strangers in a hunter-gathering group, but this can be explained by rising their chance to reproduce by boosting their social status (there are several forms of altruism but none of them can be labeled as really altruistic).

Not only do people not help each other, they actually compete for everything: sexual partners, food, tools, social reputation, properties, jobs, stocks, money, and so on). In human society, nearly everything is about mating. Girls flaunt their make-up, luring males to invest scarce resources into them and their babies, males are bigger in order to compete for females. Males will mate with nearly every female because they don’t have to care for the offspring, while females are picky and chose carefully whom to allow to mate (females ensure their partner will take responsibility for their offspring).

We are evolutionarily set in some ways: people eat, sleep, defecate, relax (because you would waste limited energy), cheat on their partners, observe other people to gain knowledge about the hunter-gathering group to increase their evolutionary fitness (who is a strong man, who possesses resources, who is unfaithful, who is a good hunter, who is untrustworthy, who has influence over the group), likes to hunt, has children and cares about them, practices sex, reciprocal altruism, infanticide, homicide, genocide, wars, we enjoy being part of a family and having personal relationships (which are not God-given but serve as an evolutionary purpose).

People like fatty and sugary meals because food was a scarce resource in the African savanna; when scared, you first get startled, then you identify the source and decide whether it was a false alarm. People fear darkness, snakes, spiders, predators and so on. Homo sapiens are also extremely territorial, aggressive and wage wars.

Since few males attracted the majority of females (to bond with them), people invented monogamy as a form of socialism, so every male gets his own wife.

Love is also an evolutionary adaptation to increase your evolutionary fitness. Since bonds tend to be short, love obligates both parents to care of their offspring for the critical time.

Rape can be included into evolutionary biology’s repertoire because it helps the males impregnate a woman without having to care for the offspring.

People might be racist or xenophobic because it lets their selfish genes to be spread more (unlike the others’).

We have intelligence to solve complex relations in the hunter-gathering group. We live in hierarchical societies where submissive-dominant relationships prevail. We tend to be egalitarian, understand the value of things. Nowadays we watch movies because we love storytelling, which provided us with information about the hunter-gathering group back in the African savanna.
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​Evolutionarily given animalistic personality and sets of behaviors
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No matter what culture are you from, we are slaves of the evolutionarily given animalistic personality and sets of behaviors we cannot change. Imagine you have decided to do just one activity of your choice for a really long time; you simply cannot, the brain doesn’t allow you to do so. The same goes for your robust cognitive apparatus, it slides from one thing to another, try to focus on one thing continuously for two years. You cannot. We know we live in the universe but don’t concentrate on it all the time. The same goes for sciences (notably physics). 
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​How would the ideal society look?
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Since I wrote how imperfect and animalistic our society is, I would also like to pinpoint how the ideal society would look. Actually, it wouldn’t be a classic society as we now know. There would be infinite robots with consciousness and with infinite happiness. No hunter-gathering and ape-like behavior with lousy morality. Just a perfect society.

There are also possibilities for one robot to possess multiple consciousnesses, or there may be completely different mathematical models.
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​World consisting only of Gods
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There is another theory: God – as our father – has created this universe with people. But why people? Creating a world with an infinite number of Gods would make much better sense. The Gods would be equal, and they would share the same Godly attributes. 
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​Humans are nothing more than ants to a supposed God
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In the vastness of the universe, humans are no more significant than ants scurrying on a sidewalk. The observable universe contains two trillion galaxies, each with billions of stars and planets. Earth itself is an insignificant speck, a grain of sand in an endless desert. If a supreme, all-powerful God exists, why would He concern Himself with the affairs of such tiny, fragile creatures?

When humans look at ants, we do not judge their morality, govern their societies, or intervene in their tiny struggles. We might observe them briefly, but their existence is too minuscule for us to care about their individual lives. To a cosmic God, humans would be even less significant than ants are to us. The idea that this being would monitor human thoughts, care about dietary laws, demand prayers, or reward and punish us for trivial actions is absurd.

Monotheistic religions insist that humanity is the center of divine attention, but this belief collapses under the weight of cosmic reality. The universe existed for 13.8 billion years before humans appeared, and it will continue long after we are gone. If God truly created this vast expanse, why would He spend His time dictating ancient texts, obsessing over what humans do in their bedrooms, or punishing them for doubting His existence? A being capable of creating galaxies would not micromanage a species that, in the grand scheme of things, barely registers on the cosmic scale.

The belief that God is intimately involved in human affairs is nothing more than arrogance. It is the equivalent of an ant believing that humans exist solely to watch over its anthill. If God exists, He would not care about humans any more than we care about stepping on an ant.
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​Creation of the world without doing it at the maximum?
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In his article "The Problem of Divine Inefficiency," philosopher Gianluca Di Muzio presents a novel objection to theism by questioning the efficiency of a divine creator. Di Muzio argues that if an omnipotent and omniscient God exists, the process of creation should reflect maximal efficiency. However, the observable universe exhibits instances of apparent inefficiency, redundancy, and suboptimal design. This discrepancy raises questions about the nature of the creator and challenges traditional theistic claims of a perfectly efficient divine being.

Di Muzio's critique adds a unique dimension to the discourse on theism by focusing on the concept of divine efficiency. He suggests that the imperfections and inefficiencies evident in the natural world are inconsistent with the notion of a supremely efficient deity. This line of reasoning invites further exploration into the attributes ascribed to a divine creator and the implications of observable imperfections in the universe.
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​We are animals, there is no afterlife
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Since we are just animals (robots with consciousness and personality), we are destined to die. Evolution programmed us to reproduce (there was evolutionary pressure on it), and not to live long lives. Therefore, we have to die pretty early (compared to the age of evolution). So, is there heaven for reproducing animals? I don’t think so. Note that nobody has returned from heaven or hell to tell us about their existence. 

Since people have an evolutionarily-given love for their closest-ones and their backward age didn’t have any knowledge of the brain, people dreamed about heaven.
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​Conflicting afterlife descriptions
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The problem of conflicting afterlife descriptions highlights a major issue with religious claims about life after death. Different religions present vastly different, often contradictory, visions of the afterlife, yet they all claim to be true. If the afterlife exists as a singular reality, then these mutually exclusive descriptions cannot all be correct, raising the question of which—if any—accurately reflects what happens after death.

For example, Christianity traditionally describes an afterlife divided into heaven and hell, where eternal reward or punishment is based on faith in God and moral conduct. Some denominations add purgatory as a temporary state of purification. Islam similarly envisions paradise and hell but with different criteria for entry, emphasizing submission to Allah and righteous deeds. Hinduism and Buddhism, on the other hand, propose reincarnation, where the soul is reborn in a new body according to karma, with eventual liberation (moksha or nirvana) as the ultimate goal. These conceptions are fundamentally incompatible: one posits eternal judgment after a single lifetime, while another asserts cyclical rebirth.

The contradictions extend beyond structure to the nature of the afterlife itself. Some traditions describe paradise as a place of personal joy, reunion with loved ones, and fulfillment of desires, while others depict it as a state of transcendence beyond individuality. Similarly, hell is portrayed in some traditions as a place of eternal conscious torment, while others view it as annihilation or temporary purification. If a single objective afterlife exists, why do religious revelations about it diverge so drastically?

Another issue is the exclusivity claims made by many religions. If Christianity is true, then those who follow Hinduism and believe in reincarnation are fundamentally mistaken about the fate of their souls. If Islam is correct, then Christian beliefs about salvation through Jesus are false. If Buddhism is right about the cycle of rebirth, then Abrahamic concepts of eternal reward or punishment are illusions. These conflicting claims create an epistemic problem: how can one determine which, if any, of these descriptions is correct, especially when all are based on faith rather than verifiable evidence?

Furthermore, if God exists and intends to provide humans with knowledge of the afterlife, the existence of so many contradictory accounts suggests either divine inconsistency or human fabrication. A just and omniscient deity would presumably reveal a single, clear truth about the afterlife rather than allowing mutually exclusive doctrines to persist. The sheer diversity of religious beliefs on the afterlife implies that they are shaped by human culture and imagination rather than divine revelation.

Ultimately, the problem of conflicting afterlife descriptions exposes the difficulty of accepting any religious claim about the afterlife as definitive. If multiple religions assert mutually exclusive afterlife scenarios, then at most one can be true—but there is no objective way to verify which one, if any, corresponds to reality. This undermines the reliability of religious teachings on life after death and suggests that human conceptions of the afterlife may be more reflective of cultural and psychological influences than of an actual postmortem reality.
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​Living eternally? Why not?
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Not only is God not eternal in time, but we are born and then we are supposed to go either to heaven or hell. But why not live an eternal life (living infinitely both in the past and the future)? This rather indicates we are born because we are replicating animals.
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​People fear for their life but why, when there is heaven?
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If heaven exists, there is no need to worry about dying if you act morally. Heaven is definitely better than an earthly life. But no! People are scared to die and use the threat of killing someone as an evolutionary advantage. The truth is Homo sapiens have a strong self-preserving reflex (to be alive at all costs) which enables them to mate, have offspring and continue to spread their selfish genes.
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​Were we Godly creations we would not be biological robots
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Imagine you were God and you wanted to create a society with infinite beings with infinite happiness, without any interactions between the beings, so morality would be obsolete. The robots (with consciousness, but the same personality) would be functional in the way that technological inventions are (some God’s super-duper energy), not as animals ingesting and chewing food, with lungs, livers, hearts, kidneys, stomach, and intestines. And now take a look at how imperfect the organisms are, with all of their flaws: cancer, stomach ulcers, myocardial infarction, kidneys failure, Crohn’s disease, chronic kidneys and so on and so on. This is something else we have common with animals (organs, DNA and thousands of diseases).
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​There were tens of thousands of religions 
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Humankind has produced literally tens of thousands of religions (you can count the nonreligious cultures on one hand). Most of them incompatible with other religions, a minority of them compatible. Each religion has its own explanation for things such as the afterlife, karma, soul, prayer, creation, Gods, cycle of life, death, and rebirth, or a single, finite earthly life followed by a single, unending afterlife? Do they retain individual consciousness and distinctness? Incarnation of the divine: never? Once only? Many times? What is the diagnosis of the human condition: Sin? Ignorance? Something else? The vast majority of them (except for those ones created now) are in deep contrast with modern science because they stem from illiteracy, ignorance, superstition, no real available knowledge. Sam Harris put it greatly when he marked religions as failed sciences. And a great bunch of them believe they are just right themselves. If religion doesn’t destroy the other religions, it is determined to fail (note Christianity, Judaism and Islam are very aggressive religions). Do you believe in a single God? Therefore, you are atheist regarding the other religions (this is basically a quote by Richard Dawkins). So, which one do you choose?
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​It doesn’t matter that religions are incompatible
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Some folks claim it doesn’t matter that religions are incompatible. They say all religions advocate the same thing. And of course, this is absolutely wrong. This is the view that the various religions are culturally conditioned interpretations and conceptualizations of a single underlying divine reality. Each is equally valid as a means of contact with the divine, and as a vehicle of salvation, transformation, and/or liberation.

There is a distinction between the Real-as-it-is-in-itself, and the Real-as-it-is-experienced-by-us. The Real as it is in itself = the divine as it really is. The Real as it is experienced by us = the experiences of the divine + the interpretive frameworks that are the various religious traditions in which they occur.

Strictly speaking, the religions of the world are all false, in the sense that they are not accurate representations of the Real as it is in itself.

None of our concepts of the divine apply to Real as it is in itself. But if not, then how can we even claim that the Real is divine? It claims that the Real as it is in itself is neither personal nor impersonal, neither one being nor many beings, etc. But on the face of it, this seems to be logically impossible – necessarily, the Real as it is in itself is either a person or it isn’t; necessarily, the Real as it is in itself is either one being or it isn’t, etc.

If literally nothing at all can be known of the Real as it is in itself, then contrary to what Hick says, it seems that it can’t function as an explanation of religious diversity – since it can do no explanatory work at all.​[2]
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​Religion stems from primitive superstitions when no science was known
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Imagine not being able to count, read or write. Then welcome to the age when most religions were created. There was no physics, mathematics (not on the level we have nowadays), evolutionary biology, evolutionary psychology, or statistics. No peer-reviewed articles, basically no widely available means of how to transmit human knowledge and no professional knowledge makers (compared to our current knowledge, when it is absolutely impossible to learn everything during one lifetime; actually current new knowledge is appearing at a faster and faster pace). We should also note the average IQ was drastically lower compared to now.
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​His hiddenness is unable to attract everyone to love him
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In The Hiddenness Argument: Philosophy's New Challenge to Belief in God, philosopher J.L. Schellenberg presents a powerful argument against the existence of a perfectly loving God, based on the problem of divine hiddenness. He argues that if such a God existed, there would be no nonresistant nonbelievers—people who are open to believing in God but do not, simply because they lack evidence or awareness of His existence. Since these nonbelievers do exist, Schellenberg concludes that a perfectly loving God does not.

The argument is based on the idea that perfect love implies openness. A perfectly loving God, much like an ideal parent, would want a relationship with all human beings and would ensure that every individual has enough evidence to be aware of His existence. However, the world contains many people who are open to believing in God but do not, through no fault of their own. This creates a contradiction: if God is perfectly loving, there should be no such nonbelievers, yet they undeniably exist.

Schellenberg argues that this incompatibility presents a serious problem for theistic belief. Unlike traditional arguments against God's existence, which often focus on suffering or logical contradictions, the hiddenness argument specifically challenges the idea of God's love. If God truly desires a relationship with all humans, then His existence should be obvious to anyone who seeks Him sincerely. The fact that it is not suggests either that God does not exist or that He is not perfectly loving, both of which undermine traditional theism.

The book has sparked significant debate in the philosophy of religion, as it forces theists to confront the question of why God would remain hidden from those who are genuinely open to believing. Responses often include appeals to human free will, the idea that divine hiddenness encourages moral or spiritual growth, or that God's presence is more subtle than we assume. However, Schellenberg challenges these responses by arguing that true love would not place unnecessary obstacles between a loving God and those who seek Him.

Ultimately, The Hiddenness Argument presents a unique challenge to theistic belief by shifting the debate from traditional arguments about suffering and design to the very nature of divine love. If a perfectly loving God existed, His presence should be unmistakable to those who are open to Him. The fact that this is not the case, according to Schellenberg, is strong evidence that such a God does not exist.
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​Divine freedom
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In Natural Theology and Divine Freedom, Philipp Kremers explores a possible contradiction between two common beliefs in philosophy of religion. The first belief is that strong evidence from the natural world (empirical arguments) makes it rational to believe in God. The second is that God has complete freedom to act differently or not create the world at all. Kremers argues that these two ideas do not fit well together.

He explains that if God's existence is supported by evidence from the world around us, then this evidence should point to a necessary being—one that had to create the world in a certain way. But if God is truly free to act differently, then the evidence we see in the world does not necessarily point to such a being. Instead, it would suggest a God-like being that is not fully free but is constrained to act in a particular way.

The problem is that most theistic philosophers believe both in God's freedom and in the idea that we can prove God’s existence through evidence from the world. Kremers argues that this combination does not make sense. If we want to believe in strong empirical arguments for God’s existence, then we should also accept that God's actions are necessary, not freely chosen. On the other hand, if we want to believe that God has full freedom, then the evidence from the world does not strongly point to God's existence in the way natural theology suggests.

In the end, Kremers challenges theists to reconsider one of these ideas: either they must rethink God's absolute freedom or question how much empirical evidence can actually prove God's existence. His argument invites further discussion on how we understand divine freedom and how it fits with arguments for God's existence based on natural evidence.
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​What are God’s achievements
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People often catastrophically fail to understand how brutal the world was before the Scientific and Industrial revolution with capitalism came – which is basically all the time humans have existed.

Life expectancy at birth averaged 10 years for most of human history. 105 billion people have lived on earth with such a low expectancy. Where has God been?

Life was short, brutish, full of hunger, thirst, fear of danger, violent death, mental and physical pain. Nearly all illnesses were incurable. Wars, genocide, infanticides. One group had nothing to eat or drink, they went and raped, or murdered another clan members. Of course, people had also experienced positive things but compared to this?
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​God cannot be proven but not disproved
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Well, things usually need to be proved rather than disproved. God cannot be disproved but his alleged existence is so absurd so we may be sure he doesn’t exist. Or we may take it inversely – try to disprove that every man has an invisible small world of dwarves planning a revolution in the whole universe on the top of his penis. You can’t disprove it. Isn’t it absurd? The same goes for God.
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​Why did theistic belief come after a really long time?
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Yes, starting from the most primitive belief to the most sophisticated beliefs, when theological philosophers or theologians advocate a theistic God ad hoc. But why?

Various folk beliefs with Gods of nature and other quasi-like Gods existed before monotheism.

God has created us or led our evolution. But a monotheistic God as himself emerged really late: Quasi-monotheistic claims of universal deity’s existence date to the Late Bronze Age, with Akhenaten's Great Hymn to the Aten from the 14th century BCE. In the Iron-Age South Asian Vedic period, a possible inclination towards monotheism emerged. The Rigveda exhibits notions of Brahman monism, particularly in the comparatively late tenth book, which is dated to the early Iron Age, e.g. in the Nasadiya Sukta.​[3] 
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​World complexity couldn’t have been created by itself
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Look at the stunning complexity of the world. It couldn’t have happened by itself. While this argument may sound right, it is completely rubbish. People evolved to understand complex human interactions and benefit from it. And when something complex emerges, they see it as product of someone. What about the mountain? Someone had to have put it there. Nowadays geology can, however, debunk it. Look at the tree’s structure, someone must have made it. Look at the complexity of chemistry, physics. This goes same with everything. But it’s one extremely huge bias.
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​Our extremely high intelligence gives us the chance to be extremely wrong
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Imagine being a duck. It cannot imagine God. Humans, however, can imagine nearly anything given their extremely high intelligence compared to the other animals. But that can also doom them to be completely wrong. Your thinking process tree may differ in billions of possibilities. I will give you an example: you have scientific theory – there may be 10 000 ways, but only one of them, however, is correct. The same goes for God: millions of cognitive biases, fallacies, and logical mistakes lead to a completely false conclusion. Being free of the above-mentioned, stressing the importance of scientific evidence and rationality lead to the correct outcome.
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​There is no evidence for religion
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There is no evidence for God – given how powerful he is and how strong his presence should be, science nowadays would have uncovered him. We have sophisticated tools to detect and measure things and religions seem to be completely elusive. Physical laws that would necessarily include processes connected to God, but there are none.
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​God’s ways of communicating
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Yes, the most probable way for God to communicate with us is a really old book. Not some hologram, audio, or video but a strange book. Sometimes a prophet appears which also makes no sense. It is very egregious that virtually all human Gods are invisible.
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​The Bible is supposed to be a product of God, yet it miserably describes this universe and nature
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Imagine the age when the Bible was created as a work of God. And what kind of God? God so impotent and stupid that he had to have the exact knowledge their era had provided him with. Imagine putting the reference of Newtonian physics, the Theory of relativity, quantum mechanics, evolution, schizophrenia, antibiotics, elements of chemistry, or cardiopulmonary bypass. How could someone have had such knowledge at this backward age? No, the Bible knows exactly the same things that people knew in the age it was created in.
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​Nowadays physics can exclude theism
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Today’s physics is an extremely robust and exact science that can exclude theism. And while there might be unknown matter we have very little clue of, there is no reason to connect it with something spiritual when we have learned spiritual things are something animalistic and stem from primitive superstition. We have superb observational devices that we have developed, and modern science can offer, yet they completely fail to reproduce any positive findings about God, the Devil, karma, prayer and so on.
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​There is no immaterial world

[image: image]


Religious people like to claim that there is not only the material world but also the immaterial one. The one we cannot prove. Sometimes they connect it with black matter we are not very familiar with. So love is not chemistry in the brain but cosmic power. But you can think of a billion ways the immaterial world can look like. Full of dwarves, witches and devil. And we cannot prove it either. But since we know religions are nothing but man-made evolutionarily-given phenomenons there is no reason there should be something like an invisible magical world. It is extremely improbable that the proven physical world would not interact with the immaterial world (like the power of prayer, Godly interventions and so on). Something that physics would have uncovered. It is just another made up thing to defend religions. We should stay with physicalism and scientists uncovering the real world.
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​Theodicy
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If God is omnipotent, omnibenevolent and omniscient, there should be no evil. Therefore, is he evil? Is he impotent? Or is he not knowing? Some people say evil must exist in order to know what it looks like. But no, this is written in the Bible and the suffering is really astounding.
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​Why to pray?
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When God is omnipotent, omnibenevolent, and omniscient, there is no reason to pray. It makes no sense. If God is all-knowing, He already knows what you want before you ask. If He is all-powerful, He does not need persuasion to act. If He is all-good, He will already do what is best without being asked. Prayer, therefore, serves no logical purpose in influencing God's will.

Even if prayer provides mental comfort, it still makes no sense. Psychological relief does not change the fact that an omniscient, omnipotent, and omnibenevolent being would have no need for human requests or reminders. If prayer is only for personal reassurance, then it is not a communication with God but a form of self-soothing. This means that prayer is functionally indistinguishable from speaking to an imaginary friend—comforting, perhaps, but ultimately without logical basis.
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​The power of prayer
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Imagine if prayer worked. You would turn a sociopath pupil with low intelligence into a bright and moral individual. People would pray during the presidential election and turn millions of people to their side. Prayers would make the world into a complete and unpredictable mess. Opposite prayers would null each other. Not only can physics now exclude the power of prayer, but there is no known way for prayer to work in our physical world. Even if physics were non-existential, we have robust statistical tools to prove things. And guess what? According to them, prayer doesn’t work. By the way, particular religions think prayer only works only in their system. You pray and sometimes it seems to function, but in reality, that particular natural phenomenon would have happened anyways. You only emphasize when it “works”, not counting when it doesn’t.
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​God doesn’t answer prayers measurably
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Imagine complete statistic elaboration of prayers science could measure and derive scientific prediction, evaluation. No, prayers don’t work.
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​Two conflicting powers
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The same goes for the power of good and evil. God would do something with the Devil doing the opposite things. The world would be a very chaotic and unpredictable place.
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​There is no Devil
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Back in the days when there was no modern Western medicine and no science, people explained every bad phenomenon by the Devil. Fox example: cancer, coronary heart disease, myocardial infarction, lower respiratory infections, poor harvest, bad weather, loss of a child; all of them were ascribed to the Devil. We know that these phenomena can be either explained by science or be considered natural phenomena, not defying science. There is absolutely no evidence of the Devil causing suffering, influencing your brain processes or his functionality as a moving power. There is no plausible theory how the Devil should work and no evidence whatsoever.
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​The Devil does not manipulate our mental processes
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Every scientist that has ever made a natural observation through sophisticated devices was influenced by the Devil, so the devices pointed out no supernatural powers were present even if they were. Tens of thousands of scientists reading peer-reviewed articles were influenced by the Devil to try to lure people to be atheists (they made evolutionary biology, physics, evolutionary psychology). Imagine an astounding amount of scientific knowledge was amassed and the Devil knew when to manipulate the thinking when it was correct (in order to think out the particular thing) and when to fool with them to join the side of evil. No matter what, you have thinking that can reason, induce, deduce, be critical. Two nuclear bombs were dropped on Japan, but the Devil created physics in the mind of the physicists that just doesn’t work. How ironic! As a matter of fact, when some spiritual forces were working on our minds you couldn’t trust anything – even religion. You couldn’t know whether lines in the Bible were not being manipulated by, for example, the Devil of Islam in order not to believe in Allah. Note also that a God could be a manipulating force. People (excluding those mentally retarded) are able to know they put a cup into a sink. Then they know how to lace their shoes. And as the logical complexity rises, they are able to make rational claims about religion. And since thinking devoid of fallacies, cognitive biases, and critical thinking provides us with futile claims about the reality of this world, we know that religions are not true. So you can trust your thinking and science.

And by the way, scientific findings were able to be reproduced by Muslims, Christians, Jews, Hindus etc. So, one religion must be true, but it couldn’t reproduce any evidence of God’s (or spiritual powers) existence.
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​Inability to sin
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The concept of god’s perfection and omnipotence creates a paradox when considering his ability to sin. Many religious traditions claim that god is perfectly good and morally flawless, meaning he cannot sin. However, this raises a fundamental problem: if god cannot sin, then he lacks the ability to choose between good and evil. This restriction implies that god does not have free will in the same way that human beings do. If free will is necessary for moral agency, and god lacks the ability to sin, then he does not possess true moral freedom. Additionally, if omnipotence means having the power to do anything, yet god is incapable of sinning, then his power is limited, contradicting the idea of absolute omnipotence.

To fully understand this issue, we must first define sin. In most religious traditions, sin is any action that goes against divine law or moral perfection. If god is inherently good and morally perfect, then he must always act in accordance with his own nature. This means he cannot lie, deceive, steal, commit violence unjustly, or engage in any other action that would be considered morally wrong. However, if god is truly all-powerful, he should be able to do anything—including committing acts that are considered sinful. If he cannot sin, then he is constrained by his own moral perfection, meaning there is something he cannot do. This limitation contradicts the traditional definition of omnipotence, which suggests that god should have unlimited abilities.

Furthermore, the inability to sin raises deeper philosophical questions about god’s moral responsibility. In human moral frameworks, choosing good over evil is meaningful because individuals have the ability to choose otherwise. A person who always acts morally despite having the capacity to do evil is considered virtuous because they are exercising free will in making moral choices. However, if god cannot choose evil, then his moral goodness is not the result of choice—it is simply a necessity of his nature. If he cannot act otherwise, then his goodness is not voluntary but predetermined. This raises the question: is a being truly good if he has no ability to choose evil? If god's nature forces him to always do good, then he is more like a machine following an unchangeable program rather than a free moral agent.

This problem also exposes contradictions within theological arguments about human free will. Many religious traditions claim that god granted humans free will so that their love and obedience would be meaningful. If humans were forced to be good, their moral choices would be meaningless. However, if this reasoning applies to humans, why would it not apply to god as well? If free will is necessary for moral virtue, then god’s inability to sin means he does not have moral virtue in the same way humans do. If god is truly free, he should have the option to choose sin but voluntarily reject it. If he does not have this option, then his actions are not truly voluntary, which challenges the claim that he possesses absolute free will.

Additionally, if god cannot sin, then it follows that he cannot truly understand the experience of moral struggle. Human beings face difficult moral dilemmas where they must weigh the consequences of their actions and resist temptations to do wrong. If god is incapable of experiencing temptation or making difficult moral choices, then he lacks firsthand knowledge of what it means to struggle with morality. This creates a problem for theological claims that god understands all things, including human suffering and moral challenges. If god has never faced the possibility of sinning, then he does not fully comprehend what it means to resist sin. This raises further contradictions regarding his supposed omniscience—if he does not know what it is like to sin or to struggle against sin, then there is knowledge he does not possess.

Some theologians attempt to resolve this issue by arguing that god’s omnipotence does not mean he can do things that are logically contradictory. According to this perspective, god’s inability to sin is not a limitation of power but a necessity of his nature. However, this response does not fully resolve the contradiction. If god is incapable of sin due to his nature, then he is bound by his own essence and cannot act outside of it. This means he does not have the ability to change his own moral nature or act in ways that contradict it, which limits his power. If god is constrained by his nature, then he is not absolutely omnipotent—his actions are restricted to only those that align with his perfection.

Another proposed solution is that god has free will, but his perfect nature means he will always choose good. However, if god always chooses good by necessity, then his choices are not truly free. True free will requires the possibility of choosing otherwise. If god literally cannot make an evil choice, then his decisions are predetermined rather than freely made. This suggests that god does not have libertarian free will—the kind of free will that allows for real moral decision-making. If god’s perfection forces him to act in only one way, then he is not free in the same way humans are.

This paradox also has implications for the doctrine of divine justice. Many religious traditions claim that god judges human beings based on their moral choices, rewarding those who do good and punishing those who sin. However, if god himself cannot sin, then he does not experience the same moral struggles that humans do. Judging beings who are capable of sin while never having experienced the same moral dilemmas raises serious ethical concerns. It would be like a judge who has never faced temptation or hardship condemning people for failing to meet a standard that he himself has never had to struggle with. This suggests an imbalance between god and humanity in terms of moral responsibility.

Additionally, if god is completely free from sin and moral corruption, then why does he allow sin to exist in the first place? If god created everything, then he must have created the possibility of sin. If sin is so terrible that it requires punishment, why did god allow it to exist at all? The inability to sin suggests that god exists in a state of absolute moral perfection, so why did he create beings that could fall into imperfection? If sin is something that god does not want, yet he allowed it to exist, then his actions are contradictory. If he wanted sin to exist, then he is responsible for creating it, making him at least partially accountable for evil.

Ultimately, the problem of the inability to sin presents deep contradictions in traditional theology. If god cannot sin, then he lacks free will in a meaningful sense. If he cannot freely choose between good and evil, then his moral perfection is not voluntary but necessary, meaning he is not truly virtuous. If god is truly omnipotent, he should be able to do anything, including committing sinful acts, yet religious doctrines insist that he cannot. This paradox forces a reevaluation of both god’s omnipotence and his moral perfection, suggesting that either he is not truly all-powerful, or that his goodness is not based on choice but on necessity—making it a passive rather than an active quality. Either way, the problem challenges the coherence of divine omnipotence, free will, and moral responsibility.
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​Logic against theism
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The blog post The Argument from Counterexamples to the "Laws" of Logic Against Theism challenges the idea that logic is necessarily grounded in God. Some theists, particularly within classical theism, argue that the laws of logic reflect God's nature (Craig, 2008). They claim that logic is universal, necessary, and exceptionless, just as God is said to be. This belief is tied to the aseity-sovereignty doctrine, which holds that God is self-sufficient and the foundation of all existence, including abstract truths like logic (Morris, 1987). If logic is absolute and unchanging, this is seen as evidence that it must be grounded in the absolute nature of God.

However, the argument presented in the blog post undermines this claim by pointing out that there are exceptions and counterexamples to standard logical principles. For example, widely accepted logical rules like modus ponens ("If P, then Q; P is true; therefore, Q is true") and modus tollens ("If P, then Q; Q is false; therefore, P is false") do not always hold in certain contexts (Priest, 2006). In areas like quantum mechanics, vagueness theory, and paraconsistent logic, classical logical rules sometimes fail (Putnam, 1969; Sorensen, 2001). If logic were truly grounded in God's nature, we would expect it to be exceptionless and universal, but real-world examples show that it is not.

This suggests that logic is not an eternal, divine truth but rather a human-constructed framework that emerges from how we interact with the world (Field, 1980). The fact that different logics exist—such as classical logic, intuitionistic logic, and non-classical logics—further supports the idea that logic is not necessarily tied to God but instead depends on the structures we use to describe reality (Haack, 1978).

If logic is not absolute or universal, then it cannot serve as strong evidence for God's existence. Instead of pointing to a divine foundation, the flexibility and context-dependence of logic suggest that it is independent of God. Rather than being a reflection of divine rationality, logic appears to be a pragmatic tool that humans refine and adjust based on experience and necessity (Quine, 1970). Therefore, the claim that logic proves God's existence collapses, as logic itself does not exhibit the absolute, exceptionless nature that such a claim requires.

If god cannot perform logically impossible tasks, such as making 2+2 equal 5, then his power is constrained by logic, meaning there are things he cannot do. If, on the other hand, god can override logic and make contradictions true, then logic itself becomes meaningless, and any theological claim about god collapses into incoherence.

Logic is the foundation of rational thought, mathematics, and scientific reasoning. Logical principles, such as the law of non-contradiction (which states that something cannot be both true and false at the same time), form the basis of all consistent reasoning. For example, if a statement is both true and false simultaneously, then no meaningful conclusions can be drawn from it, and rational discourse becomes impossible. The problem arises when omnipotence is considered in relation to these logical principles. Can god create a square circle? Can he make a married bachelor? Can he make 2+2 equal 5 instead of 4? If the answer is no, then there are limitations to his power, meaning he is not truly omnipotent. If the answer is yes, then logic itself is meaningless, making all statements—including theological claims—unreliable and incoherent.​[4]
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​There is no soul
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Since we are animals with an animalistic brain, there is no need to claim there is something like a soul. Not even when is something unproven but it makes no sense. You have a personality, and consciousness so how could this transfer into a soul?
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​How would the transmission of a soul or brain to heaven or hell look?
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Since we know there is no soul, this question may be unnecessary. But even if the soul existed, I cannot imagine any logical way to transmit it to heaven. The same goes for the brain. There is no theory, there is no evidence.
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​It is all about faith
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Yes, God is not visible and works in mysterious ways. But it is all about faith; the power is in faith, that you believe in something that may be difficult to believe. What about non-believers? Why does God not interact in a direct way (leave evidence of his existence)? Why isn’t his presence overwhelming? The notion that you have to believe in every single God or power is all-telling. This it-is-all-about-faith argument seems very improbable.
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​Why we are not equal and moral obligations for the creator
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We are not just equal with God but our omnibenevolent should have a moral obligation to us to promote our welfare and well-being. Therefore, he would lead us in our moral decisions.
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​God is omnipotent, yet there is still hell
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Yes, God didn’t make hell, the Devil did. However, our God is still omnipotent. So now what?
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​Divine hardening and divine election
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Some Christian theologians believe that God sometimes hardens hearts or elects individuals in a way that contributes to human evil. This means God either directly influences people to commit wrongdoings or preordains their actions. Yet, after doing so, God still condemns and punishes those actions. This raises serious ethical and theological problems.

The author presents three key questions. First, if God determines human actions—whether through direct manipulation or predestination—how can humans be held responsible for their sins? If someone is destined or incited to act a certain way, blaming them for their actions seems unjust. Second, is it morally acceptable for God to manipulate people for his own purposes? If human deception and coercion are wrong, why would divine manipulation be justified? Third, how can God judge people for their evil if he is the one who caused or ensured that they would act that way? If God wills an action, yet punishes those who commit it, divine justice seems contradictory.

The article explores two examples of divine manipulation and examines how manipulation works in general. It then evaluates each of the three objections. The conclusion is clear: divine manipulation creates severe moral and theological contradictions. If God actively determines human evil but still holds people accountable, divine determinism becomes deeply problematic. Those who accept this view must either redefine free will, accept a morally troubling form of divine justice, or reconsider the coherence of divine determinism itself.
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​Hell’s injustice
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The doctrine of hell is one of the most troubling aspects of many religious traditions. It describes a place of eternal suffering where sinners and non-believers are condemned for eternity. However, this idea presents serious moral and logical problems, particularly when considering justice, divine mercy, and proportionality. The central issue is that no finite crime, committed over a short human lifespan, could possibly justify infinite punishment. If god is truly just, his punishment must be proportional to the offense. Yet the concept of hell suggests that a person who commits sins for a few decades must suffer for eternity—an infinite amount of suffering for a finite crime. This contradicts the very idea of a fair and just system.

The injustice of hell becomes even more apparent when considering the conflicting theological claims about its origin. Different religious traditions offer contradictory explanations about god’s role in the existence of hell. Some argue that god created hell as part of his divine justice, meaning he intentionally designed a place of eternal torment. If this is true, then god deliberately created a system that ensures never-ending suffering, which raises serious moral concerns. If god is all-powerful, he could have designed a more humane system of justice—one that allows for rehabilitation or a proportionate punishment rather than infinite torture. The very fact that hell exists in this model suggests that god, despite being described as merciful and loving, intentionally created a place of eternal pain and suffering.

Others argue that god did not create hell but merely allows it to exist as a necessary consequence of free will and sin. According to this perspective, hell was not part of god’s original creation but emerged as a result of rebellion against him. However, this explanation does not absolve god of responsibility. If god is truly all-powerful and all-knowing, he must have known that hell would come into existence and must have allowed it to happen. Furthermore, if god is the source of all things, then even in this interpretation, he still indirectly created hell by creating the conditions that led to its existence. If he truly opposed eternal suffering, he could have prevented it altogether. Allowing infinite suffering to continue when he has the power to stop it contradicts both mercy and justice.

A third view, which further complicates the issue, is that god neither created hell nor simply allows it to exist, but instead actively sends sinners there. This position suggests that god plays an active role in condemning people to eternal torment. This raises another contradiction—if god did not create hell but still sends people there, then he is enforcing an unjust system that he supposedly did not design. If he is not responsible for the creation of hell, then why would he send people to a place that he himself did not make? If hell is an unintended consequence of sin, why does god use it as a punishment rather than offering an alternative? This position turns god into a judge who knowingly condemns people to eternal suffering without taking responsibility for the system in which they are punished.

Additionally, many versions of the doctrine of hell suggest that people are not only sent there for committing serious moral offenses but also for disbelief or for following the "wrong" religion. In some interpretations of Christianity, for example, a person who has lived a virtuous and moral life but did not accept Jesus as their savior is condemned to eternal torment, while a corrupt person who repents on their deathbed is granted salvation. This creates an extreme moral imbalance. A person’s eternal fate is not based on their actions, their moral character, or their treatment of others, but rather on whether they believed the correct religious doctrine. This system rewards faith over morality, making divine justice arbitrary and unfair.

The argument that people "send themselves" to hell also fails to resolve the moral problem. Some religious traditions claim that god does not actively punish sinners but simply allows them to be separated from him, which results in suffering. However, this still does not explain why separation from god must entail eternal torment rather than a neutral or peaceful existence. If god truly respects free will, he could allow people to exist in a state separate from him without subjecting them to suffering. The fact that hell is described as a place of unimaginable pain suggests that it is, in some way, an intentional form of punishment rather than a natural consequence.

The concept of eternal punishment also raises serious concerns about divine mercy. Many religious traditions teach that god is infinitely loving and compassionate, yet an infinitely loving being would not create, allow, or enforce eternal suffering. Even human justice systems, despite their flaws, recognize that punishment should be proportional to the crime. The worst human penalties, such as life imprisonment or execution, are still finite in duration. No human judge would sentence a person to be tortured for millions, billions, or an infinite number of years for a single offense, no matter how severe. If human beings recognize that eternal torture is unjust, then why would god—who is supposed to be infinitely wiser and more just—create such a system?

Furthermore, the very idea of eternal punishment undermines the concept of redemption. If hell is eternal, then there is no possibility of learning, growth, or change. If god created humans with the ability to learn from their mistakes, why would he deny them this opportunity in the afterlife? In most human systems of justice, even the worst criminals are given the chance to reform or at least receive punishment that ends at some point. Hell, by contrast, offers no such chance, meaning that divine justice is more severe and less compassionate than human justice.

The issue becomes even more troubling when considering the problem of knowledge. If god is all-knowing, then he knew before creating each person whether they would ultimately end up in heaven or hell. This raises serious ethical concerns. Why would god create people whom he knows will suffer for eternity? If he knew in advance that a soul would be damned, yet still chose to create them, then he is directly responsible for their eternal suffering. A loving parent would not bring a child into the world if they knew with certainty that the child would experience never-ending suffering. If god has greater love and wisdom than human parents, then he should be even less willing to create souls destined for eternal torment.

Ultimately, the argument from hell’s injustice reveals deep contradictions in religious claims about divine justice, mercy, and love. If god is just, then no finite crime should result in infinite punishment. If god is merciful, then no soul should suffer forever without the possibility of redemption. If god is loving, then he should not permit or enforce a system that ensures eternal suffering. Attempts to justify hell—whether by arguing that god created it, merely allows it, or actively sends people there—each lead to moral and logical contradictions. The concept of hell is not consistent with a just and merciful god, suggesting that it is a human invention rather than a divinely ordained reality.
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​Hell and vagueness
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In his paper Hell and Vagueness, philosopher Theodore Sider critiques the traditional binary conception of the afterlife, which asserts that individuals are assigned to either Heaven or Hell based on divine judgment. He argues that this strict division conflicts with the attributes of a just and omniscient God, particularly due to issues related to vagueness and the proportionality of justice.

Sider first examines the idea that divine judgment operates in a binary manner, where people are either saved or damned. This framework suggests that there exists a clear-cut boundary between those who go to Heaven and those who are sent to Hell, determined by moral, religious, or behavioral criteria under God's judgment. However, Sider points out that human behavior and moral qualities exist on a spectrum rather than in distinct categories.

A key problem he highlights is the issue of proportionality in justice. A just system requires that individuals receive outcomes that fairly correspond to their moral standing. However, in a binary system, even small differences between two individuals could result in vastly different fates—one receiving eternal bliss in Heaven while the other faces eternal suffering in Hell. This leads to a troubling inconsistency, as slight variations in belief or behavior would lead to drastically unequal treatment.

The issue of vagueness further complicates this problem. Given that human morality and faith are not black-and-white but rather exist on a continuum, there will inevitably be borderline cases—individuals who are nearly identical in their moral and spiritual standing. A just God should not impose radically different afterlife outcomes on individuals who are so similar. The binary Heaven-Hell model, therefore, seems arbitrary and inconsistent with divine justice.

Sider ultimately suggests that the traditional view of the afterlife requires rethinking. If God is truly just and omniscient, then divine judgment should not function in an arbitrary manner. Instead, the afterlife may need to be understood as involving a more gradual or continuous system of reward and punishment, rather than a strict dichotomy. His argument invites deeper reflection on whether the traditional binary conception of Heaven and Hell is philosophically tenable.
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​Loved one ended up in hell
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In her forthcoming paper, Eternally Separated Lovers: The Argument from Love, philosopher Nicole Hassoun presents a challenge to traditional Christian doctrines regarding heaven and hell. She argues that the concept of eternal damnation is fundamentally incompatible with the idea of perfect happiness in heaven, particularly for those who love individuals condemned to hell. This argument, known as the Argument from Love, raises serious philosophical and theological concerns about the coherence of the traditional Christian view of the afterlife.

Hassoun’s argument begins with the premise that love entails deep concern for the well-being of the beloved. If a person truly loves someone, they cannot be perfectly happy while knowing that their loved one is suffering. This is a fundamental aspect of human love and empathy—when we care about someone, their pain affects us, and their suffering becomes a source of our own distress. If heaven is a state of perfect happiness and hell is a place of eternal torment, then the presence of loved ones in hell would create an unavoidable conflict for those in heaven. They would either have to be aware of their loved ones’ suffering, which would contradict the idea of perfect happiness, or they would have to be somehow unaware, which raises troubling questions about divine intervention in their knowledge and emotions.

Traditional Christian theology maintains that heaven is a realm of perfect joy, free from suffering or sorrow. However, it also teaches that some people will be condemned to eternal punishment in hell. If a person in heaven is aware that their spouse, child, parent, or close friend is enduring eternal suffering, then maintaining perfect happiness would seem impossible. The only way to reconcile this would be if God somehow altered or erased their memories, suppressed their emotions, or prevented them from caring about those in hell. But such a solution presents its own difficulties—it implies a form of divine tampering with the very nature of love, raising ethical concerns about whether true happiness in heaven would come at the cost of emotional detachment or ignorance.

Hassoun’s argument, therefore, forces a reconsideration of traditional views of the afterlife. If love is genuine and deep, and if heaven is a place of perfect happiness, then the idea of eternal separation from loved ones in hell creates an unresolved contradiction. One possible response is to modify traditional views of hell, such as adopting a universalist perspective where all souls eventually reach salvation. Another possibility is to question whether heaven truly guarantees perfect happiness, which would challenge its traditional depiction. Ultimately, Hassoun’s Argument from Love highlights a significant tension in Christian eschatology, prompting deeper reflection on how concepts of love, justice, and eternal destiny can be reconciled.​[5]
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​Possible worlds and evil
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In God and Possible Worlds: The Modal Problem of Evil, William L. Rowe examines the problem of evil using the framework of possible worlds, a concept in modal logic that explores different ways reality could have been. He questions whether the existence of evil in our world is logically compatible with an all-powerful, all-knowing, and perfectly good God. If God is truly omnipotent and omnibenevolent, He would have had the ability to choose which world to actualize. The central issue, then, is why God would choose to create this world, filled with suffering, rather than a better one.

The possible worlds framework allows philosophers to consider different hypothetical realities, each representing a way things could have unfolded. One possibility is a world with no evil at all, where suffering does not exist. If God is both all-powerful and perfectly good, He could have created such a world. However, some theists argue that a world without suffering might lack essential goods, such as free will, moral development, or the opportunity to cultivate virtues like courage and compassion. This leads to the idea that God may have chosen to create a world with some evil because it allows for greater goods.

Another possibility is that God could have created a world with some suffering but less than what we actually experience. If suffering leads to growth or a greater appreciation of good, then perhaps a world with minimal suffering would still serve the same purpose as our own. However, if there exist possible worlds where the same moral and spiritual growth could be achieved with less suffering, then the question arises: why did God not choose one of those worlds instead? The presence of unnecessary suffering seems difficult to justify. If God could have created a world where all the benefits of free will and moral progress still exist but with significantly less pain and suffering, then His decision to actualize this particular world appears problematic.

Some philosophers argue that if God exists, He would create the best possible world. However, others claim that there may not be a single "best" world—there could be infinitely many good worlds, each improving upon another, making it impossible for God to select a single ultimate one. Rowe challenges the idea that our world is the best possible one, arguing that many instances of suffering appear excessive and unjustified. If better possible worlds exist, why would a perfectly good God choose to actualize one with so much unnecessary suffering? The modal problem of evil, as Rowe presents it, raises a serious challenge to theistic belief. If God could have created a better world, yet chose not to, this tension between divine perfection and the presence of evil makes the existence of such a God highly questionable.
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​The omnibenevolence and divine wrath
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One of the most significant contradictions in many religious traditions is the claim that god is omnibenevolent—meaning he is perfectly loving and infinitely good—while at the same time being capable of anger, jealousy, and punishment. If god is truly all-loving, then he should express only kindness, mercy, and compassion, as love and wrath are fundamentally opposing emotions. Yet many religious texts describe god as being capable of intense rage, jealousy, and vengeance, often inflicting suffering and destruction upon individuals and entire civilizations. This contradiction raises fundamental questions about god’s nature: Can a being who experiences wrath and punishes harshly still be considered all-loving? And if he is truly omnibenevolent, why would he ever display traits associated with cruelty, vengeance, and destruction?

One of the clearest examples of divine wrath is found in the Old Testament, where god frequently punishes individuals and nations with extreme severity. The story of the Great Flood in Genesis depicts god as becoming so angry with humanity’s sins that he decides to wipe out nearly all life on earth, sparing only Noah and his family. If god is truly all-loving, why would he resort to global extermination rather than rehabilitation or guidance? Similarly, in Exodus, god punishes the Egyptians with plagues—including the death of innocent firstborn children—because of Pharaoh’s refusal to free the Israelites. If god's love extends to all people, why would he punish children and animals for the actions of a ruler? Such acts of divine wrath suggest vengeance rather than unconditional love.

The contradiction becomes even more pronounced when considering the concept of hell. Many religious traditions claim that god is merciful and loving, yet also believe he condemns people to eternal punishment for sins committed during a finite lifetime. If god’s love is infinite, why would it not extend to those who have sinned? Human parents love their children despite their faults and seek to correct them with kindness rather than eternal punishment. If human love can be forgiving and patient, then an infinitely loving god should be even more so. Yet the doctrine of divine punishment suggests the opposite—an unforgiving, punitive system in which sinners are cast into eternal suffering with no chance of redemption.

Divine jealousy presents another problem. Many religious texts describe god as being jealous when people worship other gods or fail to show devotion to him. For example, in Exodus 34:14, god explicitly states, "for the lord, whose name is jealous, is a jealous god." However, jealousy is a fundamentally human trait, typically associated with insecurity, possessiveness, and a lack of self-sufficiency. If god is perfect, all-knowing, and lacking in nothing, why would he experience jealousy? A being that is truly self-sufficient would have no need for validation, devotion, or exclusive worship. The idea that god demands loyalty and punishes those who fail to provide it makes him seem more like an authoritarian ruler than an all-loving deity.

The problem of divine wrath extends beyond individual stories in scripture to the broader philosophical question of emotional change. Many theological traditions also claim that god is immutable, meaning he never changes. Yet wrath, anger, and jealousy are emotional responses that arise from circumstances and external events. If god is truly unchanging, then he should not be capable of fluctuating emotions like anger or frustration. If god’s love is perfect and eternal, it should not be subject to temporary outbursts of rage. This contradiction suggests either that god is not truly immutable or that descriptions of his wrath are metaphorical rather than literal—raising further questions about how religious texts should be interpreted.

Some theologians attempt to resolve this contradiction by arguing that god’s wrath is not a literal emotion but rather a reflection of divine justice. According to this view, god’s "anger" is not an emotional reaction but rather a necessary response to sin, ensuring that justice is served. However, this explanation does not fully resolve the problem. Even if divine wrath is an expression of justice, the severity of god’s punishments—such as the eternal torment of sinners—still seems incompatible with the idea of perfect love. Justice and love are not mutually exclusive, but true love seeks restoration rather than destruction. If god is omnibenevolent, he should prioritize rehabilitation and redemption rather than inflicting suffering as a form of punishment.

Another attempted resolution is the idea that god’s love and wrath are both necessary for moral balance. This perspective argues that love without justice would lead to moral chaos, as wrongdoing would go unpunished. However, this assumes that love and justice must be in conflict, which is not necessarily the case. Many human justice systems aim for rehabilitation rather than pure retribution, and an all-powerful god could certainly create a system where justice is served without requiring suffering. A being that is truly omnibenevolent would find a way to guide people toward righteousness without resorting to destruction, pain, or eternal condemnation.

Ultimately, the problem of omnibenevolence and divine wrath raises deep contradictions in theological conceptions of god’s nature. If god is all-loving, he should not be capable of anger, jealousy, or the desire to punish. If god is wrathful and vengeful, then he is not purely loving. Attempts to reconcile these traits often lead to further contradictions, such as the idea that god is unchanging yet experiences emotional responses, or that he is merciful yet allows eternal suffering. The presence of divine wrath in religious doctrine suggests either that god is not truly omnibenevolent or that these descriptions are human projections rather than reflections of an all-perfect being.
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​Divine justice contradicts mercy
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Heaven or hell? Being punished in this world. Even if God was all-powerful, all-knowing-all-good, you could expect mercy. But you don’t get it.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​God allows suffering regardless of faith or morality
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​You must suffer, but your moral choice has no connection to how much you suffer. People of other faiths suffer at the same rate. No Godly choices. 
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​Lack of divine protection even for extremely firm believers
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The problem of the lack of divine protection for extremely firm believers is a direct challenge to religious claims that faith grants special favor, protection, or intervention from god. Many religious traditions teach that those who are truly devoted to god will receive divine protection, whether in the form of physical safety, healing from illness, protection from suffering, or deliverance from harm. Scriptures from various religions contain promises that god watches over the faithful, hears their prayers, and shields them from danger. However, history and lived experiences show that countless deeply religious individuals suffer immense hardship, including disease, poverty, violence, and tragic deaths, at the same rates—or sometimes even higher—than non-believers. This contradiction raises serious doubts about the claim that god provides special care for those who worship him with absolute faith. If divine protection were real, one would expect to see clear evidence that the most devoted believers are significantly better off than those who do not believe or practice religion. The fact that this is not the case suggests that faith does not grant divine protection and that religious promises of safety and security are either misinterpretations or false.

One of the strongest arguments for divine protection found in religious texts is the belief that god rewards those who trust in him and remain faithful. In Christianity, the Bible frequently describes god as a protector of his followers. Psalm 91:9-10 states, "Because you have made the Lord your dwelling place—the Most High, who is my refuge—no evil shall be allowed to befall you, no plague come near your tent." Similarly, Proverbs 3:5-6 instructs believers to "trust in the Lord with all your heart and lean not on your own understanding; in all your ways submit to him, and he will make your paths straight." These verses suggest that complete faith in god should result in divine guidance and safety. However, real-world experiences contradict these promises, as religious believers experience suffering, sickness, and loss just as frequently—if not more—than non-believers.

Throughout history, some of the most devout individuals have suffered tragic fates despite their unwavering faith. Early Christian martyrs were tortured and executed for their beliefs. Saints and mystics, who dedicated their entire lives to god, endured immense suffering, poverty, and persecution. Buddhist monks who spent decades in meditation and self-discipline have been brutally murdered in times of war. Religious leaders and scholars have died in plagues, famines, and wars, despite their absolute devotion. If divine protection were real, these individuals should have been spared from suffering. Instead, their experiences align with those of all other human beings, regardless of faith.

In modern times, the lack of divine protection is evident in tragic events affecting the most devout believers. Religious communities often gather to pray for divine intervention against disasters, yet these disasters occur without regard for faith. Churches, mosques, synagogues, and temples have been destroyed in earthquakes, hurricanes, and fires. Devout believers who refuse medical treatment, trusting that god will heal them, often die from preventable illnesses. Entire religious communities have been wiped out by pandemics, despite their prayers for protection. In some cases, highly religious individuals who publicly claim that their faith will shield them from harm—such as pastors who continue holding services during disease outbreaks—have succumbed to the very dangers they believed they were immune to. If divine protection were real, such individuals should be the most protected, yet they suffer at the same rates as everyone else.

Some religious apologists attempt to explain this contradiction by arguing that divine protection does not mean believers will never suffer but rather that god provides spiritual protection rather than physical safety. They claim that suffering is a test of faith or that god allows hardship for reasons beyond human understanding. However, this explanation contradicts the explicit promises found in many religious texts, which suggest that true faith results in tangible protection. If divine protection only applies in an abstract or spiritual sense, then it becomes impossible to verify, making the claim meaningless in practical terms. Moreover, if suffering is merely a test of faith, then it raises the question of why god would test his most devoted followers in such cruel ways while often allowing non-believers to thrive. If faith guarantees divine care, then those with the strongest belief should experience the greatest evidence of divine intervention in their lives.

Another common explanation is that god works in mysterious ways, and his protection is not always visible or immediate. However, this argument fails to address the clear pattern of religious believers experiencing suffering at the same rates as non-believers. If divine intervention exists but is indistinguishable from random chance, then it is functionally no different from there being no divine intervention at all. If god is selectively protecting some believers while allowing others to suffer, then divine justice becomes arbitrary and unpredictable, raising further theological issues about why god would protect some but not others.

Ultimately, the problem of the lack of divine protection for extremely firm believers highlights a major inconsistency between religious teachings and observable reality. If god truly offered special care to those with the strongest faith, we would expect clear, measurable evidence that devout believers are consistently spared from suffering. Instead, religious devotion appears to have no correlation with protection from harm, suggesting that divine intervention either does not exist or does not operate in the way religious traditions claim. This contradiction undermines theological claims about god’s role as a protector and calls into question the validity of religious promises regarding faith and safety. If even the most faithful believers suffer without divine intervention, then religious assurances of protection lose their credibility, pointing to the conclusion that suffering occurs independently of belief in god.
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​Morality is different across the cultures and changes over time
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What was legal back then isn’t now and vice versa. Different cultures hold different moral values. And even every single individual may have a specific moral system.
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​The problem of evil before creation 
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Evil is derived from God’s faith-based criterion. But what about evil before creation? Has there ever been accidental evil, or has God purposely let it happen.
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​Are we all going to hell? Who is going to hell? Heaven and hell overlap
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People are sinful to the degree that everyone has sinned. And God seems to be really arbitrary in this question. Taking his words literally, we should all end up in hell. There is no sharp distinction. Purgatory makes only a little sense in this dichotomy.

And even if we don’t all go to hell, there is the question who is actually going? What kind of morality would God be judging you by? The Bronze age one (which was extremely cruel), an-eye-for-an-eye morality, Roman, Middle Ages or modern? Such a mystery. By the way, during the Thirty Years' War, the Catholics were convinced the Protestants were going to hell. And the Protestants claimed the Catholics were going to hell. Well, tough choice. 

The third problem is that heaven and hell overlap. Imagine them as an overlapping spectrum. A loving father supported charity, helped his neighbor with his car, takes care of his elderly mom, but also murdered someone and stole something. Heaven or hell, or something in between? Tough question.
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​Heaven and hell as a binary construct
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In hell, you will encounter the worst suffering you can ever imagine. The scale seems to be infinite.

Imagine our current penitentiary system (notably in third world countries). You have jails that you can leave, work outside and you are trusted that you will come back. And another jail with a filthy, extremely cold, mini cell with no food intake where you are being tortured (denailing, brutal beating, boiling in hot water, live burial, roasted over fire, stress positions).

But no! No scaled levels of punishment. Hell is the worst of the worst. Taking it inversely, heaven is by far the best drug that has ever been made. The highest possible levels of given ecstasy.

If the constructs of religion made sense, there would have been thousands of post-mortal worlds based on sinner’s behavior. Not only just something between hell and heaven but a whole different set of attributes the worlds would possess.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​Heaven as impossible?
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Heaven is often imagined as a place of eternal peace, where the righteous live in harmony. But if we take religious doctrines seriously, heaven would be filled with completely different people from completely different cultures—both historical and modern. How could they possibly get along?

Consider the mix. Medieval European peasants who never questioned the Church, Puritans from colonial America who saw dancing as sinful, modern evangelical Christians from the United States, Byzantine monks, Russian Orthodox tsars, and African missionaries. They would all have completely different values, customs, and ways of thinking. A 12th-century knight who fought in the Crusades would struggle to understand a 21st-century Christian who rejects violence. A devout Catholic from 16th-century Spain would see modern Protestants as heretics. Would a strict Puritan, who banned even Christmas celebrations, peacefully coexist with someone from today’s megachurches, where services look more like concerts?

Now imagine the even bigger divide. If only one religion is true, then the billions of people who followed other faiths throughout history would be in hell. Ancient Egyptians who worshiped Osiris, Aztecs who performed human sacrifices, Buddhists who sought enlightenment, Hindus who believed in karma, and modern-day Muslims and Jews—all condemned for not following the "right" path. This would leave heaven filled with only those who believed in one version of one faith. But even then, which version? Would Catholics and Protestants, who once burned each other at the stake, be at peace? Would Calvinists, who believed in predestination, coexist with Christians who emphasized free will?

Heaven, if it follows the logic of earthly religion, would be a fragmented, divided place where cultures, customs, and beliefs clash. If religious teachings about salvation are true, then most of humanity would be in hell, leaving a heaven filled with groups that would not even recognize or tolerate each other. If they were somehow forced to get along, would it really be heaven—or just another political system, ruled by divine authority, where differences are erased and obedience is mandatory?
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​Molinism
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Molinism claims that God knows what every person would do in any given situation before creation. This knowledge is made up of contingently true counterfactuals of freedom (CCFs). God uses these counterfactuals to determine how to create the world while still preserving human free will.

Climenhaga and Rubio argue that Molinism fails. If Molinism is true, then Eve’s decision to sin after being tempted was already known to God before she existed. This means there is a complete explanation for why she sinned, based on prior facts, circumstances, and influences. If everything that led to her decision is fully explained, then her choice was not free.

Their argument follows two premises. First, Molinism requires an explanatory chain for all human choices. Second, libertarian free will requires that choices are not fully determined by past facts. But Molinism contradicts this. If God's knowledge of CCFs fully explains all choices, then those choices are not genuinely free.

The conclusion is clear. Molinism tries to balance divine providence with libertarian free will, but it cannot succeed. If God’s knowledge of counterfactuals determines what will happen, then human decisions are not truly free. Molinists must give up either God's control over creation or the idea of real human freedom. There is no middle ground.
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​Tough life choices, full of limits, yet you still have free will and are supposed to act morally
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You are put into a situation you have not caused, yet you must act morally. The system won’t let you out. It is so complex; decision-making is really tough and life limits are everywhere. For example, a moral agent must make a choice, but all available choices will ruin a good person.
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​Current and past human morality makes little sense compared to ideal morality
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There are many theories why morality evolved in the African savanna. But we can be satisfied by the fact human morality makes only a little sense.

I am not saying morality makes no sense. Yes, we have economic rules, stocks, the law, traffic rules and so on. But every step in the perfect moral system should lead to creating infinite individuals with infinite happiness (with no pain), something this moral system absolutely fails to do. Imagine people stopping all their activities only to bring the most happiness to an infinite number of consciousnesses. The world would turn to complete chaos. Not only doesn’t morality do this but its multi-steps lead to outcomes where unimaginable suffering is present – extremely poorly funded medicine development cannot treat a lot of illnesses (causing unimaginable pain), giving someone a sentence makes him get tortured in jail, poor education systems cause socio-pathological phenomena (murders, unemployment, criminality, politics full of front-parading shadow eminences), capitalism encourages prey-like competing; reckless behavior can cause divorce and short-lasting marriages (with kids already born), bad upbringing can cause a car accident (where “innocent” (but not innocent in reality, because everyone has some power in society) people die; poor foreign aid causes billions of people to suffer. Just because of animalistic laws we live by.

People are programmed not to doubt morality and accept it as reality since they have to be integrated into a hunter-gathering group. And they are so convinced that the morality they live in is good that they fail to see the bigger picture.

Morality is set by those ruling at a particular time because it is for their benefit. Human morality is also based on selfishness (you have your own house, wife, children, cottage, car, stocks, field, real estate – the law protects you). Despite people being grossly immoral by the standards of the perfect morality, people can at least slightly recognize what is good for everyone. Let’s say a medical emergency. But the taxes for it must be forcibly collected and then forcibly redistributed (because otherwise people would steal it on the way). We also tolerate atrocities happening in nature. Morality is also about power-brokering: music labels had been making obscene profits from selling CDs or cassettes but the internet and YouTube pushed them back (there are no higher rules, only who will benefit from it more). Software developers also want to make money despite their profits being unimaginable and people obtain their programs illegally (now you see the conflict).

Now let’s imagine the age when eye for an eye was something extremely progressive, since retributions back then were extremely cruel. Something happened and the whole family was murdered. They did something to your family you went and murdered their whole family.

You break an old lady’s or baby’s arm and they show you how to treat them in the jail. Meanwhile, when somebody is lying in bed with severe depression (not knowing what condition he is suffering from), it is completely legal. A cruel divorce has occurred (children are deeply affected) and it definitely has its wrongdoers, yet they are not punishable by law. Self-driving cars could have been developed since John von Neumann came up with his computational science. Can you imagine how many people would have been alive (including my own father)? No need for that, however.

Someone is run over by a car and dies. The crosswalk’s fault. Bad driver upbringing. The car’s fault. A lot of moral causes yet not a single one of them is enforceable.

I visited a blog about law once and their credo went something like this: “The law is not justice, not serving a good cause, it has no higher meaning. It serves as an asset keeper (to be able to own something) and – finally – as tool so as not to kill each other”. And I am saying: “What about all the wars and genocides?”

Imagine you killing 30 millions of people. You would be among mass killers like Mao or Hitler. Yet 30 million (it is just an estimate) of unborn shadows will never see the daylight because of: The Great Depression, The Long Depression or the financial crisis of 2007–2008 and Covid-19 when natality was lower. And these depressions or pandemics have their culprits. Any law enforcement? I don’t think so. (Or imagine Wall Street sitting on hundreds of billions of dollars and not taking any action.)

People, like animals, are programmed to like sex. And even without it they like to have children. And since the means of contraception didn’t exist for the vast majority of mankind’s history, nothing happened when people were not having children. But when you kill a child, well, that’s a great problem (I am not saying killing children is good) because it degraded your evolutionary fitness.

So evolution has put pressure on people with low IQ since they have many more offspring than smarter ones. And now it should put pressure on people not using contraception. By the way, if we exaggerate then the inventors of contraception are the biggest murderers in history. Tens of billions of people would have lived among us if contraception didn’t exist and people had unprotected sex.

One of the main questions on morality is who will be born (from the genome) and how happy a life he or she will live. And there is absolutely no justice in it. If morality were perfect, total chaos would ensue. Everything would lead to more people being born with infinite happiness. Governments and the legal system would stop working because everyone would be moral. 

You would try to prevent two people from marrying because less children would be born, so you arrange a marriage between the bride and a rich man, so more people will be born. You (even with the super-rich) would also pay money to families to have more offspring. The driver that killed my father would be made to pay money to my mother so I could have siblings. 

People would start to compete who will give more money for those in need. The not-haves would be provided money by the haves.

A man would be joined with a widow because she wants a man or she commits suicide. After a breakup, the government would match your future partner. Friendless people would get friends. 50 % of GDP would be invested to boost infinite happiness for infinite people. A scientific revolution would take place. Most illnesses would be preventable or curable. There would be no unemployment. Drug abuse would be completely curable with new medicine. There would be no modern slaves satisfying the ruling economical elite. Actually, there would be no politics and shadow eminences in it. Everyone would like every person he or she met. There would be no problems in any human interactions. All people would lead a happy life and if not, a governmental expert would come up and start solving it with infinite resources. You would start paying money for healthcare to people in third world countries and build them up.

Scientists would develop a scan whether one’s brain is sociopathic and what the likelihood is if he or she will commit a serious crime or murder. Technological companies would lend their brightest brains to governments so that they could really improve society, not being employed by for-profit companies that makes only little research, and society would thrive in a new scientific revolution that would enlighten society. We would have knowledge how to compute steps that lead to perfect morality. Sensible eugenics (perhaps changing the happiness gene when somebody doesn’t have it) would also take place in order to improve society. AI would be on level where nobody would work, and the same AI would be making scientific progress.

Once again, every possible move would lead to perfect morality, there would be infinite effort for happiness and a better society. Capitalism would stop working because people would be altruistic.

This was quite an excursion, now let’s go back to morality where people are aggressive, territorial, vindictive, careless, selfish, competing for everything, support their government to wage war, economically unequal, with a high murder rate, incurable disease because of a lack of scientific funding.

Society can exist steadily in abundance but when harsher times come, people come closer killing other people just for food or other resources (for example, the Siege of Leningrad). People do things because of resources or direct orders (the concentration camps’ commanders or the very nice vendor (in non-war times) shoots you in the head in war just to execute you).

Not only there is there ideal morality, but moral systems can be set in a billion different ways and it’s utterly foolish to conclude that our morality is the best and the only kind possible. Since real human morality is evolving, there have been a million ways to conduct it. We should note our current morality is far closer to moral nihilism (“everything goes”) than the perfect scientifically-made morality. In an absolutely perfect society, there is no need for morality, however. Also note that if God (since he is omnipotent) wanted a real moral system, it would definitely be far more mathematically complex than our current one.

Here are examples of morality systems set in different ways: 

A future divorce would be settled so both of the parents would stop making problems; government would buy you more expensive car that is safer; school would work only on rote memorizing; the world would have no submissive-dominant relationships, there would be a happiness tax that would enrich the less happy; you wouldn’t reciprocate a gift; the right and not in patron-client style would choose people for particular job positions; you would be completely responsible for the well-being of a given circle of people (notably your neighbors); the key decisions in a child’s life would be made by competent clerks rather than amateurish parents; the world would be devoid of any currency and people would interact without exchanging things; you would have an obligation to give your new car to other people after a year of using it; punishment could be draconic for nearly infinite different types of things and punishment could be humanistic for nearly an infinite number of things; high IQ people would be put into positions to enlighten society rather than making obscene profits; judges and police would stop working, all the relationships would be brokered by mafia (notably early Sicily or Afghanistan); judges, policemen, attorneys would be made-up from only the 98th percentile of the most moral; changing your interpersonal relationship that would cause a detriment would mean you being punishable by the law; all of the children’s IQ along with their talents and creativity would be measured and the children would be directed in a particular way; the schools would teach not only theories but also practical know-how of a job position; it would be an obligation to give expensive gifts to some people (selected by clerks or AI); the cars would stop pedestrians if they didn’t have a common route; there would be social credit, you would be rewarded by your behavior and money would be taken from you or given to you according to your social credit (how you perform in relationships, work and so on); the AI would evaluate how the relationships would work; the super-rich would pay your mortgages; a system where there were no money and AI would evaluate what to do; money would go to research infinite happiness; people would spend and lend money and factories would produce goods according to one central bank; there would be a centrally managed economy – centrally managed morality – centrally managed relationships; an obligation to have as many kids as your financial situation can support otherwise you would be jailed; people would have a stable income that would rise only if they helped other people; a system where all rewards would be derived by numbers of your children, every single penny in the financial system would go on to have more children; society gives up and no children would be born; moral nihilism. These are not recommendations or discouragements, just examples. There are billions of ways to set it up.

They also say morality stems from “Treat others as you want them to treat you”. This is great; however, you don’t care (in terms of doing something) whether there is no research for the schizophrenia I suffer from, and the medicine is crucial for me and there are a thousand other diseases. You don’t care whether most of the population is living in countries where widespread prison torture occurs. You don’t care whether your neighbor is poor. You don’t care whether traffic politics is so bad that millions of drivers die every year. You don’t care whether poor socioeconomic conditions influence the murder rate in Latin America. And so on and so on.

People are good and evil. The most untrustworthy and arguably the worst fairy-tale for children. All people are evil as I wrote above. Even from the “normal” morality standpoint there are few good folks: people wish death to soldiers on the opposite side of the war or the whole hostile nation involved in the war, to criminals, wish death to other religion’s adherents; nationalism makes war, they accept their establishment orders, perpetrate genocides, wish hard prisons on prisoners (with torture), are having fun when a migrant boat sinks; they want to shoot a soldier without taking him as a POW and so on.
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​Moral paralysis
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Skeptical theism claims that humans cannot understand God’s reasons for allowing suffering. What seems like unnecessary evil may serve a hidden divine purpose beyond human comprehension. This leads to the moral paralysis objection—the concern that skeptical theism discourages people from preventing suffering. If every instance of apparent evil could have a higher purpose, believers might hesitate to act against it.

Stephen Maitzen presents the Alien Doctor Analogy to illustrate this issue. Imagine a highly intelligent alien doctor who allows suffering that seems unnecessary. A skeptical theist, trusting the alien’s superior wisdom, would conclude that intervening is wrong, even when suffering could be prevented. Maitzen argues that this mirrors how skeptical theists should respond to suffering—they should assume God allows it for a reason and refrain from interfering. This, he claims, proves that skeptical theism leads to moral paralysis.

Michael Rea objects to this analogy, arguing that it misrepresents skeptical theists. He claims they still have moral reasons to prevent suffering despite their belief in God’s hidden purposes. However, the author of this paper argues that both Maitzen and Rea are mistaken. The Alien Doctor Analogy is flawed, but not because it misrepresents skeptical theists—it actually treats them too generously.

The author modifies the analogy to strengthen the moral paralysis objection. In this revised version, skeptical theists should always be convinced by what the author calls the God-Knows-Best Argument. Every time they encounter suffering they could prevent, they should assume that God has a reason for allowing it. This means that they should always choose not to intervene. If taken seriously, skeptical theism leads to complete moral paralysis.

The conclusion is clear. If skeptical theism is true, then believers should hesitate before preventing suffering, since they cannot know whether doing so interferes with God’s plan. This contradicts basic moral intuition and undermines moral responsibility. Instead of resolving the problem of evil, skeptical theism makes moral action irrational.
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​Total utilitarianism with hedonic elements
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Total utilitarianism with hedonic elements, when fully realized, is the most powerful moral framework because it aims for the maximization of well-being on a cosmic scale. Unlike other moral systems that are constrained by deontological rules, arbitrary traditions, or individualist conceptions of rights, total utilitarianism operates with one guiding principle: maximize total happiness. It does not stop at merely improving the conditions of sentient beings but pushes toward a vision where suffering is eliminated, pleasure is maximized, and consciousness expands infinitely.

The ultimate goal of this system is the creation of an infinite number of conscious entities experiencing infinite joy. If consciousness is the carrier of value, then the greatest moral achievement is to bring as much positive consciousness into existence as possible. This leads to a twofold imperative: first, increase the number of sentient beings capable of experiencing joy, and second, ensure that their experiences are as pleasurable as possible. A world in which a single person experiences boundless happiness is good, but a world with trillions of such beings is better. A universe that contains an ever-growing number of blissful minds expanding toward infinity is the best possible moral outcome.

Critics might argue that this approach reduces individuals to mere vessels for pleasure, ignoring their intrinsic worth. But this objection assumes that value lies in individuals rather than in the experiences they undergo. A person is not valuable in isolation but in their capacity to feel joy, fulfillment, and meaning. If identity is fluid and consciousness can be multiplied, then the best moral action is to create and sustain as many joyful conscious beings as possible.

The technological implications of this system are vast. With advances in artificial intelligence, neuroscience, and bioengineering, it will become possible to generate minds designed to experience maximal bliss. Digital consciousness, computational minds, and post-biological life forms could vastly surpass human limitations, allowing for previously unimaginable levels of well-being. Entire simulated universes could be filled with conscious entities experiencing endless pleasure. Instead of seeing reality as a static space for limited beings with finite joy, the moral imperative becomes one of expansion, continuously increasing the number and intensity of positive experiences.

Skeptics might object that suffering is a necessary counterpart to pleasure, that meaning requires struggle, or that infinite happiness would lead to stagnation. But these objections are based on human psychological limitations rather than objective moral facts. If suffering is simply a product of biological evolution, then it is not necessary but contingent. If meaning is tied to struggle, then meaning itself is a constraint to be overcome, not a value to be preserved. The idea that infinite happiness would become boring assumes a static mind rather than one that continuously evolves, discovering new forms of pleasure, higher states of consciousness, and deeper dimensions of joy.

Total utilitarianism with hedonic elements is not merely an ethical system; it is a blueprint for the highest possible reality. It envisions a cosmos in which the very purpose of existence is the continuous expansion of bliss, where suffering is not justified or tolerated but eliminated as an engineering problem. Every action, every policy, every decision should be judged by one simple criterion: does it increase the total amount of pleasure in the universe? If consciousness is the medium of value, and pleasure is the highest good, then the best possible world is one where an infinite number of minds experience infinite joy forever. Anything less is morally insufficient.
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​Why does not God act morally behind us?
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Even if morality makes greater sense, God lets us do what we want to do with free will and then be immoral.
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​God knows the past, present and future, yet there is free will
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How can God know the future since there is the God-given free will? Some say God exists beyond time therefore he can know the past, present and future (I will explain this below).
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​Foreknowledge requires determinism
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If God is all-knowing, his foreknowledge requires determinism, which means that God cannot intervene in this world because everything is given. This also leaves free will out.
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​Randomness in Quantum mechanics contradicts intelligent design

[image: image]


Intelligent design relies on the belief that the universe is structured with purpose, order, and intention. However, quantum mechanics—the most fundamental description of reality—operates on randomness and uncertainty. If the universe were carefully designed by an intelligent being, we would expect predictability and order at its most basic level. Instead, we find chaos and unpredictability governing the very fabric of existence.

At the heart of quantum mechanics is the uncertainty principle, which states that certain properties of particles, such as position and momentum, cannot be simultaneously known with absolute precision. The behavior of subatomic particles is not determined but probabilistic, meaning that even with complete knowledge of a system, the outcome of an event cannot be predicted with certainty. If an intelligent designer meticulously crafted the universe, why would it be built on principles of randomness instead of clear determinism?

Moreover, quantum mechanics allows for events without cause—particles can appear and disappear in a vacuum, electrons can tunnel through barriers without any classical explanation, and entangled particles influence each other instantly across vast distances. These phenomena suggest a fundamental lack of control at the microscopic level. Intelligent design, which assumes a universe guided by logic and purpose, is incompatible with a reality where randomness plays a fundamental role.

If the universe were finely tuned by an intelligent creator, why introduce randomness at all? The existence of inherent unpredictability suggests that the universe is not the product of deliberate design but of natural processes governed by chance. Quantum mechanics does not just challenge intelligent design—it outright contradicts it.
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​There is no free will
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Nearly every person on this planet has a firm belief his or her will is free. However, our universe is either deterministic or inter-deterministic and our brains are a product of the physical world, and they succumb to it, so it leaves no place for it. We are basically biological robots (including our brains).

Imagine a baby being born, it has innate intelligence, personality traits, moral traits and there are also environmental factors. It is different when you are born in the ghetto or an affluent family with both parents having steady jobs. The societal outcome is very different and all of the aforementioned features predestine you somewhere.

A brain has 86 billion neurons. And every neuron impulse is based on a previous state. And you don’t exert influence over your neurons, they exert influence over you. Every single choice of yours is based on their previous state. Tastes (food, fashion, opposite sex, cars), hobbies, political views, world-view, personality, IQ, talent, psychomotorics). Imagine telling neuron B65T to send an impulse to neuron D72JR, which would also stimulate other neurons. No, it is you who is absolutely under their control.

The human brain arguably has a multi-leveled system of decision-making. However, the choice isn’t free.

Not only do we not have free will but the whole concept is deeply-flawed. How can something as complex as our brain be based on randomness. A bright student would turn out to be a less-intelligent person, personality would change suddenly (excluding Dissociative identity disorder), someone you expect to view some way would act completely differently, your choices would change completely. Instead of a car you would buy a bicycle, an avid swimmer would start hating water, a beer-loving person would be disgusted even hearing about beer, a deeply-religious person would suddenly become atheist without any stimulus. And the world with free will would bring complete chaos

The feeling of our will being free is because of evolution. We pretend to be somebody and interact with other hunter-gathering members. So we must make decision by ourselves.

You may have caught yourself: ”Why did I formulate this argument that way?” or “Why did I do that?” Or you may ask why you didn’t say something in a billion different ways but just the only one.

Philosophy is, however, a very dishonest discipline. It didn’t bring the definition of itself in two thousand years. The philosophers came up with the definition that free will means being free to do any action you can do. And as science started dissolving this argument, they turned the definition that free will is only about decision-making, even though it is not free.

God cannot just test us since there is no free will. Or can he? Or what would be the point of testing his own reproducing robots in their completely predictable behavior (or nearly entirely predictable, since there may be a chance our world is inter-deterministic and that the human brain may also be inter-deterministic, but it still excludes any free will).

Our law system, however, deeply relies on the notion that we do have free will. But lawmakers can pass a bill that water is flowing up the hill. Anything goes.
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​Free will in heaven, evil and not sinning from the beginning
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The problem of free will in heaven presents a serious contradiction in theological claims about why evil exists in the world. Many religious traditions, particularly in Christianity, argue that god gave humans free will, which allows them to choose between good and evil. This is often used as an explanation for the existence of suffering, sin, and moral evil—humans are not forced to obey god but instead have the freedom to make choices, even if those choices lead to wrongdoing. However, religious teachings also describe heaven as a place of perfect goodness, where there is no sin, suffering, or moral failure. If human souls in heaven still possess free will but are incapable of sinning, then this suggests that free will does not necessarily require the possibility of choosing evil. This contradicts the argument that evil must exist on Earth in order for humans to have meaningful free will. If god can create a state of existence where free will exists without sin, then he could have created Earth in such a way that free will did not lead to suffering, yet he chose not to. This presents a major theological inconsistency.

The core issue is whether free will necessarily includes the ability to sin. Many religious believers argue that god allows evil in the world because free will is a fundamental good—humans must have the ability to choose between good and evil, or else their moral choices would be meaningless. Without the possibility of choosing sin, the argument goes, people would be like robots or programmed machines, lacking genuine moral agency. However, this argument collapses when considering the nature of heaven. If souls in heaven still have free will but are unable to sin, then moral agency does not actually require the existence of evil. If god can create a reality where beings have free will but never choose sin, then he could have done the same for Earth. The fact that he did not suggests that either free will is not actually the reason for evil, or that god intentionally allowed suffering even when it was not necessary.

One possible response to this problem is that humans in heaven are still free, but they no longer have any desire to sin. Some theologians argue that after death, human souls undergo a transformation that removes all sinful inclinations, meaning that while they are still technically capable of making choices, they only ever choose what is good. However, this explanation raises even more contradictions. If god can alter human nature so that people always freely choose good without sinning, then why did he not create humans this way from the beginning? If god had the power to make free beings who never sin, then there was no need to create a world where suffering was required. If humans in heaven retain free will but lack the temptation to sin, then it follows that sin and suffering were never necessary for genuine freedom. This undermines the traditional argument that evil must exist in order for moral choices to be meaningful.

Another issue is whether humans in heaven are truly free if they can no longer choose evil. If free will necessarily includes the ability to sin, then beings in heaven do not actually have free will—they are either programmed or forced to always choose good. In that case, heaven would be a place where moral agency no longer exists, contradicting the idea that free will is a fundamental good. On the other hand, if humans in heaven do have free will but simply never choose to sin, then it proves that god could have created a world where sin never occurred while still allowing for meaningful choices. Either way, the traditional justification for the existence of evil becomes inconsistent.

Some believers attempt to resolve this contradiction by arguing that free will on Earth is a test, and that once people have demonstrated their ability to choose good, god rewards them by allowing them into heaven, where sin is no longer an option. However, this explanation also fails under scrutiny. If free will is a test, then why do innocent children who die young or people who convert at the last moment still get into heaven without having to undergo the full test? Furthermore, if god already knows the outcome of each person’s life due to his omniscience, then the test is unnecessary—he already knows who will be saved and who will be damned. If the test of free will is required on Earth but not in heaven, then free will is not actually necessary for human existence; it is simply a temporary burden imposed by god.

Another common counterargument is that the conditions of heaven are different from those of Earth, making sin impossible. Some religious thinkers claim that the overwhelming presence of god in heaven ensures that no one would ever desire to sin. However, if god’s presence automatically removes the temptation to sin, then this again raises the question of why he did not create Earth in the same way. If being close to god is sufficient to ensure that people will never choose evil, then god could have created humans with this closeness from the start, eliminating the need for suffering altogether. If people in heaven are so transformed that they no longer even consider sinning, then this suggests that human nature itself could have been created without the ability to sin in the first place.

The problem of free will in heaven also creates issues regarding the nature of punishment in religious belief systems that include hell. If people in heaven still have free will but never choose to sin, then why are those in hell not given the same transformation? If god can change human nature to ensure that people always choose good in heaven, then he could have done the same for those in hell instead of allowing eternal suffering. The existence of heaven as a sinless place undermines the necessity of both earthly suffering and eternal punishment. If god can ensure that free will and sinlessness coexist, then there is no justification for allowing anyone to suffer in hell for eternity—he could simply remove their inclination toward sin just as he supposedly does for those in heaven.

Ultimately, the problem of free will in heaven exposes a major inconsistency in religious explanations for the existence of evil. If free will necessarily includes the possibility of sin, then beings in heaven are not truly free. If free will can exist without sin, then god could have created a world where suffering was unnecessary. The fact that religious teachings maintain both that free will requires evil and that heaven contains free beings without evil presents an unresolved contradiction. If god’s ultimate goal is to create a world without sin, and if he can do so while still preserving free will, then the existence of evil on Earth is either unnecessary or deliberately imposed. Either way, the argument that suffering is necessary for free will collapses under its own contradictions, suggesting that the traditional theological explanations for why evil exists fail to provide a coherent answer.
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​Morality is firmly set, God testing senseless
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Morality (as our culture understands it) should be statistically distributed as random if we have free will. But no! It is distributed by the Gaussian curve. On the one side, there are angels, and on the other side, there are sociopaths. Around one sixth of people is actually truly immoral. So, there is an underlying natural explanation (genes, environment etc.) indicating there is no free will and being tested by God makes no sense because everything is firmly set.
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​Do things happen out of necessity?
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In a deterministic or inter-deterministic world, definitely yes. According to necessitarianism, everything that exists or occurs does so out of absolute necessity, and nothing at all could've been other than it actually is. But according to traditional theism, contingentarianism is true and necessitarianism is false. Therefore, if necessitarianism is true, traditional theism is false.​[6] 
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​The demographics of theism
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The number of adherents is not evenly distributed on the earth. Logical patterns are found within the distribution in countries or their parts. But people have free will, so just randomness should be shown. But no, statistics (as a science) can find patterns in it so then we have a natural explanation.
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​There is no human identity, self
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Human identity is something evolution equipped us to be able to cooperate and co-exist within a community. There has to be some “me” in order to cooperate with other persons that also have their “me”. There is also no self since we are just neuron networks (don’t confuse this with consciousness and personality). 
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​God, aesthetic and ugliness
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Since God created the universe to his perfection, there shouldn’t be such things as ugliness, disgust, abhorrence, detestation. So did he purposely create this ugly world?
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​God as a person
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Since people possess the theory of mind (theory of mind refers to the capacity to understand other people by ascribing mental states to them (that is, surmising what is happening in their mind)), God is automatically considered as a person you have some relationship with. But why? There is no need for it. He is male and dominating in a submissive-dominating relationship we inherited from the simians. (Note that the Bible says that God exists as a person but nobody has seen him, but this disputes another Biblical tale below in this book.)
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​God behaves like ancient rulers
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Gods mirror ancient rulers, demanding loyalty, obedience, and worship while ruling through fear and unquestionable authority. Like kings, they issue commands, promise rewards, and punish disobedience without direct accountability.
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​Godly plans resemble human politics
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One may argue that human politics is corrupt, full of hidden interests, power struggles, and manipulations by the super-rich, banks, and lobbyists. It reflects human imperfection. But life itself often follows the same logic, making God appear like the greatest politician of all. In fact, God is the biggest politician, orchestrating events, granting power, and shaping destinies just as human leaders do—but on a grander, more mysterious scale.

Think about relationships. Some people rise in life because of connections, while others are left behind. Favoritism exists everywhere—at work, in families, even in friendships. Just like politicians reward their loyal supporters, God blesses some with good fortune while others struggle. A person may pray for success, work hard, yet remain unnoticed, while another with the right connections thrives. Is it merit, luck, or a divine political game?

Look at workplaces. Promotions often depend on alliances rather than skills. Someone who pleases the right people advances, just as in politics. Even in suffering, one can see a kind of divine strategy. A person faces hardship, loses a job, or experiences betrayal, only to find later that the setback led to something greater. It is as if God removes people from power and elevates others, much like a government reshuffling its ministers.

Think of personal struggles—failed relationships, financial troubles, unexpected successes. Some doors close, others open, seemingly beyond our control. People try to negotiate with God, just as citizens try to influence politicians. "If you help me, I will be better," they pray, much like voters hoping their leaders will fix their lives. But God, like a skilled politician, does not always grant requests outright. He allows delays, tests loyalty, and sometimes enforces painful lessons before giving rewards.

Even life’s greatest punishments feel like political consequences. A person makes poor choices and faces ruin. A leader misuses power and loses everything. Yet, some seem untouchable, just like politicians who survive scandals. Is it injustice, fate, or another level of divine politics beyond human understanding?

In the end, God is the biggest politician, managing a vast, unseen government where power, justice, and strategy intertwine. The system remains the same—only the ruler is beyond questioning.
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​God as a father-figure and everything around it
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All right, the world had somewhat happened. But why do you need the male dominating all-caring, all-knowing, all-powerful, omnibenevolent parental figure you have an extremely unequal relationship with. One that has such a controlling power. Praying, subservient behavior, no privacy. Why must a person (theory of mind) have created the universe? It makes absolutely no sense. Evolution (searching a primate culprit everywhere) and evolutionary-given religiosity have interconnected this to result in God overseeing everything.

You don’t need the human-like creator, a specific person to explain why the world is the way it is.
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​God as a bully
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The Old Testament God is an inevitable bully. I will add a famous quote by Richard Dawkins: “The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant character in all fiction: jealous and proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving control-freak; a vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser; a misogynistic, homophobic, racist, infanticidal, genocidal, filicidal, pestilential, megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic, capriciously malevolent bully.”
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​God is immoral
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If God is ultimately responsible for bringing sentient beings into existence, then God cannot be morally perfect. 
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​God should not need worship
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Even If we get along he is dominant, male and all-powerful, there is absolutely no need to worship him. Even if prayer worked, you have some relationship with him, he helps you, the worship theater is absolutely crazy and senseless, leaving the notion that religion is an evolutionary product.
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​Self-limitation
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The problem of self-limitation is a major paradox within the concept of divine omnipotence. If god is truly all-powerful, then he should have the ability to do anything, including permanently limiting his own power. However, if god successfully limits himself—reducing his abilities in such a way that he can no longer undo the limitation—then he is no longer omnipotent, as there is now something he cannot do. On the other hand, if god cannot limit himself, then his omnipotence is incomplete from the beginning, as there is at least one action he is incapable of performing. This paradox challenges the very definition of absolute power and raises fundamental questions about whether omnipotence is a logically coherent concept.

If omnipotence means the ability to do anything, then god should be able to choose to restrict his own power. For example, he should be able to reduce his omniscience so that he no longer knows everything, or he should be able to remove his omnipotence entirely so that he is no longer all-powerful. However, if he does so, then he no longer possesses the attribute of omnipotence. If a being that was once omnipotent is now limited and lacks the power to regain his former abilities, then he has permanently ceased to be omnipotent. In this case, omnipotence was something that could be lost, making it a temporary state rather than an eternal one. But if god’s omnipotence can be lost, then it was never an absolute and unchanging quality to begin with, which contradicts traditional theological claims that god's power is infinite and unchangeable.

Alternatively, if god chooses to limit himself but retains the ability to restore his power at any time, then the limitation is not genuine. A temporary limitation that can be undone at will is not a true restriction; rather, it is a voluntary decision that can be reversed at any moment. If god can reclaim his omnipotence whenever he desires, then he was never truly limited in the first place, and the act of "limiting" himself was meaningless. However, if he cannot undo the limitation, then he is no longer omnipotent. This creates an unavoidable contradiction: god either has the ability to permanently restrict himself, meaning he ceases to be omnipotent, or he does not have the ability to permanently restrict himself, meaning he was never truly omnipotent to begin with.

This paradox also highlights a major issue regarding divine free will. If god has free will and omnipotence, then he should have the power to choose whether or not he remains omnipotent. If he does not have the ability to make himself permanently non-omnipotent, then he lacks full control over his own nature. This implies that there are constraints on his power, contradicting the idea that omnipotence means unlimited ability. However, if he can freely choose to give up omnipotence permanently, then he no longer possesses unlimited power, meaning he ceases to be the god described in traditional theology.

The problem of self-limitation can also be examined in terms of logical contradictions within omnipotence itself. Omnipotence is often defined as the ability to do all things, yet self-limitation introduces a scenario in which an omnipotent being must both be able to limit himself and remain omnipotent at the same time. If omnipotence includes the ability to remove omnipotence, then an omnipotent being can make himself non-omnipotent, creating a contradiction where a once-all-powerful being now lacks power. If omnipotence does not include the ability to remove omnipotence, then omnipotence is inherently limited, meaning there is something an omnipotent being cannot do. Either way, the idea of omnipotence as an all-encompassing, unlimited ability becomes self-contradictory.

This paradox is similar to other well-known challenges to omnipotence, such as the question of whether god can create a rock so heavy that he cannot lift it. If god can create such a rock, then there exists something he cannot do—lift the rock—meaning he is not truly omnipotent. If he cannot create the rock, then there is something he cannot do, which also contradicts omnipotence. The problem of self-limitation follows a similar structure: if god can permanently limit his own power, then he ceases to be omnipotent. If he cannot, then he was never truly omnipotent. These paradoxes suggest that the very concept of unlimited power is incoherent because it inevitably leads to contradictions.

Some theologians attempt to resolve this paradox by redefining omnipotence in a way that avoids logical contradictions. One common response is to argue that god's omnipotence does not include the ability to do things that are logically impossible, such as ceasing to be god. According to this view, omnipotence means the ability to do anything that is consistent with god's nature, but not actions that contradict the very definition of omnipotence. However, this response only shifts the problem rather than solving it. If god’s omnipotence is constrained by his nature, then there are things he cannot do, which means he is not truly omnipotent. If omnipotence is defined as the ability to do all things, then it must include the ability to permanently remove itself. Any attempt to redefine omnipotence in a limited way contradicts the very concept of absolute power.

Another response is that god could limit himself but would always retain the ability to undo the limitation. However, this makes the limitation meaningless. If god can still do anything, including undoing any restriction he places on himself, then he was never truly limited at all. If he is never truly limited, then the concept of self-limitation is an illusion, and the problem remains unresolved.

The problem of self-limitation also has broader implications for religious beliefs about divine attributes. If god is truly omnipotent, then he should be able to make himself non-omniscient, meaning he could choose to forget things or reduce his own knowledge. However, this creates the same paradox—if he succeeds, he is no longer all-knowing, meaning he loses omniscience. If he cannot limit his knowledge, then he is not truly omnipotent because there is something he cannot do. Similarly, if god is omnipresent, meaning he exists everywhere, then he should be able to limit himself so that he exists only in one place. If he does, then he is no longer omnipresent. If he cannot, then he was never truly omnipresent in the first place. These issues show that omnipotence is not only self-contradictory in isolation but also incompatible with other divine attributes.

Ultimately, the problem of self-limitation reveals a fundamental contradiction in the concept of absolute power. If god can permanently limit his own power, then he ceases to be omnipotent, meaning omnipotence was something that could be lost rather than an unchangeable quality. If he cannot permanently limit his own power, then his omnipotence is incomplete, meaning there is something he cannot do. In either case, omnipotence leads to contradictions that suggest it is not a logically coherent concept. Attempts to resolve this paradox by redefining omnipotence only serve to limit its scope, ultimately weakening the traditional theological claim that god’s power is truly unlimited.
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​God is constrained with everything and isn’t free at all. Does he have free will?
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Since he is omniscient, omnipotent and omnibenevolent, his apparatus (which is more complicated than numbers of Quarks in this universe) and his processes are necessarily conducted in some deterministic way. And – they happen to be – mechanical. When a good think ought to happen, he must act accordingly. When he wants to prevent something, he must act some way. And there are also complicated chess-and-political-like games. So is he restrained to the utmost degree?

And since he is so complicated, nothing so extremely complex can be functional on a free basis. So no, God – just like us – doesn’t have free will. So even if God wanted to come into existence, his decision wouldn’t have been free.
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​Quantum Mechanics and God that cannot be deterministic
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Many religious traditions describe God as a being who governs reality with absolute control. In deism, God creates the universe and its laws but does not intervene. In theism, God actively sustains and directs events. Both perspectives assume a structured, law-governed cosmos. However, quantum mechanics challenges this assumption. At the most fundamental level, reality is not deterministic—it is probabilistic and uncertain. If the universe operates on indeterminacy, how can a god maintain absolute control?

Quantum mechanics reveals that particles do not behave predictably. The Heisenberg uncertainty principle states that the exact position and momentum of a particle cannot be simultaneously known. Quantum superposition allows particles to exist in multiple states until observed. Quantum entanglement defies local causality. These principles suggest that at its core, reality is governed by probabilities rather than strict laws.

A deterministic god would require a predictable universe. If God designed reality with absolute foresight, the universe should function in a way that reflects clear order and preordained outcomes. Yet, quantum mechanics contradicts this. If fundamental events are unpredictable, then God cannot precisely determine the future. If particle behavior is random, then God does not exercise meticulous control over creation.

Furthermore, a deterministic God is constrained by foreknowledge. If God knows everything that will happen, he cannot change his mind. If he cannot change his mind, he cannot think. If he cannot think, he does not have free will. A being without free will is not a personal agent but a mechanism, bound to a script that was set from eternity. Yet, paradoxically, God also cannot be deterministic because quantum mechanics introduces true randomness into reality. If the universe contains fundamental indeterminacy, then no being, not even God, can predict everything with absolute certainty.

The contradiction deepens when considering God's supposed existence beyond time and space. A being outside time cannot act, change, or interact. A being outside space has no presence, no location, and no connection to reality. A timeless, spaceless being cannot create, because creation is an event—events require time. If God existed beyond time, he could never initiate a universe, because "before" creation would be meaningless. The idea of a timeless creator is self-contradictory.

The presence of quantum indeterminacy suggests that reality is not guided by a preordained structure but by fundamental uncertainty. A god who governs a deterministic universe does not fit with modern physics. If the universe operates probabilistically, then God’s role becomes ambiguous, unnecessary, or incompatible with scientific reality. A god who knows everything lacks free will. A god who is timeless cannot create. A god who governs a non-deterministic universe is not in control. The problem of quantum mechanics is not just a challenge to religious determinism—it is a direct contradiction to the very concept of God as traditionally defined.
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​Holy water, sacramental bread and sacramental water
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As far as holy water, spiritual cleansing is something unproven and extremely silly. Sacramental bread and water’s function is something absolutely unproven as well. Not only does it go against science but also against rational thinking. The transubstantiation is an insult to science and critical thinking. 
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​Does God lessen our duty of compassion?
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If God is truly best at leading our lives, then we don’t rely on our duty of compassion. People’s moral compass is led the way that if something bad happens it goes on his account.

If we let countries torture their prisoners, children die prematurely, people live in poverty, nothing happens because we delegated it to God. Some even claim that the suffering has a higher meaning.
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​God does not prevent suffering in innocent beings
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All people are sinners and the thing is arbitrary. The majority of people should go to hell (see chapter: Are we all going to hell? Who is going to hell? Heaven and hell overlap). But what about the suffering inflicted on people who did not do anything?
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​Forgiveness without justice undermines moral accountability
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Many religions teach that God offers forgiveness for sins. In Christianity, believers are absolved through faith in Christ. In Islam, repentance brings divine mercy. Other traditions offer rituals, prayers, or sacrifices to secure atonement. But divine forgiveness raises a moral problem: if wrongdoers can be pardoned without facing justice, moral accountability is undermined.

True justice requires consequences. In human society, crimes demand restitution. A murderer cannot simply ask for forgiveness and be freed. A thief cannot erase their actions with an apology. Justice ensures that wrongs are corrected, that victims receive fairness, and that actions have consequences. Yet divine forgiveness often bypasses these principles. If God can forgive any crime, even the worst atrocities, then morality becomes arbitrary.

If morality is absolute, then divine forgiveness is problematic. If wrongdoing is truly evil, it should not be erased by mere belief or ritual. If a dictator repents on his deathbed, should he receive the same afterlife as a lifelong humanitarian? If a murderer is forgiven while an honest skeptic is condemned, what does that say about moral fairness? If justice can be avoided through divine mercy, then moral law loses meaning.

Additionally, divine forgiveness removes personal responsibility. If people believe they can be forgiven no matter what they do, what stops them from acting immorally? If divine pardon is guaranteed, why pursue ethical behavior? If consequences can be erased, morality becomes a mere formality, dependent on faith rather than genuine good conduct.

A just system requires accountability. A fair system demands proportional consequences. Yet divine forgiveness allows the worst offenders to escape justice while sometimes punishing those who lived morally but lacked faith. This contradiction weakens the foundation of religious moral systems. If morality matters, it must be based on justice, not selective divine mercy. If forgiveness ignores justice, then morality is reduced to divine preference rather than ethical principle.
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​Divine jealousy
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Many religious texts describe God as jealous. In the Bible, God declares himself a “jealous god” who demands exclusive worship. In other traditions, gods punish those who honor rival deities. Jealousy is a defining trait of these divine beings. Yet jealousy is a flaw. It is rooted in insecurity, desire, and a need for validation. A perfect being would not possess such an imperfection.

Jealousy arises from lack. It comes from feeling threatened. It comes from wanting what others have. It comes from fear of losing devotion. But a perfect being should lack nothing. A perfect being should not feel threatened. A perfect being should have no unfulfilled desires. A perfect being should be complete within itself. If God is perfect, there is no reason to feel jealousy. If God is complete, there is no reason to demand loyalty. If God is secure, there is no reason to punish those who worship differently.

Jealousy is an evolutionary adaptation. It developed in animals, including humans, as a mechanism to protect resources, mates, and social bonds. It promotes survival by discouraging betrayal and competition. In human relationships, jealousy serves a purpose—it alerts individuals to threats, reinforcing pair bonds and preventing loss. In social structures, it helps maintain alliances and loyalty. But these are survival mechanisms shaped by evolution, not attributes of a perfect, omnipotent being. A god who feels jealousy is a god influenced by primal instincts, emotions that arise from competition and insecurity. A truly perfect being would have no rivals, no threats, and no evolutionary needs.

Jealousy implies emotional instability. Humans experience jealousy because they are limited. They fear rejection. They crave attention. They suffer from insecurity. But an all-powerful, all-knowing, all-sufficient God should not have human weaknesses. If God is jealous, God is not perfect. If God needs worship, God is not self-sufficient. If God punishes disloyalty, God is not benevolent.

A perfect being would not seek approval. A perfect being would not react with anger to disobedience. If God truly existed in a state of absolute perfection, there would be no concern over loyalty. There would be no need for praise. There would be no reason for punishment. A truly perfect being would be above such emotions.

The presence of divine jealousy in religious texts suggests human origins. Ancient rulers demanded loyalty. Kings sought exclusive devotion. Tyrants punished disobedience. The jealous gods of scripture resemble human leaders, not perfect beings. A truly perfect deity would be above such petty emotions. A truly perfect being would not act like a jealous monarch.

If jealousy is a flaw, then a jealous God is imperfect. If God is imperfect, God is not God. The very concept of divine jealousy contradicts the claim of divine perfection. A true God would have no need for worship, no fear of rivals, and no reason for jealousy. The idea of a jealous deity is not a reflection of divine truth. It is a projection of human insecurities onto the cosmos, shaped by evolutionary instincts that have no place in a divine, eternal being.
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​The last moment before death proves God
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There is a light at the end of the tunnel but that doesn't prove there is life after death. Although the specific causes of this part of near-death experiences remain unclear, tunnel vision can occur when blood and oxygen flow to the eye is depleted, as can happen with extreme fear and oxygen loss that are both common to dying. And even if this explanation is not true there is no need to believe it is something spiritual, because religions are man-made silly superstitions.​[7]
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​No miracles have ever been observed
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Miracles do happen according to a lot of religious people. The truth is there have never been observed phenomena defying science. If you want to have one million dollars, prove the miracles and win the One Million Dollar Paranormal Challenge.
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​The universe operates by natural laws
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Why to have natural laws? Only thoughts and less material things should replace strange and complicated laws. We could live in a complete immaterial world. Where was God?
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​Western medicine advances without invoking divine intervention

[image: image]


Modern medicine has transformed human life. Diseases that once devastated civilizations are now preventable. Conditions once fatal are now curable. Lifespans have increased. Infant mortality has plummeted. The suffering of millions has been alleviated—not through prayer, not through divine intervention, but through science, research, and human effort.

Religion once dominated healing. People sought miracles for illness. Holy relics, faith healers, and prayers were considered cures. Sickness was blamed on demons, sin, or divine punishment. Bloodletting, exorcisms, and superstitions shaped medical practices. Yet, none of these methods saved lives. None stopped plagues. None prevented infection. None eradicated disease. Science did.

The success of medicine is empirical. Germ theory explains infection. Vaccines prevent deadly viruses. Antibiotics cure bacterial illness. Surgery repairs the body. Genetics informs treatment. Mental health is understood through psychology, not supernatural possession. Medicine does not require gods, spirits, or miracles. It requires observation, experimentation, and refinement.

If divine intervention were real, prayer should heal consistently. Miracles should be reproducible. Holy sites should outperform hospitals. Religious communities should have lower mortality rates. Yet, studies show no supernatural effect on healing. Faith healing fails under controlled conditions. Prayers for the sick yield no statistically significant benefits. Hospitals succeed where churches fail. Medicine succeeds where faith healing does not.

If God were involved in health, believers would never suffer illness. If divine intervention cured disease, medical advances would be unnecessary. Yet, pandemics strike the religious and non-religious alike. Viruses do not distinguish faith. Cancer does not heed devotion. Survival depends on science, not scripture. Hospitals save lives, not holy texts. Doctors heal, not deities.

The progress of medicine demonstrates the irrelevance of divine intervention. Humanity no longer relies on gods for health. Science has taken their place. The success of secular medicine is not just an argument against faith healing—it is evidence that the world functions without divine influence. If God were necessary for healing, medicine would fail without Him. Instead, medicine thrives without Him. Science works. Prayer does not. The world does not need divine intervention. The world needs knowledge, reason, and medical advancement.
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​Why heaven and hell when there is no free will?
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Yes, God tests us and then we are rewarded or punished but we have no free will. Also note that in another version it was the Devil who had created hell, but this would have also meant that God is not omnipotent.
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​Infinite control of people with free will
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Since God is omniscient, omnipotent and omnibenevolent he should also have infinite control of people with free will.
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​God and cruelty in nature and why create nature at all?
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Yes, Christians consider nature as something excluded from morality. We also have the right to kill animals for food. But the very animals also have consciousness and astounding cruelty in the animal world really indicates that there is no God. Why did God create nature at all? It is redundant and unbelievably cruel.
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​Nature cannot be more strange
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Around 99 % of the living species have ceased to exist. One specie destroying other species. Their habitats change and they evolve into something other or cease to exist. Evolution is full of design flaws. Predators devour their prey. Organisms may live in symbiosis or as parasites. Nature cannot be more strange. And you really want me to tell it is a God’s work?
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​Creationism
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Evolution theory had been attacked on all fronts. But now we have creationism that claims not only that evolution didn’t happen in its proposed form but that species were created by God or God-led evolution. Of course, like nearly every pseudoscience they have their mutually incompatible branches.

Not only they don’t have any consistent theory, their different theories are illogical, pseudo-scientific and there is no burden of proof. No evidence for their claims at all.

The creationists often claim their teaching is excluded from mainstream science. And, of course, they are right.

I cannot imagine a serious scientist adhering to their bullshit theories (excuse my French). But they are correct in one thing; there are scientists that can allegedly disprove evolution.

They often present themselves with contradicting arguments contradicting other articles from other creationists. They are pseudo-scientific, sporadic and wrong.

But imagine if evolution theory was really wrong. There would really be something false with the whole theory.

The mainstream scientists have their honor and tens of percents of them would stand-up and bury the whole evolution. No such thing, however, occurred.

Denying evolution is like denying London existed in the 17th century despite all the evidence.

The evolution theory is something safely proved and evidence-based.
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​Why we are sure evolution is true?
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Creationism, the belief that life, the Earth, and the universe were either created or superdeity led it, directly contradicts overwhelming scientific evidence from multiple disciplines. The fields of biology, physics, geology, and cosmology collectively dismantle the creationist perspective by demonstrating that natural processes, not divine intervention, account for the complexity and diversity of life and the structure of the universe.

The theory of evolution, first formulated by Charles Darwin and supported by extensive fossil records, genetic evidence, and observed instances of natural selection, provides a comprehensive explanation for the diversity of life. Evolutionary biology is a massive, exact scientific discipline that incorporates genetics, paleontology, and molecular biology to study the mechanisms driving the development of life over billions of years. DNA sequencing confirms that all living organisms share a common ancestry, which contradicts the creationist claim that species were independently created in their present forms. Transitional fossils such as Tiktaalik, Archaeopteryx, and Australopithecus clearly illustrate gradual evolutionary changes, undermining the notion of a sudden, divine creation. The idea that all species were created separately fails to account for the striking similarities in genetic code across different organisms, pointing instead to a shared evolutionary lineage. The fossil record, spanning billions of years, provides undeniable proof of life forms evolving over time, directly contradicting the young Earth timeline proposed by many creationists. Evolution is an extremely well-proven scientific fact, backed by multiple independent lines of inquiry and extensive empirical data. It remains one of the most well-supported theories in all of science. Additionally, advances in embryology and developmental biology have further reinforced evolutionary theory by revealing conserved genetic pathways across diverse species, highlighting common ancestry at a molecular level.

Creationism often relies on pseudoscientific arguments, misinterpretations of scientific data, and sporadic claims that fail under rigorous scrutiny. Their news contradicting evolution is lying, non-scientific, and completely evidenceless. Arguments such as irreducible complexity, the supposed lack of transitional fossils, and the second law of thermodynamics being incompatible with evolution have all been thoroughly debunked by scientific research. The idea that evolution violates the second law of thermodynamics ignores that life is not a closed system and continuously receives energy from the Sun, allowing for increasing complexity. Similarly, supposed gaps in the fossil record are misrepresented, as new transitional fossils continue to be discovered, filling in previously unknown evolutionary pathways. Pseudoscientific creationist claims lack peer-reviewed research, rely on cherry-picked data, and often distort genuine scientific principles to fit their narrative. Additionally, creationism has no support from the scientific community, as it lacks any credible evidence and contradicts the fundamental principles of biology, geology, and physics. The peer-reviewed literature overwhelmingly supports evolution, with thousands of studies reinforcing its validity through fields such as comparative genomics, population genetics, and experimental evolutionary biology.

Geology further refutes creationist claims by providing clear evidence that the Earth is approximately 4.5 billion years old, not the mere few thousand years suggested by literal interpretations of religious texts. Radiometric dating of rocks, the consistency of sedimentary layers, and the presence of ice core samples dating back hundreds of thousands of years all confirm an ancient Earth. If a global flood, as proposed by certain creationist narratives, had indeed occurred, there would be chaotic and indiscriminate fossil distribution rather than the orderly stratification observed in geological layers. Fossils appear in distinct chronological sequences, each layer corresponding to different geological epochs, which is entirely inconsistent with the claim that all life was created simultaneously. Furthermore, plate tectonics and continental drift provide clear geological mechanisms explaining Earth's dynamic history over billions of years, contradicting the static, young-Earth framework proposed by creationists.

Physics and cosmology further dismantle creationism by explaining the origins of the universe through the Big Bang theory, a model supported by extensive observational evidence such as cosmic microwave background radiation, the redshift of galaxies, and the abundance of light elements predicted by nuclear fusion models. The immense timescales required for the formation of galaxies, stars, and planets are fundamentally at odds with the short timelines proposed by creationism. The vast distances of celestial objects from Earth imply that their light has taken millions or even billions of years to reach us, proving that the universe is far older than creationist models allow. The principles of thermodynamics and nuclear physics explain stellar evolution, demonstrating that stars, including our own Sun, formed through gravitational collapse and nuclear fusion, not through divine decree. The expanding universe, confirmed by Hubble's observations and modern astrophysics, provides a clear trajectory of cosmic evolution spanning over 13.8 billion years, rendering creationist claims of a young universe untenable.
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​Abiogenesis
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Abiogenesis, the natural process by which life arose from non-living matter, has a strong scientific basis supported by experiments such as the Miller-Urey experiment, which demonstrated that organic molecules essential for life could form under early Earth conditions. While scientists continue to explore the exact mechanisms that led to the emergence of life, the idea that life required supernatural intervention is unnecessary. Chemistry and physics provide sufficient explanations for how self-replicating molecules could have evolved into the first primitive cells. The presence of amino acids in meteorites suggests that the basic building blocks of life are not unique to Earth, further reinforcing the idea that life is a natural phenomenon rather than a designed product. Additionally, hydrothermal vent theories and RNA-world hypotheses offer compelling frameworks for how life could have gradually emerged through natural chemical processes, with laboratory simulations supporting these models.

Scientific discoveries have repeatedly overturned the simplistic explanations offered by creationism. From the mechanics of plate tectonics explaining Earth's shifting continents to the genetic evidence linking all life through common ancestry, every major scientific advancement has further discredited creationist claims. In contrast, creationism offers no testable predictions, no explanatory mechanisms, and no empirical evidence. It relies on faith and the rejection of observable data rigorous inquiry. The complete absence of creationist papers in reputable scientific journals further illustrates its lack of credibility in the scientific community.

The scientific method, based on hypothesis testing, empirical observation, and peer review, has consistently led to discoveries that explain the natural world without resorting to supernatural causes. Evolution, geology, cosmology, and chemistry each independently confirm a reality that is incompatible with the claims of creationism. Evolution is true not because of any ideological preference but because it is supported by an overwhelming body of evidence that is internally consistent, predictive, and confirmed by multiple independent lines of inquiry. The rejection of scientific evidence in favor of ancient texts and dogmatic beliefs hinders intellectual progress and prevents a true understanding of the natural world. Science continues to advance, refining knowledge and revealing the universe's complexity through evidence and reason. Creationism, lacking evidence and predictive power, remains a relic of outdated thinking, unable to withstand the scrutiny of scientific inquiry.
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​Deism
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What about deism? It is just a more sophisticated way to believe in which God doesn’t intervene and he just some kind of spiritual power. Theology or theological philosophy arguments may be extremely complicated. But deism is just a curtailed version of theism. It stems from theism. And where does theism stem from? Of course, from primitive superstitions. Professor Filip Tvrdý is right. Deistic belief sometimes acts as a neutral science that is objective. But it is not. And as he perfectly puts it, the original intention is to end up with Jesus Christ on the cross.

They don’t process arguments that lead to objective conclusion. They already have their conclusion (that Christianity is right) and make arguments leading to it accordingly.

Somersaults and other acrobatic circus pieces are being shown. One can start doubting his own intellect. But their arguments are still wrong.

And where does Christianity come from? From primitive Bronze Age superstitions, when fur-wrapped semi-literal men were guessing the age of the earth with the very little knowledge they had at their time. So deism is an intelligent, curtailed variation of religion stemming from primitive superstition with a huge, lying main conclusion. 

They often use the argument of complexity, but I debunked it above in this article.

One Czech scientist confessed that theology and theological philosophy are two disciplines that are the same sciences as mathematics. You have axioms that lead to conclusions. The issue is, however, that theology and theological philosophy always end with Jesus Christ on the cross. I saw him on a discussion panel where the panelists all concluded that theism is nonsensical and only deism makes sense. The issue is, dear gentlemen, that vast majority of people believe in a theistic God, therefore prayer works, he is all-powerful, all-knowing and infinitely good; they believe in the Devil, heaven and hell and so on.

Another thing is you don’t need any power that is some deity. Imagine that the world had no religions and you would know all the arguments against God and know all the known science. And now what? You would claim there is some higher power and you would suddenly and miraculously start forging arguments for it. No, it is vice versa. There was religion, and as science advanced, the belief was more limited. Therefore, it had to be more and more sophisticated.

And even if you have all the scientific knowledge and the world were devoid of God and you still wanted to have some power and had an objective way to explore it, you definitely wouldn’t end up with Jesus Christ on the cross.

You may read this book and have a deistic belief. But no, I will grossly disappoint you. Deism is pure demagogy in my humble opinion.
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​Deism: Death renders life meaningless if there is no afterlife
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Deism holds that a creator set the universe in motion but does not intervene in human affairs. This means no divine revelation, no miracles, and no confirmed afterlife. If the deistic god exists but does not provide guidance or judgment after death, then human life is finite, and consciousness ultimately vanishes. Without an afterlife, existence seems fleeting, and personal achievements dissolve with time. If death is truly the end, does life have lasting meaning?

Religious traditions promise continuity beyond death. Theistic beliefs offer heaven, reincarnation, or spiritual transformation. These provide comfort and purpose—morality has eternal consequences, suffering has meaning, and life is part of a divine plan. Deism, however, does not guarantee such assurances. If the deistic god created the universe and withdrew, there is no reason to expect an afterlife. This leaves death as the final boundary, making human existence appear temporary and ultimately insignificant.

The universe operates under natural laws without divine intervention. Everything is subject to decay. Stars collapse, civilizations fade, and even the cosmos itself may end. If no part of human consciousness survives beyond the body, then everything built, loved, and valued is erased with time. Without an afterlife, personal struggles, moral choices, and ambitions seem to lose ultimate significance. If all that remains after death is silence, does anything truly matter?

A deistic worldview must find meaning outside of divine reward. If there is no afterlife, then meaning cannot come from cosmic justice, eternal souls, or divine purpose. Instead, meaning must be created in the present. The fleeting nature of existence makes every moment more valuable. Love, knowledge, and creativity matter precisely because they are temporary. The lack of divine intervention forces individuals to define their own purpose. A universe without divine oversight means morality and meaning are self-determined, not imposed.

From a deistic perspective, death does not have to make life meaningless. The absence of an afterlife does not erase the richness of experience. A life that ends is not a life without purpose—it is a life that must be cherished in the now. Deism may offer no divine plan beyond death, but it allows for meaning through human experience, reflection, and legacy. If there is no eternal reward, then fulfillment must be found in the life we live, not in a life that might come after.
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​A timeless God cannot create a temporal universe
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Many religious traditions describe God as timeless—existing outside of time, unbound by past, present, or future (I describe this in section “​Who created God and why is God not infinite in time or doesn’t exist beyond time“). A timeless being has no beginning, no change, and no sequence of events. But this concept creates a paradox. If God is timeless, how can he create a universe that operates within time? How can a being with no before or after bring something into existence?

Creation is an event. It requires a transition from nothing to something. It involves a cause leading to an effect. It follows a sequence: first, there is no universe; then, there is a universe. But a timeless being does not experience sequences. A timeless being does not undergo change. A timeless being does not move from one state to another. If God is truly timeless, creation never happens—because creation requires time.

Causality depends on time. A cause must precede its effect. A decision must come before an action. An intention must exist before an outcome. But in timelessness, nothing comes before or after anything else. If God is outside of time, he cannot cause anything within time. If God is truly timeless, he cannot initiate change, because initiation itself is a temporal concept.

Some argue that God created time along with the universe. But this creates another contradiction. To create time, God must act. To act, God must experience sequence. To experience sequence, God must exist within time. A being outside of time cannot engage in temporal events. If time did not exist before the universe, then there was no “before” in which God could create. If there was no before, there was no cause. If there was no cause, creation never happened.

A timeless God cannot interact with a changing world. Prayer requires response. Judgment requires decision. Miracles require intervention. But all these involve transitions—shifts from one state to another. A timeless being cannot shift. A timeless being cannot respond. A timeless being cannot decide. A timeless being cannot intervene. If God is truly timeless, then he is locked in eternal stasis, unable to engage with the universe in any way.

The idea of divine timelessness contradicts the idea of a creator God. It contradicts the idea of a God who acts, speaks, or wills things into being. A timeless being cannot create. A timeless being cannot interact. A timeless being cannot do anything at all. If God is timeless, he is irrelevant. If God is relevant, he is not timeless. The two ideas cannot coexist. The problem of divine timelessness is not a minor issue—it is a fundamental contradiction that undermines the very concept of a creator God.

Deistic divine indifference

The problem of divine indifference challenges the coherence and significance of a god who exists but does not intervene in human affairs. Deism posits that a god may have created the universe but remains detached, neither guiding events nor responding to prayers. While this view attempts to reconcile the existence of a creator with the absence of observable divine action, it raises the fundamental question of whether such a god is functionally equivalent to nonexistence. If a god exists but does not care about creation, then his existence has no practical consequences, making the concept meaningless in any tangible sense.

One of the central purposes of theistic belief is the idea that God is personally involved in the world, providing guidance, purpose, and moral order. In many religious traditions, God is seen as a being who rewards virtue, punishes wrongdoing, answers prayers, and provides a path to salvation. However, a non-intervening god offers none of these things. If such a god created the universe and then abandoned it to run according to natural laws, then humanity is left in a state no different from a godless reality. Without divine communication, moral instruction, or intervention, a deistic god does not affect human life in any meaningful way.

The lack of divine engagement also undermines the idea of purpose in creation. If God intentionally created the universe but has no interest in its development or the lives of conscious beings within it, then creation seems arbitrary rather than meaningful. Traditional theism holds that the universe was created with intention, whether for human flourishing, moral testing, or some higher divine plan. However, a god who does not intervene provides no indication of any such purpose. If there is no interaction between the creator and creation, then existence appears no different than if it were the product of blind natural forces rather than deliberate design.

Moreover, the existence of suffering and injustice further emphasizes the issue of divine indifference. If a god exists but does not intervene to prevent evil, alleviate suffering, or offer justice, then his presence is indistinguishable from a universe governed purely by natural forces. Theistic religions often justify suffering by arguing that God allows it for a greater purpose—such as moral development, free will, or ultimate reward in the afterlife. However, a deistic god provides no such justification because he takes no role in shaping outcomes. In such a framework, the suffering of innocent beings, the destruction caused by natural disasters, and the existence of systemic injustice occur without divine oversight or purpose. This further renders the concept of God irrelevant to moral or existential concerns.

Another issue is the epistemological problem of recognizing a god that does not interact with the world. If a deity never reveals itself, never answers prayers, and never provides any evidence of its will, then how could humans ever come to know of its existence? Deism often relies on abstract philosophical arguments, such as the fine-tuning of the universe or the necessity of a first cause, rather than direct revelation or empirical evidence. However, if the only role of such a god is to have initiated creation, then this remains an untestable hypothesis rather than a meaningful aspect of reality. A non-intervening god may exist in theory, but in practical terms, it is indistinguishable from an absent or nonexistent deity.

Additionally, the concept of divine indifference contradicts traditional theological notions of a benevolent or moral god. If God created humans with the capacity for love, morality, and the pursuit of meaning, then it seems inconsistent that he himself would lack these attributes in relation to his creation. The idea of a god who simply sets the universe in motion and then remains indifferent to its progress presents a deity that is either unwilling or incapable of engaging with his creation. This raises the question of why such a god would create at all—if he has no interest in the fate of what he created, what purpose was there in bringing it into existence?

Ultimately, the problem of divine indifference highlights the practical irrelevance of a god who does not interact with the world. A non-intervening god provides no guidance, justice, purpose, or moral framework, making its existence functionally indistinguishable from nonexistence. If God does not intervene, then for all practical purposes, humanity exists in a naturalistic universe governed by impersonal forces, rendering the concept of a detached creator meaningless in human life.

Deistic divine knowledge without interaction

The problem of divine knowledge without interaction raises a fundamental issue regarding the purpose and significance of omniscience in a deistic framework. If a deistic god possesses perfect knowledge of all things—past, present, and future—but never acts upon it, then this knowledge serves no functional purpose. A god who is all-knowing but indifferent to creation is indistinguishable, in practical terms, from a god who does not exist at all. Omniscience without application reduces divine knowledge to an abstract property rather than an active force with any meaningful consequences.

One of the primary purposes of knowledge, whether human or divine, is to inform decisions, guide actions, and influence outcomes. If a deity possesses infinite knowledge but never intervenes, then this knowledge is inert, contributing nothing to the universe. Theistic religions often depict God's knowledge as being directly tied to his actions—he rewards good, punishes evil, answers prayers, and ensures justice. However, in deism, where God does not interact with creation, omniscience becomes entirely passive. If God knows everything that happens—every act of suffering, every injustice, every moment of joy—but does nothing in response, then his knowledge is functionally irrelevant.

Furthermore, divine omniscience without interaction raises the question of why such knowledge would even be necessary. If God has no involvement in human affairs, no intention to guide or assist his creation, and no desire to shape the course of the universe, then why would he require perfect knowledge? In human terms, knowledge is valuable because it enables individuals to make informed choices and affect their surroundings. But for a deity who remains eternally detached, omniscience becomes an attribute with no practical function.

This issue also ties into the problem of suffering and morality. If God is truly omniscient, then he is aware of every injustice, every act of violence, and every moment of human and animal suffering. Yet, if he remains passive, then his knowledge contributes nothing to the alleviation of these problems. In contrast, limited human knowledge often leads to meaningful action—people work to prevent harm, seek justice, and improve the world precisely because they recognize suffering. If humans, with their limited knowledge, are motivated to act, then a god with infinite knowledge who does nothing appears even more indifferent and detached.

Additionally, divine omniscience without interaction makes any concept of divine purpose meaningless. If a god created the universe but does not intervene, then why would he need to know everything about it? A truly indifferent god would not require detailed knowledge of every event, every thought, and every outcome. This suggests that either divine omniscience is unnecessary or that a god who possesses it but does nothing is deliberately choosing inaction. If the former is true, then omniscience is an exaggerated and meaningless attribute. If the latter is true, then divine inaction contradicts the traditional view of a wise and purposeful creator.

Another contradiction arises when considering free will and divine foreknowledge. If God knows everything, including the future, but never acts upon this knowledge, then this raises questions about whether anything in the universe actually matters to him. If God foresaw every decision, every event, and every outcome before creation but still chose never to engage, then why create at all? A being with perfect foresight who does nothing with it creates a universe that is effectively abandoned at the moment of its inception. This contradicts any idea of divine intentionality or care.

Some deists may argue that divine knowledge serves a passive role, such as witnessing creation without interfering. However, this explanation does not resolve the issue. Mere observation does not require omniscience. If God’s role is simply to be aware of the universe without acting upon it, then an all-knowing god is no more meaningful than a god with limited knowledge who is equally uninvolved. If God neither rewards nor punishes, neither corrects nor guides, then his perfect knowledge has no more relevance to human existence than if he knew nothing at all.

If knowledge has no application, it serves no purpose. In theistic frameworks, divine omniscience is meaningful because it is connected to divine action—God judges, communicates, intervenes, and shapes reality according to his knowledge. But in a deistic framework, where God never applies his knowledge, omniscience is rendered meaningless. A god who knows everything yet remains permanently uninvolved is indistinguishable from one who does not exist at all.
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​A deistic god created life but does not engage with it
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If god does not interact with creation, there is no reason to believe creation had a purpose. A god that never engages is no different from a god that does not exist. If there is no guidance, creation follows only natural laws. That means life would have emerged and developed without divine influence. A god that creates but does nothing is indistinguishable from one that was never there.

If god set life in motion but never intervenes, then there is no basis to claim that life was created with intent. If life operates without divine direction, then any sense of purpose must come from within existence itself, not from an external source. If god is absent, then the development of life is left entirely to chance and natural processes. If creation continues without interference, then the original act of creation becomes irrelevant. A god who does not engage with life has no meaningful role in its progress.

If deism assumes a creator who withdraws completely, then there is no reason to distinguish such a being from a god who never existed at all. If god never interacts, then god’s existence has no practical significance. If life has no divine guidance, then its course is shaped only by natural forces. If god’s role ends at creation, then god becomes an unnecessary assumption. If life can exist and evolve without divine intervention, then there is no justification for assuming a creator was ever needed.

If god has no influence on creation, then the idea of divine purpose collapses. If there is no communication, no intervention, and no guidance, then the existence of god adds nothing to understanding life’s direction. If life continues without divine oversight, then any claims of a higher purpose are unfounded. If a creator does not engage with the world, then creation has no assigned meaning beyond what it generates for itself. If god never interacts, then the universe is as it would be without god. If the world functions independently, then belief in a disconnected god serves no explanatory purpose. If nothing in reality points to divine involvement, then god’s existence is indistinguishable from nonexistence.
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​Deism assumes a non-intervening god is the best explanation for existence
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The assumption of god, rather than a self-sustaining universe, lacks justification. If existence can sustain itself, adding god explains nothing. A god that creates but never acts is an extra assumption without evidence. If the universe functions independently, then a creator is not needed. If god never interacts, then god has no role in sustaining existence. A self-sufficient reality does not require an external cause. If nature operates by its own laws, then positing a god does not clarify anything. A god who never engages offers no more explanatory power than a universe that exists on its own.

If everything in reality follows consistent principles without divine intervention, then a non-intervening god is no different from no god at all. If there is no interaction, then the presence of a deity is irrelevant to the structure of existence. The assumption of a god adds complexity without necessity, making a self-sustaining universe the simpler and more reasonable explanation. If the universe requires an explanation, then invoking god does not resolve the issue—it only shifts the question further. If god is assumed to exist without cause, then the same assumption can be made for the universe. A self-sufficient universe does not require an external mind to set it in motion.

If deism claims god as the ultimate answer, it must justify why god is needed at all. If god’s existence is accepted without evidence, then the same reasoning could justify anything. If the universe must have a creator, then what created god? If god can exist without a cause, then so can the universe. The assumption of god does not solve the problem of existence—it only introduces another unexplained entity. If god’s role is only to create and then remain absent, then such a being has no meaningful distinction from a universe that simply exists on its own.

A self-sustaining universe is more consistent with the absence of divine intervention. If the world operates without interference, then its origins can be understood without appealing to a god. If natural laws are sufficient to explain existence, then invoking god is unnecessary. A theory that assumes no more than what is needed is always preferable to one that introduces an extra, unsupported claim. If god does not intervene, then god’s existence has no explanatory value. If god does not interact with reality, then the universe functions just as it would without a god. If there is no evidence that god is required, then there is no reason to assume god exists at all.
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​Deism provides a foundation for morality
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Without divine intervention, morality must be human-derived, making god irrelevant to ethical discourse. If god does not interact with creation, then moral guidance cannot come from divine will. If there are no revelations, no commandments, and no consequences enforced by god, then ethical principles must arise from human experience, reason, and societal development. If morality functions independently of divine influence, then god’s existence has no bearing on moral truth.

If deism claims to support morality, it must explain how an absent god provides ethical foundations. If god does not reward virtue or punish wrongdoing, then moral behavior is not enforced by divine authority. If god does not communicate with humanity, then moral values cannot be divinely inspired. If human beings must determine right and wrong on their own, then morality is shaped by human reasoning, not by god. If morality develops through cultural, philosophical, and practical considerations rather than divine command, then belief in god is unnecessary for ethical life.

If morality is grounded in human well-being, cooperation, and social stability, then god’s existence is irrelevant to its formation. If ethical principles evolve over time based on human needs and experiences, then there is no reason to assume that morality requires a creator. If different societies construct moral codes based on survival, empathy, and reason, then morality is a human construct, not a divine gift. If justice, fairness, and compassion emerge from social interactions, then the absence or presence of god makes no difference.

If god does not intervene in moral affairs, then belief in god adds nothing to ethical reasoning. If moral progress occurs without divine guidance, then morality is independent of religious belief. If moral dilemmas are solved through logic, empathy, and social consensus rather than revelation, then deism contributes nothing to ethics. If right and wrong are determined by their effects on individuals and societies, then morality is rooted in human experience rather than divine law. If god remains detached from human affairs, then morality must be grounded in something other than divine will.

If deism does not provide moral laws, then ethics must come from reason and social cooperation. If moral progress depends on human reflection and adaptation rather than divine instruction, then a non-intervening god serves no moral purpose. If history shows that moral systems have changed without divine involvement, then ethics are human creations, not divine mandates. If morality can be explained through psychology, sociology, and philosophy rather than theology, then god is not needed for moral understanding. If moral accountability is enforced by human laws and social expectations rather than divine punishment, then ethical behavior does not require a god.

If deism claims to support morality but offers no means for divine enforcement, revelation, or instruction, then god’s existence is irrelevant to moral philosophy. If moral values are discovered, debated, and refined through human discourse, then morality is a product of human reason. If moral behavior can be justified through logic and compassion rather than religious belief, then a deistic god plays no role in shaping ethics. If god neither rewards nor punishes moral actions, then morality must stand on its own, independent of divine existence. If ethical principles arise naturally from human cooperation and rational thought, then morality does not depend on a god who remains forever silent.
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​Deism presents a god who is coherent and rational
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A god that creates a universe and then ignores it contradicts rational agency and coherent purpose. If god possesses intelligence and will, then creating a universe without further involvement appears irrational. If god designed existence with order and complexity, then abandoning it suggests either indifference or inconsistency. If rational agents act with intent, then a god who creates and then withdraws lacks a clear rationale. If god has no interest in the universe after creating it, then the act of creation itself becomes arbitrary.

If deism assumes god is rational, then god’s behavior should reflect coherent purpose. If god has no continuing engagement with creation, then creation lacks a clear reason for existing. If god’s intelligence led to the formation of a universe, then disengagement contradicts the nature of a rational mind. If deism argues for a structured cosmos, then it must explain why a rational god would create and then abandon that structure. If an intelligent being creates something with no intention to interact with it, then such an action lacks logical consistency.

If god has no further influence on existence, then the purpose behind creation is unknowable. If creation was deliberate, then ignoring it is a contradiction. If god has no role in guiding or sustaining the universe, then creation serves no apparent function. If god is rational, then the absence of any ongoing relationship with the universe must be explained. If god designed natural laws but never engages with them, then god’s role in establishing them loses meaning. If god acts without any continued interest in creation, then the act of creation is either accidental or inexplicably purposeless.

If a rational god creates with intent, then a lack of interaction contradicts that intent. If god designed life but never acknowledges it, then creation serves no coherent goal. If deism claims god is logical, then god’s disinterest in creation must be justified. If god is rational but does not maintain a relationship with creation, then deism fails to provide a consistent theological framework. If human beings associate rationality with intent and purpose, then a god who abandons creation is an irrational premise. If deism upholds logic, then the problem of divine withdrawal remains unresolved.

If god’s existence is supposed to offer an explanation for the universe, then god’s absence leaves that explanation incomplete. If creation is an act of will, then god’s lack of engagement undermines the meaning of that will. If rational agents act with purpose, then a god who creates and vanishes is indistinguishable from one who never intended anything at all. If god has no connection to creation, then deism struggles to justify god’s existence beyond the initial act. If deism assumes a structured, ordered universe, then the absence of divine coherence contradicts that assumption.

If rationality requires continuity, then a god who acts once and never again lacks logical consistency. If god’s intelligence led to creation, then complete detachment from that creation is incoherent. If creation exists without divine interaction, then god’s role is functionally irrelevant. If a rational god acts with purpose, then deism must provide a reason why that purpose stops at the moment of creation. If there is no engagement, no response, and no intention beyond creation, then god's existence is not rational—it is unnecessary.
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​A deistic god possesses full knowledge but does not act
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Knowledge that is never used serves no function, making divine omniscience pointless. If god has perfect awareness of the universe but never interacts with it, then this knowledge has no effect on reality. If god perceives every detail of existence but never acts upon this knowledge, then omniscience is an idle trait. If god knows the suffering, struggles, and outcomes of creation yet remains detached, then this awareness has no meaningful role. If knowledge is meant to inform action, then a god who does not act renders omniscience irrelevant.

If god possesses infinite wisdom but never applies it, then wisdom becomes indistinguishable from inaction. If an all-knowing being observes but never intervenes, then this knowledge does not benefit creation. If god understands everything but has no will to engage with it, then the purpose of omniscience is lost. If knowing and doing are fundamentally connected, then a god who only knows and never does is no different from a being without will. If deism claims god has perfect knowledge but no involvement, then divine omniscience has no practical consequence.

If god is aware of everything but remains eternally silent, then this awareness has no value to creation. If knowing every event in the universe does not lead to any action, then divine omniscience is a passive and purposeless trait. If god perceives all suffering, injustice, and chaos yet refuses to engage, then knowledge has no function beyond observation. If god is fully aware of the universe’s past, present, and future but never interacts, then omniscience is reduced to a feature without significance.

If knowledge without action is meaningless, then a god who only knows and never engages is irrelevant to the universe. If omniscience exists without interaction, then it is no different from nonexistence. If deism assumes god is all-knowing but never intervenes, then this knowledge does nothing to shape, sustain, or improve creation. If god has complete awareness but refuses to apply it, then omniscience serves no discernible role. If god knows the outcome of every action yet never influences events, then divine awareness is detached and inert.

If a being is defined by its attributes, then an all-knowing but entirely passive god is indistinguishable from an absent one. If knowledge has no effect on reality, then its existence is unnecessary. If god understands everything yet never uses this understanding, then omniscience is redundant. If knowledge is only valuable when it is applied, then a god who never acts holds knowledge in vain. If wisdom is meant to guide action, then divine omniscience without divine engagement is contradictory.

If god possesses complete awareness of existence but never acts on that knowledge, then omniscience becomes an unused and ineffective attribute. If knowing everything leads to no action, then this knowledge is irrelevant to creation. If deism argues for an omniscient god, it must explain why this knowledge is never used. If omniscience serves no function, then god's awareness is indistinguishable from ignorance in terms of practical effects. If a god who knows everything never applies that knowledge, then deism presents a deity whose most defining trait has no consequence. If divine omniscience contributes nothing to the world, then god's awareness is as futile as if it never existed at all.
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​Deism is a rational alternative to atheism and theism
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Deism makes no meaningful contributions to scientific or philosophical understanding. If deism asserts that god created the universe but never intervenes, then it offers no testable claims. If a belief system does not generate new insights, explanations, or predictions, then it lacks relevance to inquiry. If deism posits an absent god, then it neither advances scientific discovery nor enriches philosophical debate. If god’s only role is to create and withdraw, then deism provides no explanatory power beyond what naturalism already offers.

If deism does not influence scientific thought, then it remains inert as an intellectual position. If science progresses without deistic assumptions, then deism is unnecessary for understanding the universe. If the natural world functions without divine interference, then invoking a deistic god adds nothing to scientific reasoning. If all observed phenomena can be explained through natural laws, then deism is indistinguishable from atheism in practical terms. If deism does not refine or expand human knowledge, then it stands still while philosophy and science move forward.

If philosophy seeks to clarify meaning, ethics, and existence, then deism’s passive god offers no insights. If god does not interact with the world, then deism provides no moral guidance, no metaphysical advancements, and no practical framework for understanding human experience. If moral systems and existential questions are resolved without reference to a deistic god, then deism contributes nothing to ethical discourse. If deism does not influence human decision-making, then it serves no functional purpose in philosophy.

If deism neither advances science nor enriches philosophical thought, then it remains a stagnant belief. If an idea does not shape knowledge, discovery, or understanding, then it exists without purpose. If deism neither expands human thought nor provides a clearer picture of reality, then it is inert. If a worldview does not help answer questions or solve problems, then it remains irrelevant. If deism offers no meaningful contributions, then it stands still while human progress continues without it.

If scientific discovery proceeds without deism, then deism has no role in explaining reality. If philosophy develops independent of deism, then deism has no role in shaping human thought. If deism claims to be rational but does not provide useful knowledge, then its rationality is empty. If belief in a god that never acts does not affect the world, then it is an unnecessary hypothesis. If an idea does not interact with reality, then it is no different from an idea that does not exist.

If deism positions itself as a rational alternative, then it must justify its relevance. If deism does not advance human understanding, then it is a belief without impact. If deism neither aids in scientific progress nor provides philosophical insights, then it exists only as a passive claim. If deism contributes nothing to knowledge, then it remains an inert and unnecessary framework. If an idea does not evolve, expand, or provide clarity, then it becomes obsolete. If deism does not engage with science or philosophy, then it is a stagnant belief, offering no more to human thought than silence.
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​A deistic god allows morality to develop naturally
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Without divine guidance, morality is a human construct, making god’s existence irrelevant to ethical discourse. If morality arises from human reasoning, social cooperation, and cultural evolution, then a god who never intervenes plays no role in its formation. If ethical principles emerge independently of divine influence, then morality stands on its own, shaped by experience, empathy, and rational thought. If right and wrong are determined by human needs rather than divine commands, then god’s existence has no bearing on ethical truth.

If morality develops naturally, then deism contributes nothing to ethical understanding. If moral values shift over time due to changing cultural and philosophical perspectives, then they are not dictated by an absent deity. If moral systems are debated, revised, and refined through human discourse, then divine influence is unnecessary. If god provides no commandments, no rewards for virtue, and no punishment for wrongdoing, then morality is purely a human endeavor. If ethical behavior is enforced through laws, social norms, and personal conscience rather than divine will, then god's existence does not shape moral responsibility.

If morality is determined by practical consequences, empathy, and reason, then it functions without divine oversight. If history shows that ethical systems have changed based on societal needs rather than divine revelation, then morality is adaptable and human-driven. If different cultures develop distinct moral codes, then ethics is relative to human experience rather than derived from a universal divine source. If moral obligations arise from human relationships rather than divine decree, then the presence of a non-intervening god is irrelevant.

If deism claims god allows morality to develop naturally, then it must explain why god is necessary at all. If moral progress is driven by human understanding rather than divine instruction, then deism offers no ethical guidance. If god does not communicate moral truths, then people must rely on reason, intuition, and social structures to determine right from wrong. If deism does not provide moral law, then ethics are grounded in human needs and desires rather than divine will. If moral behavior is shaped by experience rather than divine authority, then god’s role in ethical development is nonexistent.

If god does not enforce morality, then belief in god does not make people more moral. If ethical behavior is rooted in human cooperation rather than divine expectation, then a deistic god has no impact on moral life. If human societies function without divine moral commands, then morality is a secular concept. If morality can be understood through philosophy, psychology, and social science, then divine influence is unnecessary. If right and wrong are determined by human well-being rather than divine will, then morality is independent of god.

If morality is a human construct, then a god who never acts is irrelevant to ethical discourse. If moral reasoning depends on human reflection rather than divine instruction, then god’s existence has no bearing on moral truth. If deism offers no framework for ethical decision-making, then morality must be constructed by people alone. If moral accountability is enforced through human institutions rather than divine judgment, then a non-intervening god has no role in moral life. If morality exists without god’s guidance, then deism contributes nothing to the ethical understanding of the world.
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​A deistic god explains the origin of the universe
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If god requires no explanation, the same can be said for the universe, making god unnecessary. If deism assumes that god exists without a cause, then there is no reason why the universe itself cannot exist without a cause. If god can be self-existent, then the universe can be self-existent as well. If everything requires an explanation, then so does god. If god does not require an explanation, then neither does the universe. If the universe can be eternal, self-sustaining, or emerge from natural processes, then god is redundant as an explanation.

If deism claims that god is necessary to explain the universe, then it must explain why god does not require an explanation. If god exists without a cause, then the assumption that the universe must have a cause is inconsistent. If invoking god does not solve the problem of origins but only shifts it to another level, then deism offers no more explanatory power than naturalism. If a self-sustaining universe is possible, then introducing god as an extra assumption is unnecessary. If god’s existence is taken as a brute fact, then the universe’s existence can be treated the same way.

If the universe follows natural laws that can be studied and understood, then attributing its existence to a god that does nothing offers no further clarity. If natural explanations can account for cosmic origins, then god’s role becomes superfluous. If scientific inquiry continues to uncover mechanisms behind the formation of the cosmos, then assuming a god adds nothing to this understanding. If every explanation should be questioned, then positing god as the ultimate answer is an arbitrary stopping point. If god’s existence is assumed without cause or reason, then it is no more justified than assuming the universe exists without external influence.

If god is beyond explanation, then deism does not provide a meaningful solution to the problem of existence. If the universe is complex and demands a creator, then an even more complex god demands an even greater explanation. If god is assumed to exist without a creator, then assuming the same for the universe eliminates the need for a god. If the existence of something does not necessarily require a divine cause, then deism offers no advantage over a naturalistic view. If deism insists that everything must have a cause but exempts god from this rule, then it is an inconsistent position.

If deism does not solve the fundamental question of why anything exists, then it serves no purpose as an explanatory model. If the universe’s origin is mysterious, invoking an unexplained god does not resolve that mystery. If scientific discoveries continue to explain cosmic origins without reference to god, then deism becomes increasingly irrelevant. If god is posited merely to answer the question of why the universe exists, then god is an unnecessary assumption. If the universe can exist on its own, then adding god to the equation does not improve understanding.

If the goal is to find the simplest and most logical explanation for existence, then assuming a god without explanation does not meet that goal. If god’s existence is accepted without reason, then any other concept could also be accepted without reason. If the principle of sufficient reason applies, then god’s existence requires an explanation just as much as the universe’s existence does. If god is an unnecessary hypothesis, then deism fails to provide a meaningful account of origins. If the universe can be self-sustaining, then deism introduces an extra assumption that explains nothing. If god is beyond explanation, then god is beyond usefulness in understanding existence.
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​The problem of an impersonal force being called God
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If god has no personal attributes, it is indistinguishable from nature itself and does not require a separate term. If god has no emotions, desires, or will, then calling it “god” is unnecessary. If a creator does not interact, communicate, or guide creation, then it is no different from an impersonal force. If god is simply the source of existence without consciousness, then it is indistinguishable from the universe itself. If nature operates according to laws that do not require divine intent, then an impersonal god adds nothing to the explanation of reality.

If deism rejects a personal god but retains the term “god,” then it must justify why this label is necessary. If god has no thoughts, plans, or intentions, then it is equivalent to the fundamental forces of physics. If god does not engage with creation in any meaningful way, then the term “god” becomes an unnecessary abstraction. If god is merely a principle of existence with no agency, then the distinction between god and nature disappears. If deism proposes a god that has no interaction, no will, and no purpose, then it is functionally identical to a universe without god.

If god is impersonal, then it does not differ from a law of nature. If god is simply a force behind existence, then calling it “god” is misleading. If god has no mind, then it cannot be considered a conscious being. If god does not care, act, or will anything into being beyond the initial creation, then the universe may as well have come into existence through natural mechanisms. If god is an unthinking cause, then it is indistinguishable from any other unknown cause of existence. If deism posits a creator without attributes, then it is redefining god into something that has no meaningful distinction from nature.

If deism claims god is a necessary force behind reality, it must explain why this force should be called “god” rather than simply a principle of existence. If god has no moral authority, no divine presence, and no consciousness, then calling it “god” is an arbitrary choice of language. If the universe exists without divine intervention, then attributing it to a distant, impersonal creator adds nothing to human understanding. If god is nothing more than the fundamental nature of existence, then there is no reason to distinguish it from nature itself.

If god has no personality, then it cannot have intent. If god has no intent, then it did not create with purpose. If there was no purpose, then the universe exists as it is without divine reason. If deism claims god created everything but lacks personal attributes, then this god is indistinguishable from an unconscious process. If god is not aware of its own creation, then calling it “god” is misleading. If god has no mind, then it does not differ from a natural phenomenon. If deism asserts that god is merely an impersonal force, then the term “god” is unnecessary and redundant.

If deism removes all personal qualities from god, then what remains is simply an abstract cause. If god is an abstract cause with no personality, then deism is no different from naturalism. If the universe can be explained through impersonal natural processes, then adding an impersonal god does not improve the explanation. If god is defined as an inactive, unconscious force, then it does not function as a god in any meaningful sense. If an impersonal creator is indistinguishable from a natural force, then the label “god” is a superfluous addition that does not change how the universe is understood.
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​A deistic god created the universe but remains uninvolved
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A god without conscious intent or active involvement is indistinguishable from natural processes. If god does not think, choose, or direct creation in any way beyond its initial act, then god is no different from an impersonal cause. If creation emerged without ongoing divine influence, then there is no meaningful distinction between a universe set in motion by god and one that arose naturally. If god plays no role after creation, then deism provides no more explanatory power than naturalism.

If god created the universe without intention, then god’s role is indistinguishable from a blind mechanism. If god does not guide, sustain, or interact with the cosmos, then its existence has no practical significance. If deism assumes a creator without will, then it assumes a creator without purpose. If god lacks intention, then the act of creation itself is arbitrary. If god’s action was purely automatic rather than deliberate, then creation is no different from an impersonal physical event. If god’s existence does not shape reality beyond the moment of creation, then its presence adds nothing to understanding the universe.

If an event requires no conscious intent to occur, then it can be explained by natural causes. If god is not involved beyond the initial moment, then there is no reason to assume that god’s presence was necessary at all. If creation can unfold without divine oversight, then invoking god adds nothing to the explanation of existence. If the universe follows its own laws without divine intervention, then god’s initial act of creation is indistinguishable from an event governed by natural forces. If deism claims that god’s only role was to create, then this god is no different from a theoretical starting condition that needs no divine presence.

If god has no intentions for the universe, then creation has no inherent purpose. If deism asserts that god initiated existence without reason, then creation itself becomes a meaningless event. If god’s role ends at creation, then god serves no explanatory function beyond being a placeholder for the unknown. If god has no desires, no goals, and no continuing presence, then its existence is conceptually empty. If god’s only function is to be a first cause, then there is no reason to assume a personal god rather than an impersonal process.

If deism proposes a god without interaction, then it must explain why such a being should be considered god at all. If god is simply a passive force, then it is no different from a fundamental law of nature. If an intelligent creator does not engage with its creation, then there is no reason to attribute intelligence to it. If god’s existence does not influence the universe in any way beyond its origin, then god is an unnecessary assumption. If deism offers a creator without conscious direction, then deism does not explain the universe any better than atheism.

If god has no ongoing role in existence, then calling it god is a distinction without a difference. If god’s act of creation was without intent, then creation has no divine rationale behind it. If the universe operates as if god does not exist, then the presence of a deistic god is indistinguishable from its absence. If everything functions according to natural laws alone, then there is no need for a divine initiator. If god’s involvement is absent, then god’s relevance is absent as well.
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​Deistic God’s lack of testability
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Since a deistic god does not interact with reality, it cannot be tested, making it an unscientific and unfalsifiable claim. If deism asserts that god created the universe but remains completely detached, then there is no way to observe, measure, or verify god’s existence. If an idea cannot be tested or falsified, then it does not belong in scientific discourse. If god is permanently absent from the universe, then there is no empirical way to distinguish a universe created by god from one that arose naturally. If there is no observable difference between a universe with a deistic god and one without, then deism does not contribute to our understanding of reality.

If science relies on testable hypotheses, then deism fails as an explanation. If a claim cannot be examined through observation or experiment, then it remains outside the realm of scientific inquiry. If deism posits a creator that cannot be detected, then it provides no useful framework for understanding the universe. If a theory does not make predictions or offer ways to be confirmed or refuted, then it does not advance knowledge. If god’s existence makes no difference in how the universe functions, then assuming a deistic god adds nothing to our comprehension of existence.

If a hypothesis is unfalsifiable, then it cannot be distinguished from mere speculation. If deism asserts that god exists but never interacts with creation, then this god has no observable effects. If god cannot be studied, tested, or verified, then the claim remains purely philosophical, not scientific. If science progresses by explaining natural phenomena through evidence and reasoning, then deism remains an untestable assumption. If an idea cannot be supported or disproven through experience, then it lacks epistemic value. If deism claims a god that is by definition undetectable, then its claim is indistinguishable from a god that does not exist.

If deism does not provide empirical evidence for its claims, then it remains outside rational inquiry. If a concept cannot be demonstrated, then belief in it is purely speculative. If deism is built on the assumption that god exists but does nothing, then this god is irrelevant to scientific discovery. If god’s existence cannot be confirmed through any means, then deism does not offer a meaningful answer to the universe’s origin. If deism argues for an untestable being, then it cannot be distinguished from fiction or mythology.

If a claim is to be considered rational, it must be based on evidence. If deism presents no observable evidence for god’s existence, then it does not provide a rational explanation for anything. If a god that does not interact cannot be tested, then believing in such a god is an act of faith rather than reason. If god’s presence makes no difference in the universe, then the claim of god’s existence is an empty assertion. If science explains the universe without the need for an undetectable god, then deism adds nothing to human understanding.

If deism cannot be tested, then it remains an unverifiable assumption. If a belief system does not produce knowledge, then it does not contribute to intellectual progress. If a god that does not act cannot be confirmed, then deism is no different from atheism in practical terms. If the universe functions without divine intervention, then invoking a god that cannot be proven serves no explanatory purpose. If an idea is beyond testing, then it is beyond rational justification. If god cannot be observed, tested, or verified, then deism provides no better answer than silence.

Deistic God’s indifference to human suffering

If god remains indifferent to suffering, then its existence has no moral significance or worth. If god created life but does nothing to alleviate pain, injustice, or suffering, then god has no ethical relevance. If moral significance is tied to action, then a god that never acts is ethically meaningless. If god is aware of suffering but refuses to respond, then god is indistinguishable from a being that does not care. If suffering is allowed to persist without divine concern, then god’s existence has no bearing on human morality.

If deism claims god is real but uninvolved, then god’s existence makes no difference to the moral order of the world. If god does not intervene to prevent suffering, then god cannot be called benevolent. If suffering exists without divine interference, then moral responsibility rests solely on human beings. If god does not reward virtue or punish wrongdoing, then god has no role in shaping ethical behavior. If human suffering continues without divine aid, then the presence of a creator is morally irrelevant.

If morality requires engagement and action, then an indifferent god offers nothing to human ethics. If god does not intervene in cases of extreme suffering, injustice, or cruelty, then god’s existence has no impact on human well-being. If moral systems must be built without divine guidance, then god’s existence adds nothing to ethical reasoning. If god is indifferent to suffering, then belief in god does not change the moral obligations of humanity. If god does not act, then ethics must arise from human values, not divine oversight.

If god has the power to alleviate suffering but chooses not to, then this god is either indifferent or powerless. If suffering is a part of existence that god does not address, then god’s presence is morally neutral. If god allows atrocities without intervention, then divine morality is either absent or meaningless. If human suffering is met with divine silence, then god’s role in morality is nonexistent. If a god that never intervenes is no different from a god that does not exist, then deism offers no moral framework.

If deism asserts that god allows suffering without reason, then god has no ethical relevance. If moral progress is made by human effort alone, then god has no role in shaping justice. If divine absence means that suffering must be solved through human means, then god’s existence is functionally irrelevant. If god does not protect the innocent, guide the lost, or comfort the afflicted, then god’s moral significance is empty. If morality is determined by human agency alone, then deism provides no contribution to ethical understanding.

If suffering persists in a universe where god does nothing, then god’s presence has no impact on the experience of pain. If ethical behavior must be determined without divine input, then god’s existence is unnecessary for moral discourse. If a god who never acts has no moral authority, then belief in god is irrelevant to ethical decision-making. If god’s existence does not change how suffering is addressed, then god holds no moral worth. If human beings must face suffering alone, then god’s role in morality is no more significant than that of a silent observer.

––––––––
[image: image]


The Problem of no eschatology in Deism

Without an eschatological framework, deism provides no explanation for what happens after death or the fate of the universe. If god does not intervene in human affairs, then there is no divine justice, no afterlife, and no ultimate resolution to existence. If deism lacks an eschatology, then it offers no answers about the meaning of life beyond physical existence. If there is no divine plan guiding creation toward a final purpose, then deism fails to provide a coherent vision of the universe’s ultimate fate.

If human existence ends at death with no divine continuation, then deism offers no comfort, justice, or hope for what comes after. If god does not ensure moral balance beyond life, then ethical concerns remain purely human constructs. If suffering, injustice, and virtue receive no divine recognition after death, then god's existence has no bearing on moral accountability. If the universe moves toward no intended conclusion, then deism provides no greater existential clarity than atheism. If the afterlife is unknowable or nonexistent in deism, then deism does not resolve the fundamental human question of what happens after death.

If deism assumes that life is finite and has no ultimate continuation, then it does not answer the question of why existence matters in the long term. If a god exists but has no plan for the universe, then the universe has no more meaning than if god did not exist. If human lives end without consequence in a universe that god ignores, then deism offers no more purpose than pure materialism. If god neither judges nor rewards, then the ultimate outcome of human existence is left to natural decay. If deism does not provide a resolution to the story of creation, then it does not offer a satisfying worldview for those seeking meaning beyond life.

If the universe’s fate is dictated only by physical laws, then deism adds no insight into its eventual end. If god does not sustain creation, then the universe's existence is bound only by entropy and cosmic evolution. If the universe will collapse, freeze, or dissipate without divine intervention, then deism does not provide a more meaningful explanation than naturalistic cosmology. If god has no role in guiding creation toward an ultimate goal, then deism does not address the fundamental human desire for meaning beyond existence.

If eschatology provides a framework for understanding what happens beyond life, then deism’s absence of one leaves it incomplete. If god does not set an ultimate course for the universe, then deism fails to offer a structured philosophy of existence. If religious traditions attempt to answer the question of the afterlife, deism remains silent. If human beings search for meaning beyond physical life, deism does not provide any foundation to explore it. If deism cannot explain the purpose or conclusion of creation, then it remains an empty hypothesis with no relevance to human destiny.

If deism has no explanation for the end of life or the universe, then it is indifferent to fundamental human concerns. If death marks the complete end of existence, then deism provides no greater existential hope than atheism. If god does not provide an ultimate meaning to creation, then the universe is just an accidental occurrence with no resolution. If deism cannot answer where everything is heading, then it is no more useful than a worldview that assumes no god at all. If an absent god leaves no eschatological purpose, then deism offers no more than a universe moving toward nothingness.
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​A deistic god that does not intervene cannot be considered compassionate
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Compassion requires both awareness and action. If god created the universe but never engages with it, then god has no role in addressing suffering. If god possesses knowledge of human pain but does nothing, then this god is indifferent by definition. If compassion involves alleviating distress, then a god who never intervenes does not fulfill the criteria for being compassionate. If god has no direct involvement in creation, then god does not provide comfort, justice, or relief.

If deism claims that god is purely a creator who does not interfere, then divine compassion is impossible. If god does not respond to suffering, then god’s existence has no moral significance. If human beings suffer without divine aid, then a deistic god offers no mercy, protection, or guidance. If god watches suffering unfold but never acts, then god’s presence is indistinguishable from that of a god who does not care. If deism rejects divine intervention, then it also rejects divine compassion.

If a compassionate being must engage with suffering, then a deistic god is excluded from moral consideration. If god does not intervene to prevent injustice, pain, or loss, then god has no ethical relevance. If human morality values compassion as an active virtue, then a god who does nothing fails to embody it. If deism asserts a god who remains uninvolved, then there is no rational basis for attributing compassion to such a being. If god’s role ends at creation, then god plays no part in easing suffering, making divine compassion an empty concept.

If god’s nature is unknowable and god never communicates, then there is no evidence of divine concern. If god does not provide moral guidance or assistance, then attributing compassion to god is baseless. If god’s absence means the universe operates purely on natural laws, then suffering exists without divine intention or remedy. If compassion is meaningful only when expressed, then a deistic god, by definition, cannot possess it. If god’s detachment is fundamental to deism, then god has no stake in human well-being, making compassion irrelevant.

If deism accepts that god does not intervene, then god’s existence has no bearing on the problem of suffering. If a compassionate god would engage with creation, then a deistic god cannot be described as such. If deism insists on a god who does not act, then compassion is a quality that cannot be attributed to this being. If god neither prevents nor alleviates suffering, then god’s presence has no moral weight. If a god who does nothing cannot be compassionate, then deism excludes divine mercy by its very framework.
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​Deism offers no empirical evidence for a creator - only the existence of natural laws
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If god does not intervene, then there is no observable distinction between a universe created by god and one that arose naturally. If deism relies solely on the presence of order in nature, then it does not provide direct evidence of a creator. If natural laws exist and function independently, then attributing them to god is an assumption, not a conclusion. If no divine actions can be detected, then deism offers no testable claims.

If science explains natural laws without invoking god, then deism does not add to our understanding of the universe. If deism assumes a creator but provides no way to confirm its existence, then it remains speculative. If the universe operates according to consistent principles, then there is no need for a divine hand guiding them. If god does not interact with the world, then nature alone is sufficient to explain reality. If no empirical evidence supports god’s role in creation, then deism is indistinguishable from naturalism.

If the structure of the cosmos is the only argument for god, then this is a philosophical stance rather than a scientific one. If everything functions without divine interference, then positing a creator does not change the way the universe works. If the universe follows its own laws without deviation, then a god who does nothing is an unnecessary hypothesis. If nature operates as it always has, then god’s existence makes no functional difference. If deism cannot offer empirical evidence, then it remains a belief rather than a demonstrable truth.
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​Deism and problem of evil
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The problem of evil applies to deism. Deism claims a creator exists. The creator made the universe. The creator set its laws. The creator does not intervene. Evil exists. Suffering exists. Injustice exists. The creator allowed it. The creator could have prevented it. The creator did not. The creator had power. The creator had knowledge. The creator created a world where suffering happens. The creator created a world where evil thrives. The creator created a world where the innocent suffer. The creator does nothing. The creator watches. The creator remains silent. Why?
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​Deism does not explain why the universe exists as it does
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Deism does not explain why the universe exists as it does. Deism claims a creator exists. The creator made the universe. The creator set its laws. The creator does not intervene. The universe follows rules. The universe contains order. The universe contains chaos. The universe allows life to flourish. The universe allows life to suffer. The universe creates harmony. The universe creates destruction. The universe produces intelligence. The universe produces ignorance. The universe permits love. The universe permits cruelty. The universe gives and takes. The universe allows growth. The universe allows decay. The universe could be different. The universe could be perfect. The universe could be just. The universe could be free of suffering. The universe could be free of death. The creator had power. The creator had knowledge. The creator had control. The creator shaped the universe. The creator shaped existence. The creator made a world with pain. The creator made a world with injustice. The creator made a world with indifference. The creator left the world to its fate. The creator remains silent. The creator does not answer. The creator does not explain. Deism leaves the universe unexplained. Deism leaves suffering unexplained. Deism leaves existence unexplained. Deism raises questions. Deism gives none.
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​Human consciousness emerges from physical processes, not deistic divine intervention

[image: image]


Deism: human consciousness emerges from physical processes, not divine intervention. The creator exists. The creator made the universe. The creator set its laws. The creator does not intervene. The universe follows its course. Matter organizes itself. Energy moves through space. Stars form. Planets take shape. Chemical reactions occur. Life begins. Evolution proceeds. Organisms adapt. Intelligence develops. Brains form. Awareness emerges. Thought arises. Emotion follows. Memory strengthens. Reason expands. Perception deepens. Consciousness is not given. Consciousness is not designed. Consciousness is not planned. The creator did not shape it. The creator did not place it. The creator did not breathe it into being. The creator made the universe capable of forming it. The creator set the conditions. The creator established the framework. The creator withdrew. The process continued. The laws remained. The forces acted. The universe unfolded. Consciousness emerged from matter. Consciousness emerged from complexity. Consciousness emerged from time. It arose without direction. It arose without intention. It arose without purpose. The creator remains absent. The creator does not interfere. The creator does not sustain. The creator does not observe. The creator does not guide. The creator does not shape minds. The creator does not shape thoughts. The creator does not shape existence. Consciousness is not divine. Consciousness is not supernatural. Consciousness is a product of the system. Consciousness is a byproduct of nature. Consciousness is part of the machine. Consciousness is temporary. Consciousness will end. The creator does not care. The creator does not respond. The creator does not explain.
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​Deism does not solve the problem of infinite regression
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Deism does not solve the problem of infinite regression. Deism claims a creator exists. The creator made the universe. The creator set its laws. The creator does not intervene. The universe has a beginning. The universe follows order. The universe follows time. The universe follows cause and effect. Every event has a cause. Every cause has a prior cause. Every prior cause depends on something before it. The chain continues. The chain stretches backward. The chain reaches the origin. Deism claims the creator is the first cause. The creator stands at the beginning. The creator exists before time. The creator exists before space. The creator exists before laws. The creator exists before existence. The creator caused everything. The creator itself is uncaused. The creator itself has no beginning. The creator itself has no explanation. The creator is assumed. The creator is declared necessary. The creator exists without cause. This raises questions. If everything needs a cause, why does the creator not need one? If something can exist without a cause, why not the universe itself? If the creator exists outside time, how can it act? If the creator exists beyond cause, what separates it from nothingness? Deism shifts the question. Deism does not answer it. Deism claims the creator stops infinite regression. Deism claims the creator solves the chain. Deism claims the creator ends the sequence. But the problem remains. What caused the creator? What explains its existence? What justifies its necessity? What prevents another creator before it? What stops an endless line of creators? What stops an infinite regression?

Deism does not solve it. Deism postpones it. Deism avoids it. Deism assumes a stopping point. Deism offers no proof. Deism offers no resolution. Deism leaves the question open.

Modern physics does not leave it open. Modern physics does not assume a stopping point. Modern physics does not demand a first cause. Modern physics does not require a creator. Quantum mechanics challenges cause and effect. Quantum mechanics allows events without cause. Quantum mechanics shows particles appearing from nothing. Quantum mechanics shows fluctuations without reason. Quantum mechanics operates without a prior trigger. Quantum mechanics breaks the chain of causes. The universe does not need a cause. The universe does not need a beginning. The universe does not need an explanation outside itself. The universe follows quantum laws. The universe may emerge spontaneously. The universe may arise without reason. The universe may be self-contained. Deism assumes a creator. Physics does not. Deism assumes necessity. Physics does not. Deism assumes an answer. Physics finds one. The creator is not needed. The creator is not required. The creator is not the solution. The creator is the question. The creator is an assumption. The creator is unnecessary. The creator fades.
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​Deism does not clarify why the universe follows mathematical laws
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Deism does not clarify why the universe follows mathematical laws. Deism claims a creator exists. The creator made the universe. The creator set its laws. The creator does not intervene. The universe operates by rules. The universe follows patterns. The universe follows structure. The universe is not chaotic. The universe is not random. The universe can be measured. The universe can be predicted. The universe follows logic. The universe follows equations. Gravity has a formula. Motion has principles. Energy has laws. Particles behave in patterns. Atoms interact precisely. The cosmos is structured. The cosmos is ordered. The cosmos follows mathematics. Mathematics describes the universe. Mathematics governs reality. Mathematics exists everywhere. Mathematics is universal. Mathematics applies without exception. But mathematics is abstract. Mathematics is not physical. Mathematics is a concept. Mathematics is an idea. Mathematics has no mass. Mathematics has no energy. Mathematics is not a thing. Yet the universe obeys it.

Deism does not explain this. Deism claims the creator set the laws. Deism claims the creator built the framework. Deism claims the creator established order. But why these laws? Why these equations? Why these principles? The creator had power. The creator had choice. The creator could have created different laws. The creator could have created different mathematics. The creator could have created a universe without equations. The creator could have created a universe beyond numbers. But the creator did not. The creator made this system. The creator made this logic. The creator made this structure. The creator withdrew. The creator left it untouched. The creator gives no reason. The creator gives no explanation.

Mathematics remains unexplained. Mathematics appears necessary. Mathematics appears inevitable. Mathematics appears fundamental. But is it? Could the universe exist without it? Could reality be different? Could laws be arbitrary? Could structure be an illusion? Physics seeks answers. Science examines the foundations. The universe may generate its own laws. The universe may be self-consistent. The universe may require mathematics by its nature. The universe may emerge from symmetry. The universe may arise from necessity. The universe may be mathematical by definition. Deism assumes a creator. Deism assumes intent. Deism assumes purpose. But deism does not clarify. Deism does not answer. Deism does not explain.
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​Deism does not explain the emergence of intelligence
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Deism does not explain the emergence of intelligence. Deism claims a creator exists. The creator made the universe. The creator set its laws. The creator does not intervene. The universe unfolds on its own. The universe follows natural laws. The universe contains stars. The universe contains planets. The universe contains energy. The universe contains matter. The universe forms complex structures. The universe allows life. The universe allows change. The universe allows evolution.

Intelligence exists. Intelligence is real. Intelligence is measurable. Intelligence shapes the world. Intelligence builds civilizations. Intelligence creates knowledge. Intelligence solves problems. Intelligence plans for the future. Intelligence reflects on the past. Intelligence recognizes itself. Intelligence is self-aware. Intelligence is conscious. Intelligence is rare. Intelligence is fragile. Intelligence is temporary. Intelligence can be lost. Intelligence can disappear. Intelligence is not universal. Intelligence is not inevitable. Intelligence is not everywhere. Intelligence emerged. Intelligence arose. Intelligence developed. Intelligence evolved.

Deism does not explain this. Deism does not clarify intelligence. Deism does not justify its existence. The creator set the stage. The creator established the framework. The creator withdrew. The creator did not guide. The creator did not shape intelligence. The creator did not ensure its survival. The creator did not guarantee its success. Intelligence came from nature. Intelligence came from evolution. Intelligence came from chance. Intelligence arose from matter. Intelligence arose from chemistry. Intelligence arose from physics. Intelligence was not designed. Intelligence was not planned. Intelligence was not placed. Intelligence was not granted.

Evolution explains intelligence. Evolution selects traits. Evolution favors adaptation. Evolution favors complexity. Evolution refines cognition. Evolution refines awareness. Evolution rewards problem-solving. Evolution rewards learning. Evolution enhances memory. Evolution enhances reasoning. Evolution enhances communication. Evolution builds minds. Evolution builds consciousness. Evolution builds intelligence.

Deism does not explain why intelligence appeared. Deism does not explain why intelligence is rare. Deism does not explain why intelligence is fragile. Deism does not explain why intelligence is temporary. Deism assumes intelligence emerged within the system. Deism assumes intelligence followed natural laws. Deism assumes intelligence is part of the process. But deism does not explain. Deism does not answer. Deism does not resolve. Intelligence remains unexplained.
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​Natural laws explain existence without a deistic god
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Natural laws explain existence without a god. Natural laws govern the universe. Natural laws define reality. Natural laws are constant. Natural laws are precise. Natural laws apply everywhere. Natural laws do not change. Natural laws do not require intervention. Natural laws do not require oversight. Natural laws do not require intention. Natural laws do not require a creator.

Matter follows natural laws. Energy follows natural laws. Motion follows natural laws. Gravity follows natural laws. Electromagnetism follows natural laws. Nuclear forces follow natural laws. Quantum mechanics follows natural laws. Thermodynamics follows natural laws. Relativity follows natural laws. Chemistry follows natural laws. Biology follows natural laws. Evolution follows natural laws. The formation of stars follows natural laws. The formation of planets follows natural laws. The formation of galaxies follows natural laws. The formation of elements follows natural laws. The emergence of life follows natural laws. The development of intelligence follows natural laws. The universe functions without guidance. The universe unfolds without intervention. The universe operates without control. The universe is self-sustaining. The universe is self-regulating. The universe is self-organizing.

Deism claims a creator exists. Deism claims the creator made the universe. Deism claims the creator set natural laws. Deism claims the creator withdrew. Deism claims the creator does not intervene. Deism assumes a creator is necessary. But the creator does nothing. The creator does not maintain the universe. The creator does not adjust natural laws. The creator does not sustain existence. The creator does not interfere with reality. The creator is absent. The creator is silent. The creator is unnecessary.

Physics explains the universe. Physics explains motion. Physics explains forces. Physics explains matter. Physics explains time. Physics explains energy. Physics explains causality. Physics explains origins. The universe does not need a creator. The universe does not require an external cause. The universe does not require divine intention. The universe does not require divine purpose. The universe functions on its own. The universe exists through its own laws. The universe is governed by principles, not will. The universe is shaped by equations, not commands. The universe is bound by logic, not decree.

Natural laws explain the universe. Natural laws explain its structure. Natural laws explain its behavior. Natural laws explain its evolution. Natural laws explain its order. Natural laws explain its complexity. Natural laws explain its permanence. Natural laws explain its change. Natural laws explain its existence. A god is not needed. A god is not present. A god is not involved. A god is not required. Natural laws are enough. Natural laws are sufficient. Natural laws are the foundation of everything.
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​Deism lacks explanatory power over atheism
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Deism lacks explanatory power over atheism. Deism claims a creator exists. Deism claims the creator made the universe. Deism claims the creator set its laws. Deism claims the creator withdrew. Deism claims the creator does not intervene. Deism claims the creator is absent. Deism claims the creator does nothing. Deism offers no miracles. Deism offers no revelations. Deism offers no divine guidance. Deism offers no sacred texts. Deism offers no communication. Deism offers no interaction. Deism offers no evidence. Deism offers no proof. Deism offers only an assumption.

Atheism does not make this assumption. Atheism does not require a creator. Atheism does not require divine action. Atheism does not require divine purpose. Atheism does not require divine existence. Atheism relies on natural laws. Atheism relies on physics. Atheism relies on evidence. Atheism relies on observation. Atheism relies on reason. Atheism relies on logic. Atheism relies on what can be tested. Atheism relies on what can be demonstrated. Atheism relies on what can be verified. Atheism relies on science.

Science explains reality. Science explains nature. Science explains motion. Science explains energy. Science explains forces. Science explains particles. Science explains galaxies. Science explains planets. Science explains life. Science explains evolution. Science explains intelligence. Science explains consciousness. Science explains complexity. Science explains order. Science explains patterns. Science explains the universe without assumptions. Science does not assume a creator. 

Science does not require a god. Science follows evidence. Science follows experimentation. Science follows data. Science follows logic. Science follows what can be observed. Science builds knowledge. Science expands understanding. Science answers questions. Science replaces assumptions with facts. Science replaces speculation with discovery. Science replaces deism with explanations.

Deism offers no more than atheism. Deism provides no additional answers. Deism does not explain the origin of natural laws. Deism does not explain the origin of physical constants. Deism does not explain the emergence of life. Deism does not explain the emergence of intelligence. Deism does not explain suffering. Deism does not explain morality. Deism does not explain meaning. Deism does not explain purpose. Deism does not explain the universe beyond what atheism already explains.

Atheism accepts reality as it is. Atheism accepts the universe as natural. Atheism accepts existence without external causes. Atheism follows where evidence leads. Atheism seeks answers through inquiry. Atheism seeks answers through science. Atheism seeks answers through discovery. Atheism seeks answers without assumptions. Atheism relies on scientific progress. Atheism relies on scientific methods. Atheism relies on scientific exploration. Atheism relies on scientific reasoning. Atheism relies on the scientific process. Atheism relies on the scientific method to test claims.

Deism assumes a creator but explains nothing. Deism assumes a creator but offers no role. Deism assumes a creator but provides no reason. Deism assumes a creator but adds no knowledge. Deism lacks explanatory power. Deism lacks necessity. Deism lacks evidence. Science provides explanations. Science provides answers. Science replaces gaps with knowledge. Science removes the need for a god. Atheism needs no creator. Atheism removes the assumption. Atheism follows science. Atheism provides the same answers without a god.
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​Occam’s Razor favors a godless universe without a deistic God
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Occam’s Razor favors a godless (deistic) universe. Occam’s Razor states that explanations should not multiply assumptions. Occam’s Razor states that the simplest explanation is preferable. Occam’s Razor states that unnecessary entities should be removed. A god is an unnecessary entity. A god is an extra assumption. A god is not needed for natural laws. A god is not needed for the universe. A god is not needed for existence.

Deism claims a god exists. Deism claims a god created the universe. Deism claims a god set natural laws. Deism claims a god withdrew. Deism claims a god does nothing. Deism claims a god has no role. Deism claims a god has no involvement. Deism claims a god has no interaction. Deism claims a god has no purpose. Deism assumes a god, but a god explains nothing. Deism assumes a god, but a god adds nothing. Deism assumes a god, but a god makes no predictions. Deism assumes a god, but a god has no evidence. Deism assumes a god, but a god is unobservable. Deism assumes a god, but a god is unnecessary.

A godless universe is simpler. A godless universe follows natural laws. A godless universe follows physics. A godless universe follows mathematics. A godless universe follows cause and effect. A godless universe follows quantum mechanics. A godless universe follows evolution. A godless universe requires no assumptions. A godless universe requires no miracles. A godless universe requires no intention. A godless universe requires no design. A godless universe requires no intervention. A godless universe explains itself. A godless universe is self-sufficient. A godless universe is self-contained. A godless universe is logical. A godless universe is consistent.

Occam’s Razor removes the deistic god. Occam’s Razor removes unnecessary explanations. Occam’s Razor removes unnecessary complexity. Occam’s Razor removes unnecessary assumptions. Deism adds a god. Deism assumes a creator. Deism assumes intent. Deism assumes design. Deism assumes purpose. But deism explains nothing. But deism clarifies nothing. But deism solves nothing. But deism adds complexity. But deism adds speculation. But deism adds a mystery instead of resolving one.

A godless universe follows Occam’s Razor. A godless universe is the simpler model. A godless universe is the better model. A godless universe has no extra assumptions. A godless universe has no unnecessary causes. A godless universe relies on science. A godless universe relies on reason. A godless universe follows the evidence. A godless universe requires no god. Occam’s Razor cuts away deism. Occam’s Razor favors atheism.
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​The universe is not fine-tuned for life
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The universe is not fine-tuned for life. The deistic god created the universe. The deistic god set its laws. The deistic god set its constants. The deistic god withdrew. The universe followed natural laws. The universe evolved on its own. The universe expanded. The universe cooled. The universe formed matter. The universe formed galaxies. The universe formed stars. The universe formed planets. The universe formed black holes. The universe followed physics. The universe followed chemistry. The universe followed probability. The universe followed randomness. The universe developed complexity. The universe developed structure. The universe developed diversity. The universe developed environments.

Life exists. Life is rare. Life is fragile. Life is temporary. Life is not inevitable. Life is not universal. Life is not common. Life is an accident. Life is a product of chance. Life is a product of chemistry. Life is a product of time. Life is a product of evolution. Life is not the goal. Life is not the purpose. Life is not the design. The universe does not favor life. The universe does not nurture life. The universe does not protect life. The universe does not create life everywhere. The universe does not guarantee survival. The universe does not guarantee success. The universe is mostly empty. The universe is mostly cold. The universe is mostly dark. The universe is mostly hostile. The universe is mostly lifeless.

The deistic god did not fine-tune the universe for life. The deistic god did not ensure habitability. The deistic god did not guide evolution. The deistic god did not intervene in biology. The deistic god did not shape ecosystems. The deistic god did not favor intelligence. The deistic god did not direct history. The deistic god did not structure the universe for humanity. The deistic god did not optimize existence. The deistic god did not plan survival. The deistic god set physics. The deistic god set randomness. The deistic god set probabilities. The deistic god set entropy. The deistic god left the process to unfold. The deistic god allowed disaster. The deistic god allowed extinction. The deistic god allowed destruction. The deistic god allowed chaos. The deistic god allowed suffering. The deistic god allowed failure.

Stars die. Planets burn. Black holes consume. Supernovae explode. Radiation sterilizes. Asteroids destroy. Tectonics shift. Ice ages come. Climate changes. Organisms perish. Species go extinct. Worlds collapse. Galaxies drift apart. Energy fades. The universe will not last. The universe will not preserve life. The universe will not sustain intelligence. The universe will not continue forever. The universe is indifferent. The universe does not care. The universe does not adapt to life. The universe does not shape itself for survival. The universe does not protect its creations. The universe does not need life. The universe does not need humanity.

The universe is not fine-tuned for life. The universe is fine-tuned for physics. The universe is fine-tuned for gravity. The universe is fine-tuned for matter. The universe is fine-tuned for expansion. The universe is fine-tuned for energy. The universe is fine-tuned for motion. The universe is fine-tuned for entropy. The universe is fine-tuned for time. The universe is fine-tuned for existence itself. The universe is not made for life. The universe allows life by chance. The universe allows life by probability. The universe allows life by accident. Life is temporary. Life is fleeting. Life is fragile. Life is insignificant. The deistic god did not create a world for life. The deistic god created a universe that simply exists.
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​A non-intervening god has no impact on human life
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A non-intervening god has no impact on human life. The deistic god exists. The deistic god created the universe. The deistic god established natural laws. The deistic god set reality in motion. The deistic god withdrew. The deistic god does not alter the present. The deistic god does not shape the future. The deistic god does not change outcomes. The deistic god does not guide events. The deistic god does not respond. The deistic god does not communicate. The deistic god remains absent. The deistic god remains silent. The deistic god remains uninvolved.

Human life unfolds without divine influence. People succeed or fail by effort, luck, or circumstance. Suffering continues without relief. Tragedies occur without prevention. Diseases spread without cure from above. Wars rage without supernatural interference. Justice is not ensured by divine oversight. Morality develops without celestial direction. Ethics evolve through culture, experience, and necessity. Human progress depends on reason, science, and cooperation. Inventions arise from intellect, not divine inspiration. Knowledge grows through inquiry, not revelation. The past remains untouched, the future undetermined, the present unaffected by any unseen force.

A god that does not intervene has no role in daily existence. It does not provide meaning. It does not establish purpose. It does not protect the innocent. It does not punish the guilty. It does not comfort the suffering. It does not answer prayers. It does not reward virtue. It does not prevent destruction. It does not stop cruelty. It does not prevent ignorance. It does not eliminate pain. It does not restore the dead. It does not promise an afterlife.

Nature follows its course. Storms destroy without mercy. Earthquakes shake the land indiscriminately. Droughts wither crops without compassion. Famine takes the weak. Accidents end lives without warning. Time erases generations. The universe operates independently. The cosmos moves according to impersonal forces. Life emerges, thrives, and vanishes through natural processes. Intelligence arises through evolution, not divine intention. Civilization grows through effort, not supernatural intervention.

A non-intervening god is indistinguishable from no god at all. If it exists, it does nothing. If it exists, it offers nothing. If it exists, it matters no more than a god that does not. Human existence unfolds the same way with or without it. The universe functions exactly as if no divine force were present. The world does not bend to a creator’s will. The human condition remains unchanged. Belief or disbelief makes no difference. Life moves forward. The cosmos expands. The stars burn and die. The non-intervening god watches without acting. The non-intervening god exists without purpose. The non-intervening god fades into irrelevance.
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​No evidence suggests a deity set natural laws
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No evidence suggests a deity set natural laws. The universe operates through physics. The universe follows mathematical principles. The universe is governed by measurable forces. The universe functions through predictable patterns. The universe evolves without supervision. The universe unfolds without interruption. The universe exists within a framework of consistency. The universe does not deviate from established rules. The universe does not break its own structure. The universe does not require guidance.

Gravity pulls objects together. Light moves at a constant speed. Electromagnetism binds atoms. The strong force holds nuclei. The weak force governs decay. Quantum mechanics dictates particle behavior. Relativity connects space and time. Thermodynamics controls energy transfer. The laws of motion describe interactions. These principles do not change. These principles do not waver. These principles do not require oversight. These principles do not require intervention. These principles do not require external enforcement.

If a deity set these laws, no sign remains. No fingerprint is visible. No adjustment is detected. No signature exists in physics. No divine calibration appears in experiments. No supernatural influence alters equations. No unexplained variable points to a designer. No force beyond nature directs the cosmos. No law deviates for a divine purpose. No event breaks physical consistency. No pattern defies mathematical order. The constants of nature remain unaltered. The principles of reality remain untouched. The fabric of existence remains unshaken.

Science reveals patterns. Science uncovers relationships. Science identifies causes. Science finds no break in continuity. Science finds no divine signature. Science finds no necessity for a creator. Science does not require a god to explain motion. Science does not require a god to explain chemistry. Science does not require a god to explain complexity. Science does not require a god to explain stability. Science does not require a god to explain the cosmos. Science describes reality as self-contained. Science describes reality as self-governing. Science describes reality as self-sustaining.

Deism claims a deity set natural laws. Deism claims a deity established order. Deism claims a deity withdrew. Deism claims a deity acts no further. But deism assumes. Deism does not prove. Deism does not demonstrate. Deism does not verify. Deism does not provide evidence. Deism does not add knowledge. Deism does not improve understanding. Deism does not clarify reality. Deism does not offer confirmation.

The universe operates without intervention. The universe progresses through its own principles. The universe needs no overseer. The universe functions on its own. The universe sustains itself. The universe follows logic. The universe follows probability. The universe follows necessity. The universe does not need a god. The universe does not point to a god. The universe does not contain proof of a god. The universe exists as if no god set it in motion. The universe does not require a divine origin. The universe is sufficient without one.
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​Entropy contradicts the idea of an ordered, designed universe
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Entropy contradicts the idea of an ordered, designed universe. The second law of thermodynamics governs all systems. The second law states that entropy increases. The second law states that disorder grows. The second law states that energy spreads. The second law states that systems decay. The second law states that structure breaks down. The second law states that organization collapses. The second law applies everywhere. The second law is universal. The second law is absolute.

Stars burn their fuel. Stars exhaust their energy. Stars collapse into remnants. Stars turn into white dwarfs. Stars turn into neutron stars. Stars turn into black holes. Planets erode. Planets cool. Planets lose atmospheres. Planets become barren. Galaxies drift apart. Galaxies expand into emptiness. Galaxies fade over time. Atoms break down. Particles decay. Molecular bonds weaken. Heat dissipates. Energy is lost. The universe moves toward equilibrium. The universe moves toward chaos. The universe moves toward heat death.

A designed universe should resist decay. A designed universe should preserve structure. A designed universe should sustain itself. A designed universe should maintain order. A designed universe should prevent collapse. A designed universe should not move toward destruction. A designed universe should not end in emptiness. A designed universe should not dissolve into disorder. A designed universe should not unravel with time. A designed universe should not be temporary.

Entropy ensures impermanence. Entropy ensures instability. Entropy ensures deterioration. Entropy ensures eventual ruin. A god that designed the universe should have prevented entropy. A god that created existence should have made it last. A god that built order should not have allowed disorder. A god that set laws should not have set decay. A god that shaped reality should not have doomed it to fail.

The universe does not reflect intelligent design. The universe does not reflect a purposeful creation. The universe does not reflect a structured plan. The universe does not preserve itself. The universe does not sustain perfection. The universe does not resist collapse. The universe does not prevent decay. The universe declines. The universe unravels. The universe deteriorates. The universe ends.

Entropy contradicts the notion of a structured world. Entropy contradicts the notion of an intentional system. Entropy contradicts the notion of a fine-tuned cosmos. Entropy contradicts the notion of permanence. Entropy contradicts the notion of a crafted design. The universe is not built to last. The universe is not built to maintain itself. The universe is not built with purpose. The universe is not built for eternity. The universe is not built for life. The universe is built for entropy. The universe is built for decay. The universe is built for disorder. The universe is built for collapse. A god did not design a world of growing chaos. A god did not create a reality doomed to failure. A god did not structure an existence that dissolves. Entropy defines the universe. Entropy defies the idea of divine order.
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​Deism does not provide a reason why a creator would abandon its creation
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Deism does not provide a reason why a creator would abandon its creation. Deism claims a god exists. Deism claims a god made the universe. Deism claims a god set natural laws. Deism claims a god withdrew. Deism claims a god does not interfere. Deism claims a god remains absent. Deism claims a god plays no role. Deism assumes a creator but offers no purpose. Deism assumes a designer but offers no intent. Deism assumes a beginning but offers no direction.

A creator brings something into existence. A creator acts with reason. A creator builds with purpose. A creator designs with intent. A creator does not make without cause. A creator does not shape without motivation. A creator does not form without aim. A creator does not create without meaning. A creator should have a reason to act. A creator should have a reason to care. A creator should have a reason to sustain. A creator should have a reason to continue. A creator should have a reason to remain.

But the deistic god does not remain. The deistic god does not sustain. The deistic god does not care. The deistic god does not respond. The deistic god does not intervene. The deistic god does not explain its actions. The deistic god does not justify its departure. The deistic god does not clarify its absence. The deistic god creates but abandons. The deistic god builds but withdraws. The deistic god establishes but disappears. The deistic god leaves the universe to unfold without oversight. The deistic god leaves nature to function without guidance. The deistic god leaves existence to progress without meaning.

This raises questions. Why create and walk away? Why establish laws and never return? Why design and never refine? Why construct and never observe? Why shape reality and never participate? Why build complexity and never appreciate it? Why generate life and never acknowledge it? Why allow intelligence and never engage with it? Why allow suffering and never relieve it? Why permit destruction and never prevent it? Why make a universe and never return to it?

Deism does not answer these questions. Deism does not explain divine indifference. Deism does not explain divine silence. Deism does not explain divine absence. Deism does not explain divine neglect. Deism does not explain divine detachment. Deism assumes a god exists. Deism assumes a god acts. Deism assumes a god creates. But deism does not explain why this god vanishes. Deism does not explain why this god refuses to interact. Deism does not explain why this god discards its own creation.

A creator should care for its work. A creator should preserve what it builds. A creator should engage with what it makes. A creator should have a reason to create at all. But the deistic god lacks involvement. The deistic god lacks presence. The deistic god lacks concern. The deistic god lacks continuity. The deistic god lacks justification. The deistic god exists only in theory. The deistic god exists only in assumption. The deistic god exists only in absence. A god that creates and abandons may as well not exist at all.
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​Belief in deism does not affect the course of human history
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Belief in deism does not affect the course of human history. Deism claims a god exists. Deism claims a god created the universe. Deism claims a god set natural laws. Deism claims a god does not intervene. Deism claims a god remains absent. Deism claims a god plays no role in human affairs. Deism claims a god does not respond to prayers. Deism claims a god does not alter fate. Deism claims a god does not punish the wicked. Deism claims a god does not reward the righteous. Deism claims a god does not shape morality. Deism claims a god does not guide events.

History unfolds without divine interference. Empires rise and fall without celestial oversight. Wars break out without supernatural intervention. Plagues spread without divine prevention. Societies evolve without divine influence. Revolutions happen without divine command. Science advances without divine revelation. Knowledge expands without divine instruction. Technology grows without divine invention. Civilization progresses through human effort. Culture develops through human creativity. Governments form through human decisions. Laws change through human reasoning. Ethics shift through human understanding.

Religious beliefs have shaped history. Theism has driven conquests. Theism has justified wars. Theism has inspired laws. Theism has dictated social norms. Theism has influenced economies. Theism has enforced morality. Theism has built institutions. Theism has created traditions. Theism has led reformations. Theism has caused persecution. Theism has imposed dogmas. Theism has restricted freedoms. Theism has controlled societies. Theism has mobilized masses. Theism has dictated rulers. Theism has fueled resistance. Theism has transformed civilizations. Theism has left its mark on every era.

Deism has not. Deism does not build temples. Deism does not dictate commandments. Deism does not create sacred texts. Deism does not enforce rituals. Deism does not spread through conquest. Deism does not demand obedience. Deism does not form institutions. Deism does not structure communities. Deism does not impose authority. Deism does not promise salvation. Deism does not threaten damnation. Deism does not inspire crusades. Deism does not justify holy wars. Deism does not shape politics. Deism does not create religious states.

Belief in deism changes nothing. Deism does not provide laws. Deism does not give rules. Deism does not offer prophecy. Deism does not create movements. Deism does not unite followers. Deism does not require devotion. Deism does not enforce worship. Deism does not organize society. Deism does not promise rewards. Deism does not instill fear. Deism does not control behavior. Deism does not inspire revolutions. Deism does not drive reform. Deism does not alter traditions.

History moves forward with or without deism. Human affairs continue unchanged. Civilization rises without it. Civilization falls without it. Societies function without it. Ethics evolve without it. Science progresses without it. Philosophy expands without it. Governance adapts without it. Art flourishes without it. Human destiny unfolds independently. Deism is an idea, but an idea without impact. Deism is a belief, but a belief without consequence. Deism is a worldview, but a worldview without power. The world moves forward, unaffected. The past remains untouched. The future remains indifferent. Deism exists, but history does not notice.
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​Deism and no temporal boundary: time might loop, needing no start or God
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Deism assumes a creator set the universe into motion and then withdrew. It presupposes a beginning, a moment of creation, a cause before the effect. But time itself may not require a beginning. Time may be self-sustaining. Time may be cyclical. Time may loop infinitely. If time is unbounded, there is no need for a first moment. If time is eternal, there is no need for a prime mover. If time exists in a closed system, it has no ultimate origin.

Physics does not demand an absolute beginning. Quantum mechanics allows events without prior causes. Relativity suggests time is woven into space, flexible and dynamic. Some cosmological models propose eternal cycles of expansion and contraction. The multiverse hypothesis posits an endless chain of realities, each giving rise to the next. If the universe regenerates, it has no singular point of origin. If time is a continuum, it has no fixed start. If causality is non-linear, a creator is redundant.

A god that initiates time is unnecessary in a reality where time loops. A deity that sets events in motion is superfluous if motion has always existed. Deism assumes a god created time, but time may have never needed creation. Time sustains itself. Time exists without intervention. Time does not require a divine beginning.
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​Monism
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Jonathan Schaffer develops a comprehensive metaphysical view in which reality is not a collection of independent objects but a single, unified whole. His work challenges the traditional atomistic approach, which assumes that the world consists of discrete, self-sufficient entities. Instead, he argues that everything derives its existence and properties from the total structure of reality. Across three key areas—monism, spacetime, and grounding—Schaffer presents a case for priority monism, the view that the universe as a whole is the fundamental entity upon which all else depends.

In Monism: The Priority of the Whole, Schaffer argues that the most fundamental level of reality is not found in isolated particles, individual objects, or even minds, but in the totality of the universe itself. The traditional view, which sees reality as built up from independent, self-contained units, is mistaken. Instead, the universe is a structured whole, and the properties of individual things arise only in relation to the entire system. The whole is ontologically prior to the parts, meaning that smaller entities do not have an independent existence but instead depend on the entire cosmos. This is a direct rejection of substance pluralism, which assumes that many independent entities form the basis of reality.

In Spacetime: The One Substance, Schaffer extends his argument by proposing that spacetime itself is the fundamental substance of reality. Rather than assuming that matter or energy is the basic building block of existence, he suggests that all objects, particles, and fields emerge from the underlying structure of spacetime. This view aligns with modern physics, particularly with some interpretations of quantum gravity, where the fundamental nature of reality is described as a relational structure rather than a collection of discrete things. If spacetime is the only fundamental entity, then everything that appears to be an independent object is, in fact, nothing more than a derivative feature of the greater whole. Matter, forces, and interactions are secondary to the one continuous fabric of spacetime from which they emerge.

In The Internal Relatedness of All Things, Schaffer further develops the idea that nothing exists in isolation. Traditional metaphysics assumes that objects are externally related, meaning they exist independently and only interact by contingent relationships. Schaffer, however, argues for internal relatedness, meaning that everything is necessarily connected to everything else. The properties of any given thing are determined by its position within the whole structure of reality. If this is true, then the distinction between independent objects collapses, reinforcing the idea that there is only one true substance: the universe itself. Everything within it is dependent on the network of relations that define its place within the whole.

Schaffer’s work fundamentally challenges reductionism, which holds that reality is best understood by breaking it down into its smallest parts. If monism is correct, then such an approach mistakes derivative structures for fundamental reality. The universe is not a collection of independent building blocks but a deeply interconnected whole, where structure and relations determine what exists. If spacetime is the one substance and all things are internally related, then reality is ultimately a unified system, not a fragmented assembly of separate things.
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​Quantum modal realism
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It provides a naturalistic explanation for modality, grounding modal truths in the structure of the multiverse rather than in abstract principles or a divine being. The argument then suggests that if it is possible for a necessarily existent natural universe to exist, then, according to the modal logic system S5, such a universe must actually exist. 
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​Naturalistic ontological argument 
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Naturalistic ontological argument is presented as more parsimonious and plausible than traditional theistic ontological arguments. The latter require the coherence of complex divine attributes such as omnipotence, omniscience, and moral perfection, which may be harder to justify than the straightforward claim that a necessarily existent natural universe exists. Thus, by integrating the Everettian interpretation of quantum mechanics with modal logic, the post argues that naturalism provides a stronger ontological foundation than theism. 
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​The world is a necessary being

[image: image]


In his paper, Chad Vance explores the implications of standard metaphysical modality, particularly focusing on de re modal claims—statements about the modal properties of things. He examines how these claims, when combined with possible worlds semantics and the concept of trans-world identity, lead to the conclusion that the world itself must be a necessary being.

Vance begins by discussing the common understanding of metaphysical modality, which includes the acceptance of de re modal claims (claims about what is possible or necessary for particular entities), the use of possible worlds semantics to interpret these claims, and the notion of trans-world identity (the idea that the same entity can exist in multiple possible worlds). For example, the statement "Humphrey could have won the election" suggests that there is a possible world where Humphrey wins, and if that world had been actualized, Humphrey—the very same individual—would still exist.

Building on this framework, Vance argues that if we accept these premises, we are led to the conclusion that the world (understood as the totality of concrete reality) is a necessary being. This means that the existence of the world is not contingent but required; the world exists in all possible worlds. Vance's argument challenges the traditional view that the world could have been different or might not have existed at all, proposing instead that the world's existence is metaphysically necessary.

This perspective has significant implications for our understanding of reality, suggesting that the existence of the world is an unalterable fact across all possible scenarios.
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​Atheism aligns with Occam’s Razor
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Atheism follows Occam’s Razor, rejecting unnecessary assumptions about gods in favor of natural explanations. Without clear evidence, adding a deity only complicates what science already explains.
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​God is not in charge of history
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All the wars, Renaissance, Humanism and Industrial Revolution. But we may come back in time where there was not certainty whether Christianity survives and then how much is would be widespread. Our history knows it were human agents, not God made this history happen.
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​God allows ignorance to persist
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Gods allow ignorance to persist, offering no direct knowledge or universal truth beyond ancient scriptures and human interpretations. Despite centuries of worship, conflicting religious doctrines continue to divide believers, leaving morality, science, and existence itself open to speculation. If divine wisdom exists, it remains hidden, allowing misinformation, superstition, and blind faith to shape human understanding.
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​God allows suffering without explanation
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The suffering is immense, making it very hard to believe in God. But the worst thing is that it is arbitrary. You were punished because this and that not knowing because of what. No, zero explanations.
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​God’s perfection contradicts his emotions
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God is our creator, a perfect being who oversees this world. But what does that mean? In such a complicated situation, does He have emotions? People react to God's emotions when they interact with Him. But if God has emotions, then he is unstable, manipulative, and vulnerable—qualities that contradict the very nature of a perfect God. Therefore, he should not be considered God at all.
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​God’s will is open to endless interpretation
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God works in mysterious ways, some believers claim. But why interpret his cues? Why not directly send a clear message? Not to mention, he should interact in a way that everyone would see God and he is provable.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​God does not eliminate false religions
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We all know that every single religion cannot contradict its competitors more. But if God is all-powerful, the best thing would be to destroy false religion. Every faith says it is obvious you should choose it, but it is wrong. God should make that distinction and send other false religion into oblivion.
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​Religious belief fosters exclusion and tribalism
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Religious belief fosters exclusion and tribalism, drawing sharp lines between believers and outsiders. Studies show that faith-based communities reinforce in-group loyalty while often viewing non-believers with suspicion or hostility. I always emphasize that what many see as divine truth is frequently a tool for social division, shaping identity through dogma rather than reason. Far from uniting humanity, religion has historically fueled sectarianism, discrimination, and conflict.
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​Supernatural beliefs provide no testable hypotheses
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The Theory of relativity, quantum mechanics, chemistry, evolutionary biology can be testable. You know proof and can do experiments. Can you do it with religion? No premises, zero outcomes. Just superstitions.
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​God's will is unknowable, making it meaningless
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God's will is unknowable, making it meaningless, as there is absolutely no knowledge of what it truly entails. People might ascribe it to fulfilled human relationships, moral order, or divine purpose, yet these are human interpretations rather than confirmed truths. The world is a chaotic mess of conflicting ideologies, scientific discoveries, and religious doctrines, each claiming insight into divine intent while contradicting one another. I always emphasize that if God's will exists, it remains completely hidden, leaving humanity to argue, speculate, and impose their own beliefs. With no clear revelation or universal agreement, God's supposed will is reduced to mere assumption, shaped by culture, power, and personal bias.
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​God does not prevent crimes committed in his name
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God does not prevent crimes committed in his name. They say, “You shall not take God's word in vain,” yet history is filled with atrocities justified by faith. Religious wars, inquisitions, witch hunts, forced conversions, terrorism, and persecution have all been carried out by those claiming divine authority. I always emphasize that if God existed and opposed these acts, he would have intervened. Instead, holy texts have been twisted, leaders have exploited belief, and millions have suffered—all without divine correction.
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​God’s existence is not necessary for ethics
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We have morality close to moral nihilism. But what about ethics in particular constellation or profession, even though they are imperfect.

Even in a world without God, ethical systems exist. Medicine has its ethical codes, even though doctors are imperfect. Law operates on principles of justice, though lawyers and judges may act out of self-interest. Science follows ethical guidelines, despite individual researchers chasing personal ambition. These systems do not require divine authority; they arise from human needs, social contracts, and the practical realities of maintaining order.

Consider professions with clearly defined ethical expectations. A journalist is bound by the principle of truth, yet bias and external pressures distort reporting. A politician is expected to serve the public, yet personal gain often dictates decisions. A business leader must balance profit and fairness, yet exploitation remains common. Ethics in these fields is not absolute—it is negotiated, debated, and adapted over time.

Religious moralists argue that without God, ethics would collapse. But history suggests otherwise. Ancient civilizations, some deeply religious, engaged in slavery, war, and oppression under the guise of moral duty. Meanwhile, secular societies have built human rights frameworks, abolished injustices, and redefined ethical norms without reliance on divine law. Ethics is not perfect, but neither is religious morality, which often contradicts itself across time and cultures.

Ultimately, ethics is a system humans create to navigate the complexities of life. It does not require divine enforcement—only human reason, experience, and the need for cooperation.
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​God’s actions cannot be distinguished from natural processes
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Since I wrote of how prayers, God, devil would make a world mess, leaving it to completely unpredictability, you still could not distinguish actions of these from natural processes.
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​Supernatural explanations have never replaced scientific ones
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Imagine science as a complete failure. Not only would scientific explanations not be good for explanation, but supernatural forces would lead the world. Kind of strange.
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​Religion often prevents individuals from forming their own moral framework
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Religious morality is obsolete, often evil, and prevents individuals from forming their own moral framework.

For centuries, religion has justified war, persecution, and blind obedience. It demands submission, not understanding. It tells people to follow commands, not to think critically. Today, it still upholds outdated laws, restricts personal growth, and punishes those who question it. Religious morality does not elevate people—it chains them to the past.

Instead of allowing individuals to develop their own sense of right and wrong, religion hands them rigid, ancient rules and calls it truth. It removes responsibility for moral reasoning. Instead of asking, What is just? What is fair? people are told, Obey. Instead of evaluating actions based on empathy and consequence, they are taught to fear punishment or seek reward. True morality requires effort—understanding suffering, questioning assumptions, and refining one's principles over time. Religion discourages all of this.

Throughout history, some of the greatest moral progress came from those who rejected religious dogma and thought for themselves. Abolitionists fought against slavery despite religious justifications for it. Philosophers, scientists, and activists shaped human rights, not because of divine law, but because they sought fairness and reason beyond religious restrictions. Every great moral breakthrough—whether in justice, compassion, or freedom—required someone to challenge what religion insisted was sacred.

A better moral framework must come from individuals who take responsibility for their own ethical growth. Morality should evolve with knowledge, not be dictated by old texts filled with contradictions. People must learn to examine their actions, understand others, and develop a sense of justice based on reason and experience—not divine commands. A moral world is not built on obedience, but on effort, thought, and the courage to ask what is truly right.
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​Religious faith is often used to rationalize immoral behavior
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Religious faith is often used to rationalize immoral behavior because it provides a moral shield—people justify actions that would otherwise be condemned by claiming divine approval. Instead of evaluating their behavior through reason, empathy, or societal impact, they rely on religious texts, interpretations, or spiritual authority to excuse violence, discrimination, or oppression.  

Throughout history, religious faith has been used to justify war, colonialism, slavery, and persecution. Crusaders massacred entire cities believing they were doing God's work. Slave owners cited the Bible to defend human bondage. Religious leaders excused genocides, forced conversions, and witch trials as necessary to preserve faith. Instead of questioning these actions, believers were told that divine will justified them.  

Even today, faith is used to rationalize moral failures. Corrupt leaders claim God chose them to rule. Religious institutions cover up abuse scandals to protect their "higher mission." Individuals justify cruelty, exclusion, or hatred by convincing themselves that they are enforcing divine law rather than acting out of prejudice or power. Faith becomes an excuse to avoid moral responsibility.  

Rather than being a foundation for ethical behavior, religious faith can allow people to bypass personal moral reflection. It replaces “Why is this right?” with “God says so”. It allows individuals and institutions to commit atrocities with a clean conscience, believing that as long as their faith is strong, their actions are justified. True morality, however, demands accountability, reasoning, and an evolving understanding of justice—none of which can be outsourced to religious belief.
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​Supernatural beliefs frequently rely on fear-based thinking

[image: image]


Supernatural beliefs frequently rely on fear-based thinking because they often use threats, uncertainty, and existential anxieties to control behavior and reinforce belief. Instead of encouraging critical thinking or rational evaluation, they exploit human fears—of death, suffering, the unknown, and punishment—to maintain influence.

Religions promise rewards for obedience and punishments for disbelief. Heaven and hell, divine judgment, curses, and supernatural retribution create an atmosphere where questioning faith becomes dangerous. Believers are not just taught to follow religious doctrines; they are warned that failure to do so will lead to eternal suffering, misfortune, or divine wrath. Fear, not reason, becomes the primary motivation for belief.

Throughout history, supernatural fears have dictated human behavior. People have sacrificed animals, wealth, and even other humans to appease gods. Societies have burned "witches," hunted "heretics," and waged holy wars to avoid divine punishment. Even today, many religious teachings rely on fear—telling believers that disasters, disease, or personal misfortunes happen because of sin or lack of faith. Superstition also thrives on fear: people avoid black cats, broken mirrors, or certain numbers, not because of evidence, but because they fear bad luck.

Fear-based thinking limits personal growth and critical thought. It replaces curiosity with submission, progress with stagnation. Instead of seeking knowledge, people seek protection from invisible forces. Instead of taking responsibility for their actions, they blame supernatural punishment or intervention. True understanding requires moving beyond fear—questioning, reasoning, and facing reality without the crutch of supernatural threats.
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​Atheism relies on verifiable knowledge
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Atheism relies on verifiable knowledge. It is not only built on robust philosophical and scientific reasoning but, unlike religion, it can be tested, examined, and verified.

Analytical philosophy, which emphasizes logic, clarity, and rigorous argumentation, is inherently godless. It does not accept claims without justification, nor does it rely on faith. Instead, it demands logical coherence and empirical evidence. Religious beliefs, by contrast, rest on unfalsifiable assertions—supernatural events, divine will, and sacred texts that cannot be critically examined in the same way as scientific or philosophical theories.

Scientific discoveries continuously refine our understanding of the universe. Evolution, the Big Bang, and neuroscience explain life, origins, and consciousness without invoking the supernatural. These theories are not static dogmas but are tested, revised, and improved with new evidence. Religion, by contrast, resists change, clinging to outdated explanations long after they have been disproven.

Atheism also applies rational skepticism to moral and existential questions. Unlike religion, which prescribes absolute moral rules from ancient texts, atheism allows for ethical frameworks based on reason, human well-being, and social cooperation. These principles are not dictated by divine command but shaped through logical argument and empirical study.

The key difference is verification. Atheism does not rely on unprovable claims—it follows what can be demonstrated, explained, and logically defended. Analytical philosophy and science do not require belief; they require reason. Religion demands faith despite evidence. Atheism adapts when confronted with new knowledge. Religion does not.
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​The Euthyphro dilemma
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One of the most enduring challenges to divine command theory and theistic morality, the Euthyphro dilemma originates from Plato’s dialogue Euthyphro, where Socrates asks whether something is good because God commands it, or if God commands it because it is good. This question exposes a fundamental tension in theological ethics and has profound implications for the nature of morality, divine authority, and the relationship between God and moral truths.

If something is good simply because God commands it, then morality becomes arbitrary. God could declare anything to be good, even actions we instinctively recognize as evil—such as murder, torture, or cruelty. If morality is based solely on divine decree, then it lacks an independent foundation, meaning that what is "good" is merely a reflection of God's will rather than an objective moral reality. This perspective implies that if God had chosen differently, then entirely different moral standards would exist, making morality contingent and subject to divine whims. Furthermore, this view removes any meaningful distinction between goodness and divine power, reducing moral laws to mere dictates rather than principles grounded in justice, kindness, or reason.

On the other hand, if God commands something because it is inherently good, then goodness exists independently of God’s will. This would mean that moral values are not created by God but are instead discovered by Him. If morality exists as an objective reality apart from God, then He is not the ultimate source of moral law, which undermines many traditional theological claims about God being the foundation of all ethics. This position also implies that humans, through reason and moral intuition, could access and understand these moral truths without necessarily needing divine revelation, which diminishes the necessity of religious morality.

This dilemma challenges the coherence of divine command theory, which asserts that moral rightness is determined solely by God’s will. If morality is entirely dependent on God’s commands, then it lacks any rational foundation outside of divine authority, making ethical reasoning meaningless without religious belief. If morality exists independently, then religious belief is not necessary for moral understanding, and God serves as a messenger rather than the creator of moral truths. Either conclusion presents difficulties for theological ethics.

Attempts to resolve the dilemma have led to various philosophical responses. Some theologians argue that God's nature itself is good, meaning that His commands naturally align with moral truths. However, this response merely shifts the problem rather than solving it—if God’s nature is the standard of goodness, then goodness is still something external to His will. Additionally, if goodness is a necessary part of God’s nature, then He is not free to command otherwise, limiting His omnipotence. Others argue that morality is an extension of God's character, but this approach does not escape the fundamental question of whether God's character is good by necessity or by arbitrary definition.

The Euthyphro dilemma remains a critical issue in moral philosophy and theology, forcing believers and scholars to confront the origins of morality. If moral principles are independent of divine commands, then ethical systems based on reason and human well-being may be just as valid as religiously based ethics. If morality is solely defined by divine decree, then it becomes arbitrary, undermining the idea of objective moral standards. Either way, the dilemma poses a serious challenge to the idea that God is the sole foundation of morality, making it one of the most significant and enduring philosophical problems in religious ethics.
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​The incoherence of divine simplicity 
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Many theological traditions claim that God is absolutely simple, meaning He is not composed of parts, divisions, or varying attributes. This doctrine suggests that God's essence is uniform, indivisible, and free from complexity. However, if God is truly simple, He cannot simultaneously possess multiple distinct attributes such as omniscience, omnipotence, omnibenevolence, and justice. Each of these attributes implies a specific characteristic that differentiates it from others, yet an entirely simple being cannot contain multiple distinct properties.

For example, omniscience requires the ability to know all things, while omnipotence requires the ability to do all things. These are functionally different qualities, meaning they must be separate aspects of God's nature. If God is purely simple, He cannot be divided into separate attributes, but if He does possess multiple attributes, He cannot be absolutely simple. This contradiction makes divine simplicity an unstable concept.

This problem becomes even more evident when considering divine action. If God is both merciful and just, these qualities must be distinct because justice and mercy often require opposing actions. Justice demands fair consequences for actions, while mercy allows for forgiveness that negates strict justice. A truly simple being could not act in different ways based on different attributes, as that would require internal distinctions. If God is simple, He cannot be both merciful and just in a meaningful way, yet religious doctrines insist that He embodies both perfectly.

The doctrine of divine simplicity also raises epistemological issues. If God is entirely simple, then His knowledge cannot be distinguished from His power, existence, or will. This leads to the absurd conclusion that God's knowledge, power, and being are all identical, reducing these attributes to meaningless concepts. Knowledge and power are inherently different: knowledge is an intellectual state, while power is the ability to act. To claim that they are the same is to strip them of their distinct meanings, making it impossible to describe God in any coherent way.

Furthermore, divine simplicity contradicts the idea of God as a personal being. Personality requires distinct traits, preferences, and intentions, yet a perfectly simple being cannot have differentiated aspects. A God without distinct characteristics cannot have desires, intentions, or relational qualities, making the concept of divine love or communication with humans incoherent. If God is absolutely simple, He cannot have thoughts, plans, or emotions, yet religious traditions describe Him as engaging with the world in deeply personal ways.

Ultimately, the doctrine of divine simplicity creates a paradox. If God is truly simple, then He cannot have multiple attributes or distinct characteristics. But if He does have attributes such as omniscience, omnipotence, and justice, then He is not simple. This contradiction suggests that divine simplicity, as traditionally defined, is logically incoherent and fails to provide a consistent explanation of God's nature.
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​Physical laws don’t need to be so complicated 
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One of the central arguments against the idea of an intelligent designer is the apparent unnecessary complexity of physical laws. If the universe were created by an all-powerful, perfectly intelligent God, one would expect its fundamental principles to be elegantly simple and efficient. Instead, the physical laws governing reality are highly intricate, often counterintuitive, and appear to be far more complex than what would be necessary for a functional universe.

For example, the Standard Model of particle physics describes the fundamental particles and forces that make up the universe. However, rather than being built on a simple, unified principle, it consists of a seemingly arbitrary collection of particles, each with different masses, charges, and properties. The existence of 17 distinct elementary particles, including quarks, leptons, and force carriers, with no apparent reason for their specific values, suggests a system that lacks an intelligent, streamlined design. If an all-powerful deity designed the universe, why not create a simpler structure with fewer fundamental components?

Quantum mechanics presents another example of unnecessary complexity. The probabilistic nature of quantum physics, where particles exist in superpositions until observed, raises questions about why a creator would choose such an unintuitive and convoluted mechanism for reality. Instead of a clear, deterministic system, the universe operates on seemingly random and probabilistic principles at the most fundamental level. If God intended humans to understand His creation, why construct a system that defies common sense and requires advanced mathematics to describe?

Cosmology also presents significant complications. The fundamental forces—gravity, electromagnetism, and the strong and weak nuclear forces—all have vastly different strengths and properties. There is no apparent reason why these forces should be set at their exact values rather than something simpler. For instance, gravity is much weaker than electromagnetism, yet both must work together to produce a stable universe. If a designer intentionally created the universe, why introduce such disparities in force strengths, requiring intricate fine-tuning rather than a more straightforward set of governing principles?

The complexity of biological life further supports this argument. The process of evolution, while powerful, is highly inefficient, taking billions of years of genetic mutations, extinctions, and biological dead ends to produce intelligent life. If a deity designed the universe, why rely on an indirect and wasteful process rather than a more immediate method? The human body itself reflects an accumulation of evolutionary compromises, such as the existence of vestigial structures, inefficient anatomical designs, and genetic errors leading to disease. This suggests a system driven by natural forces rather than the work of a deliberate, intelligent designer.

Additionally, many aspects of physical laws appear unnecessary for the existence of life. The vastness of space, the presence of dark matter and dark energy—comprising most of the universe yet remaining largely undetectable—the chaotic behavior of black holes, and the extreme conditions found in much of the cosmos all suggest an inefficient design. If the universe were finely tuned for human existence, why is almost all of it uninhabitable and hostile to life? Why not create a much simpler cosmos, focused solely on supporting living beings, instead of one requiring a vast and intricate interplay of forces and matter?

Ultimately, the complexity of physical laws raises doubts about the idea of an intelligent creator. If God designed the universe, one would expect a more rational, efficient, and easily understandable system rather than one requiring advanced mathematics, quantum weirdness, and complex fine-tuning to function. The apparent unnecessary complexity suggests that physical laws arose naturally rather than being the result of deliberate, intelligent design.
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​Inconsistent miracles from different religions
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Miracles are often cited as evidence of divine power. Many religions claim supernatural events as proof of their truth. Prophets perform wonders. Saints heal the sick. Gods intervene in battles. Sacred relics manifest divine energy. Holy texts record extraordinary acts. Yet, these miracles are inconsistent. They conflict. They contradict. They cancel each other out.

Christianity proclaims Jesus performed miracles—turning water into wine, healing the blind, rising from the dead. Islam rejects Jesus as divine but claims Muhammad split the moon. Hinduism speaks of gods incarnating in human form, bending reality at will. Buddhism recounts enlightened beings performing supernatural feats. Sikhism describes miraculous protection of holy figures. Ancient pagan religions were filled with stories of gods altering nature. If miracles confirm one faith, why do they appear in all? If miracles prove one god, why do they support competing gods?

Miracles violate consistency. One religion's miracle invalidates another's. If a miracle confirms Christianity, what about Hindu miracles? If a vision proves Islam, what about Buddhist miracles? If miracles were real, they should converge. They should point to a singular divine truth. Instead, they contradict. They clash. They belong to different deities, different scriptures, different worldviews. They create confusion rather than clarity.

Science finds no evidence of miracles. The laws of physics remain unchanged. The laws of biology remain intact. The laws of probability remain unbroken. Miracles are anecdotes. Miracles are claims. Miracles rely on faith, not verification. If miracles happened, they would be universal. If miracles occurred, they would be repeatable. If miracles were real, they would not be divided across contradictory religions.

A true god would reveal miracles consistently. A true god would not allow rival faiths to claim false wonders. A true god would ensure supernatural signs led to one truth, not many. The inconsistency of miracles suggests human invention, not divine reality. Competing miracles do not prove god. They prove religion is a product of culture, myth, and imagination.

The Paradox of an unstoppable force and an immovable object

One of the most well-known paradoxes challenging the concept of omnipotence is the dilemma of an unstoppable force meeting an immovable object. If god is truly omnipotent, meaning he has unlimited power and can do anything, then he should be able to create both an unstoppable force and an immovable object. However, if these two entities were to come into contact, one of them must give way to the other—meaning that either the force is not truly unstoppable, or the object is not truly immovable. This results in a contradiction that challenges the logical coherence of omnipotence.

To fully understand the implications of this paradox, it is important to define the two concepts involved. An unstoppable force is something that, by definition, cannot be slowed down, diverted, or stopped by anything. No matter what it encounters, it must continue in motion with absolute certainty. An immovable object, on the other hand, is something that cannot be displaced, shifted, or affected by any external force. No matter what comes into contact with it, it must remain entirely fixed and unyielding. The very existence of one logically negates the possibility of the other. If an unstoppable force exists, then no immovable object can exist, and if an immovable object exists, then no unstoppable force can exist.

If god is truly omnipotent, then he should be able to create both entities. However, if he does create them, the paradox emerges: when the unstoppable force meets the immovable object, what happens? If the force continues moving, then the object was never truly immovable. If the object remains in place, then the force was never truly unstoppable. This contradiction demonstrates a fundamental limitation to the concept of omnipotence—certain things cannot logically coexist, no matter how powerful a being is.

Some defenders of omnipotence argue that god is not bound by logical constraints, meaning he could create both an unstoppable force and an immovable object, even if their interaction seems impossible. However, this response raises deeper problems. If god can defy logic, then meaningful discussion about his nature becomes impossible, as logical contradictions could exist without resolution. In this case, god could simultaneously exist and not exist, be good and evil at the same time, or create a world that both exists and does not exist. The very foundation of rational thought and theological discourse collapses if logic does not apply to god.

Others argue that god’s omnipotence does not include the ability to perform logically impossible actions. This perspective, known as the logical limits argument, suggests that omnipotence means the ability to do anything that is logically possible, but not to violate the principles of logic itself. According to this view, god cannot create a square circle, make 2+2 equal 5, or create both an unstoppable force and an immovable object. However, if omnipotence is restricted by logical possibility, then god is not truly unlimited in power—his power is constrained by the laws of logic. This would mean that omnipotence does not mean "absolute power to do anything," but rather "absolute power to do anything logically coherent." This is a significant departure from the traditional understanding of divine omnipotence, which suggests that god has unlimited capabilities without restriction.

A further complication arises when considering the implications of omnipotence in relation to god’s other attributes. If god is omniscient, meaning he knows everything, then he should already know whether an unstoppable force or an immovable object would prevail. If he knows the outcome in advance, then he is bound by his own knowledge, meaning he cannot change the result, which limits his omnipotence. If he does not know the outcome, then he is not omniscient. This creates an intersection between omnipotence and omniscience that further complicates the issue.

Another way to approach this paradox is through the concept of self-limitation. Some theologians argue that god can choose to limit his power in specific ways, meaning that he could create either an unstoppable force or an immovable object, but not both. However, this raises another contradiction: if god can limit his own power, then he is no longer truly omnipotent. If he cannot limit himself, then he was never omnipotent to begin with. This presents a dilemma in which god’s omnipotence is either incomplete or self-defeating.

Ultimately, the paradox of an unstoppable force and an immovable object highlights a fundamental issue with the concept of absolute power. If god can create both, then he is subject to logical contradictions. If he cannot create both, then he is not truly omnipotent. Attempts to resolve the paradox either require redefining omnipotence in a limited way or abandoning the idea of a logically consistent god. In either case, the paradox remains one of the strongest philosophical challenges to the traditional understanding of divine omnipotence.

God cannot change physical laws

A related challenge to the concept of omnipotence is the question of whether god can change or override the fundamental laws of physics. If god is all-powerful, he should be able to modify or completely rewrite the laws of nature at will. However, if physical laws are absolute and cannot be changed, then god’s power is limited, contradicting the idea of unlimited omnipotence. This presents another paradox—if god can change physical laws, then the universe should be chaotic and unpredictable, but if he cannot, then he is bound by a set of constraints he did not create or cannot override.
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​Omniscient thought 
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His ability to know everything, past, present, and future—creates a fundamental problem regarding his ability to think, reason, or deliberate in any meaningful way. Thinking, as humans understand it, is a process that involves solving problems, making decisions, considering alternatives, and gaining new insights. However, if god already possesses complete and perfect knowledge of all things, then he has no need to think in any way that resembles human cognition. The process of thought requires encountering new information, comparing possibilities, or arriving at conclusions that were previously unknown. If god is truly omniscient, then he already knows the outcome of every thought before it even occurs, rendering the very act of thinking unnecessary or even impossible.

Thinking is fundamentally a dynamic process. It requires change—moving from a state of lesser understanding to greater understanding, from uncertainty to certainty, or from one mental state to another. For example, when a person engages in thought, they evaluate new information, solve problems, and refine their beliefs. The essence of thinking involves searching for knowledge that was not previously known, making choices based on available data, and adapting one's understanding in response to new insights. However, god’s omniscience means that he already knows everything, including every possible question and every possible answer. He does not need to search for knowledge because he already possesses all knowledge. He does not need to analyze alternatives because he already knows every possible outcome with absolute certainty. He cannot make discoveries or gain insights because there is nothing for him to learn. This raises the question: can a being that never acquires new knowledge, never changes its perspective, and never solves a problem actually be said to "think" in any meaningful sense?

Many theological traditions also claim that god is immutable, meaning he never changes. However, if god is unchanging and already knows everything, then his thoughts must be eternally fixed. He cannot form new thoughts or reconsider old ones. Every thought he has must be identical to every other thought he has ever had. This means that god does not have a sequential thought process like humans do; instead, his mind must exist in a single, unchanging state of total knowledge. If this is true, then god does not actually "think" as humans do—he simply is in a state of absolute knowing. But if god's mind is eternally fixed and unchanging, then does he have experiences at all? Human thought is characterized by an internal dialogue, a movement of ideas, an awareness of time, and the ability to focus attention on different subjects. If god’s thoughts do not change, then he does not have experiences in any way comparable to human consciousness. His knowledge would be static, frozen in absolute completeness, without any form of mental progression or cognition as we understand it. This raises another question: is a being that never thinks, never considers, and never changes in any way truly conscious in the way we typically define consciousness?

Another issue arising from omniscience is the impossibility of decision-making for an all-knowing being. Making decisions requires weighing options, considering alternatives, and arriving at a conclusion after a period of thought. However, god already knows every decision he will ever make before he makes it. If god’s choices are already determined by his perfect knowledge, then he does not actually make choices in any meaningful sense—he simply follows the outcome that he has always known he would. For example, if god decides to create the universe, he already knew from eternity past that he would make this decision. He never had to think about whether to create or not because he always knew the answer. There was never a moment where he evaluated options, considered different possibilities, or changed his mind. This means that god does not engage in deliberation or problem-solving. Instead, every action he takes is predetermined by his perfect foreknowledge, making his decision-making process indistinguishable from a script that has already been written. If god cannot engage in deliberation, then he lacks an essential feature of intelligence—the ability to weigh choices and decide between them.

Creativity requires the ability to generate new ideas, to experiment with different possibilities, and to imagine alternatives that had not been considered before. However, if god is omniscient, then every possible idea, thought, and creation already exists in his knowledge. He cannot have a "new" idea because all ideas have already been known to him for eternity. He cannot experience the process of creativity because he never moves from ignorance to discovery, from uncertainty to insight, or from one idea to a better one. If god’s knowledge is eternally complete, then the act of creative thought—one of the hallmarks of intelligence—is entirely absent from his experience. This presents a problem when considering god as a creator. If god created the universe, did he create it as an act of spontaneous inspiration, or was he simply following a plan he had always known? If he always knew exactly how he would create the universe, then creation was not an act of creative thought but simply the execution of an eternally fixed blueprint. If god cannot engage in the process of creativity, then his role as an intelligent designer is fundamentally different from human creativity, which involves exploration, innovation, and trial and error.

Another issue with omniscient thought is the paradox of self-knowledge. If god is fully omniscient, then he knows every detail of his own mind. However, does he ever "think" about his own thoughts? If god already knows every thought he will ever have, then he cannot reflect on his own thinking process in a meaningful way. Reflection involves analyzing one’s past thoughts and reaching new insights, but if god’s knowledge is already complete, then self-reflection is unnecessary. He cannot "reconsider" an idea because his knowledge is eternally fixed. Furthermore, if god is constantly aware of all things at all times, then there is no distinction between conscious thought and background knowledge. Human beings focus their thoughts on specific topics at different times, while other information remains in memory until needed. But if god's knowledge is absolute and immediate, then he must be simultaneously aware of all information at every moment. This raises the question: does god "think" in a way that involves shifting attention, or does he exist in an eternal, undivided state of knowing? If his knowledge is undivided, then his mind does not function in any way that resembles human consciousness, further undermining the idea that he "thinks" at all.

The problem of omniscient thought reveals a fundamental contradiction in the idea of an all-knowing, thinking god. If thinking requires change, and god is unchanging, then he cannot truly think. If thinking requires solving problems, and god already knows all solutions, then he has no need to think. If thinking requires decision-making, and god’s choices are already predetermined by his knowledge, then he does not make decisions in any meaningful sense. If creativity requires generating new ideas, and god already knows all ideas, then he cannot engage in creativity. Ultimately, the traditional concept of an omniscient god is incompatible with the concept of thought as we understand it. If god is truly all-knowing, then his knowledge is static, unchanging, and predetermined, meaning he does not "think" in any way that involves reasoning, problem-solving, decision-making, or creativity. This raises profound questions about the nature of divine intelligence—can a being that does not engage in thought, deliberation, or creativity truly be considered intelligent in the way we define intelligence? If the answer is no, then the very concept of god as a conscious, thinking being becomes incoherent, forcing a reevaluation of traditional theological claims about omniscience and divine cognition.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

​Moral improvement without religion
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The problem of moral improvement without religion presents a major challenge to the claim that moral behavior is dependent on divine authority. Many religious traditions argue that morality is rooted in god’s commands and that without divine guidance, humans would lack a moral compass. According to this view, religious teachings provide the foundation for ethical conduct, ensuring that societies remain just and orderly. However, historical and modern evidence contradicts this claim. Societies have not only maintained moral values without religious dominance but have also made significant moral progress even as religiosity has declined. This pattern suggests that morality does not require divine oversight and that ethical principles can emerge independently of religious belief. If god were the sole source of morality, then we would expect societies that move away from religion to experience moral decay. Instead, the opposite has occurred: as secularism has increased, societies have advanced in areas such as human rights, gender equality, and social justice.

One of the clearest pieces of evidence for moral improvement without religion is the decline of institutionalized injustices that were once justified by religious teachings. Historically, many forms of oppression—including slavery, discrimination against women, and persecution of minorities—were defended using religious doctrine. The Bible, for example, contains numerous passages that condone slavery, such as Exodus 21:2-6 and Ephesians 6:5, which instruct slaves to obey their masters. Likewise, many religious traditions have historically promoted male dominance and opposed gender equality, citing divine law as justification. However, as secular values such as humanism, reason, and universal rights have gained influence, these practices have been challenged and ultimately abolished. The push for the abolition of slavery, women's rights, and racial equality was largely driven by secular moral reasoning, often against the resistance of religious institutions. If divine oversight were necessary for moral progress, then societies distancing themselves from religious authority should have become less just over time. Instead, moral progress has accelerated as secularism has grown.

The expansion of human rights is another area where moral progress has occurred independently of religion. In many parts of the world, religious traditions historically supported laws that criminalized homosexuality, restricted the rights of women, and denied freedoms to religious minorities. However, as societies have adopted secular legal frameworks based on reason and ethical philosophy, these injustices have been overturned. Countries with higher levels of secularism tend to have stronger protections for human rights, greater gender equality, and more inclusive social policies. For example, many of the most secular countries—such as Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and the Netherlands—consistently rank among the highest in measures of human well-being, social justice, and ethical governance. By contrast, societies that maintain strict religious laws often continue to enforce discriminatory practices, such as the subjugation of women under religious legal codes or the criminalization of apostasy and blasphemy. If divine oversight were necessary for moral progress, we would expect deeply religious societies to lead the way in ethical advancements. Instead, they often lag behind, while secular societies move forward.

The decline of religious belief in many parts of the world has not led to a collapse of morality but rather to the strengthening of ethical principles based on empathy, human rights, and rational discourse. Studies have shown that highly secular societies tend to have lower crime rates, higher levels of trust, and stronger social welfare systems compared to more religious societies. For instance, research conducted by sociologists such as Phil Zuckerman and Gregory Paul has demonstrated that countries with lower levels of religious belief often have lower homicide rates, lower levels of corruption, and higher measures of societal well-being. If morality required divine oversight, then we would expect secular societies to suffer from increased crime and moral decay. Instead, they demonstrate that ethical behavior can be upheld—and even strengthened—without reliance on religious doctrine.

Moreover, secular ethics, based on reason and evidence, provide a more adaptable and universally applicable framework for morality than religious doctrines, which are often rigid and resistant to change. Religious moral systems are frequently based on ancient texts that reflect the values of their time, making them difficult to reform in response to new ethical challenges. For example, many religious traditions once justified practices such as capital punishment for minor offenses, the subjugation of women, and intolerance toward other belief systems. However, secular moral reasoning, informed by philosophy, science, and democratic values, allows societies to continuously evaluate and improve ethical standards. Unlike religious dogma, which often resists questioning, secular ethics encourages critical thinking and moral progress through dialogue and evidence-based decision-making.

Religious believers often argue that secular morality lacks an objective foundation, claiming that without god, there can be no ultimate moral standard. However, this argument overlooks the fact that religious moral claims are also subjective, as they rely on human interpretations of sacred texts, which differ across cultures and historical periods. What is considered morally acceptable in one religious tradition may be condemned in another, demonstrating that religious morality is not as objective as its proponents claim. By contrast, secular moral systems seek to establish ethical principles based on human well-being, minimizing harm, and maximizing fairness—values that can be tested and refined through reasoned debate rather than relying on unverifiable divine authority.

Another challenge to the idea that morality requires divine oversight is the existence of moral individuals who are non-religious. If morality were dependent on belief in god, then atheists and agnostics should be significantly less ethical than religious individuals. However, numerous studies have shown that non-religious people are just as likely—if not more likely—to act ethically, donate to charity, and support social justice causes. In fact, some of the most ethical movements in history, such as the push for secular democracy, the abolition of slavery, and the advancement of scientific knowledge, were driven by individuals motivated by reason rather than religious faith. This suggests that morality is not derived from religious belief but rather from human conscience, empathy, and the pursuit of justice.
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​Impossibility of divine thought without change
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The problem of the impossibility of divine thought without change presents a fundamental contradiction in the traditional understanding of god’s nature. Many religious traditions describe god as both omniscient (all-knowing) and immutable (unchanging). However, thinking is an active process that requires change—one must move from one thought to another, consider different possibilities, or at the very least engage in some kind of mental progression. If god is truly immutable and unchanging, then he cannot undergo any mental progression, meaning that he cannot "think" in any meaningful sense. This raises a serious issue regarding divine consciousness: if god cannot think, then his consciousness is fundamentally different from any kind of intelligence we understand. If he does think, then he must undergo change, contradicting the claim that he is immutable. This paradox makes the traditional concept of an all-knowing, unchanging god logically incoherent.

Thinking, as it is commonly understood, requires a transition from one mental state to another. When humans think, they process information, analyze different perspectives, and move from not knowing something to knowing it, or from one idea to another. Even when considering knowledge that is already possessed, thinking involves reflecting on it, comparing different concepts, or bringing specific thoughts to attention. If god is truly omniscient, he already knows everything—past, present, and future. There is nothing for him to learn, no problems to solve, and no reason to deliberate. But if god does not deliberate, process, or transition between mental states, then what does it mean for him to "think"? If his knowledge is eternally fixed and does not change in any way, then his mind must be in a static, unalterable state. A being that never moves from one thought to another does not have a functioning intellect; it simply exists in a frozen state of knowing. If this is the case, then god’s consciousness is fundamentally different from what we recognize as thought or intelligence, raising the question of whether he can truly be considered a conscious being at all.

If god does engage in thought, then change must occur in his mental state. Even if he already knows everything, thinking about a particular aspect of his knowledge would require some shift in focus. A mind that never shifts focus or reconsiders anything is indistinguishable from a mind that is completely inactive. If god considers every thought simultaneously and never transitions between them, then his consciousness is not a process but an unchanging, frozen state. However, if he does shift his focus from one thought to another, then he is undergoing change, contradicting his supposed immutability. If god is capable of having one thought and then having another, even in the most minimal sense, then his mental state is not absolutely fixed, meaning he is not truly immutable.

This contradiction also undermines the idea of god having a personal will or making decisions. Many religious traditions claim that god is actively involved in the world, making choices, answering prayers, and guiding human history. However, making a decision requires a change in mental state. When a being decides to do something, they move from one state of intention to another. If god truly never changes, then he must have always had the same intentions for all eternity, with no possibility of altering them. This means that god could never decide anything in the way humans understand decision-making—he would not be capable of reconsidering an action, adjusting his plans, or responding to new developments. If god’s decisions are eternally fixed, then they are not decisions at all but merely predetermined outcomes of his immutable nature. If god ever truly "chooses" something, then he undergoes change, contradicting immutability. If he does not choose but simply has eternally fixed actions, then his will is not active or conscious in any meaningful way.

The problem becomes even more apparent when considering god’s supposed interactions with the world. If god responds to human prayers, then his awareness must shift in some way to acknowledge the prayer, consider it, and decide whether to grant or deny it. If he were truly unchanging, then his responses would have to be predetermined from eternity past, meaning that no actual interaction occurs—every prayer’s outcome was already set before the prayer was ever spoken. This would make divine responsiveness an illusion, as god would not actually be engaging with the request but merely following a fixed script. If god can alter his response based on prayers, then he undergoes change, contradicting immutability. If he cannot, then prayer has no actual effect on god’s will, making it meaningless.

Another issue arises when considering god’s knowledge of time. If god is omniscient, he knows everything that happens in time, including every moment of history and the future. However, time is a sequential process, and knowledge of a changing reality implies some form of recognition of change. If god is completely outside of time and his knowledge is eternally fixed, then he does not truly "experience" events in any meaningful way. He does not "observe" events happening because his knowledge does not update or change—it is eternally complete. However, if god does experience events in sequence, then his awareness shifts as time progresses, meaning he undergoes change, contradicting his immutability. If god cannot perceive change, then he is detached from the unfolding of reality, making his knowledge of time fundamentally different from human experience. This further undermines the claim that god is personally involved in human affairs.

Some religious thinkers attempt to resolve this contradiction by claiming that god’s knowledge is "eternally present," meaning he does not think in a step-by-step process like humans do but instead possesses all knowledge simultaneously. However, this explanation does not solve the fundamental problem. If god’s knowledge is eternally present and unchanging, then his thoughts are also unchanging. This means he does not actually "think" in any way comparable to human consciousness. If divine thought is completely static, then it is indistinguishable from no thought at all. Consciousness, as we understand it, requires engagement, reflection, and transition between mental states. If god does none of these things, then his mind is more like an unchanging database of information rather than an active intellect. If god does engage in any kind of internal awareness, then change must occur, contradicting immutability.

Ultimately, the problem of divine thought without change exposes a fundamental contradiction in traditional theology. If god is truly immutable, then he cannot think, choose, or respond in any meaningful way, making his consciousness incoherent. If he does think, then he must undergo change, contradicting his immutability. Attempts to reconcile this paradox either reduce god’s mind to an unchanging, inactive state or undermine the claim that he is unchanging. Either way, the traditional concept of an all-knowing, unchanging god becomes logically inconsistent. If divine thought requires change, then the idea of a conscious, immutable god is self-contradictory, forcing a reevaluation of whether such a being could exist at all.
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​Inequality in access to religious truth
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The problem of the inequality in access to religious truth presents a serious challenge to the idea that a just and loving god has revealed a singular, absolute truth to humanity. Many religious traditions claim to possess the one true path to salvation, enlightenment, or divine favor. However, if a particular religion is the only true faith, then one would expect all people to have equal access to its teachings, ensuring that every individual has a fair opportunity to accept or reject it. Yet, in reality, billions of people throughout history and in the present day have lived and died without ever encountering the supposed "correct" faith. This unequal distribution of religious knowledge raises significant moral and theological problems. If god desires all people to follow his true religion, then why has he allowed so many to be born into circumstances where they never hear of it? If religious truth is essential for salvation, then why is access to it so uneven, leaving entire cultures and generations without the opportunity to embrace it? This problem challenges the fairness, omniscience, and benevolence of god, as well as the credibility of religious claims that insist upon the necessity of a particular faith.

Religious exclusivity is a central doctrine in many traditions. Christianity, for example, often teaches that salvation is only possible through belief in Jesus Christ. John 14:6 states, "I am the way, the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me." Similarly, Islam teaches that submission to Allah and belief in the prophethood of Muhammad are necessary for divine approval. Quran 3:85 states, "And whoever desires a religion other than Islam, it will never be accepted of him, and in the Hereafter he will be among the losers." Many other religious traditions also claim to offer the only true path to spiritual fulfillment, whether through adherence to sacred texts, specific doctrines, or exclusive revelations. However, if god is just and merciful, then why would he allow so many people to be born in times and places where they have no realistic chance of accepting the one true faith? If a person is born into a non-Christian culture and lives their entire life without exposure to Christianity, then it would be profoundly unjust to condemn them for failing to accept a religion they never encountered. Likewise, if a devout Hindu, Buddhist, or Indigenous believer sincerely follows the religion they were raised in, never having reason to doubt its truth, then punishing them for not embracing a different, foreign faith seems arbitrary and unfair.

Throughout history, countless civilizations have existed without knowledge of Christianity, Islam, or other world religions. Indigenous peoples in the Americas, Australia, and Africa lived for thousands of years without access to Christian or Islamic teachings. The same is true for ancient civilizations such as those in China, Japan, and India, where different religious traditions dominated for millennia. If god truly wanted all people to follow one religion, then why would he allow entire cultures to develop in complete ignorance of it? Even today, many people are born into isolated regions where they have little or no exposure to major world religions. If salvation or enlightenment depends on accepting a particular faith, then god’s failure to ensure universal access to that faith implies either indifference or an arbitrary favoritism toward certain cultures and historical periods.

Some religious believers attempt to address this problem by arguing that god reveals himself in ways that are accessible to all people, even if they do not encounter the correct religious tradition explicitly. Some claim that god judges people based on their moral character rather than their religious affiliation. However, this response contradicts the exclusive claims made by many religious traditions, which insist that explicit belief in a specific doctrine or savior is necessary for salvation. If belief in Jesus, Muhammad, or another religious figure is essential, then those who never hear about them are placed at an automatic disadvantage. If, on the other hand, moral behavior alone is sufficient for divine approval, then the necessity of a specific religion becomes meaningless, undermining the exclusivity that many faiths demand.

Others argue that god will provide an opportunity for all people to learn the truth, whether through divine intervention, missionary work, or posthumous revelation. However, these explanations are unconvincing. If god ensures that all people eventually receive religious truth, then why are missionaries necessary? Why do some people go their entire lives without exposure to the correct faith? If god intervenes in some cases but not in others, then divine justice is arbitrary. Furthermore, the idea of posthumous revelation—where god supposedly reveals the truth to individuals after death—contradicts many religious teachings that insist faith must be chosen during earthly life. If god can reveal the truth after death, then the urgency of conversion and evangelism loses its justification.

Another issue is the role of luck and geography in determining religious belief. A person’s faith is overwhelmingly influenced by where they are born and the culture they grow up in. A child born into a Christian family in the United States is likely to be Christian, just as a child born into a Muslim family in Saudi Arabia is likely to be Muslim. If god truly wanted all people to follow a single religion, then faith should not be so geographically determined. The fact that religious belief largely depends on cultural and historical circumstances suggests that it is a product of human tradition rather than divine revelation. If god designed a system in which people’s eternal fate depends on their religious choices, then making those choices so dependent on the accident of birth is deeply unjust.

The problem of religious diversity also challenges the idea that god communicates clearly with humanity. If a single religion were true, then we would expect god to have revealed it in a way that is unmistakable and universally recognized. Instead, religious history is marked by competing revelations, conflicting doctrines, and continuous reinterpretations of scripture. If god truly desires all people to follow one religion, then he could have provided undeniable proof of its truth—such as clear, miraculous signs that are universally witnessed and accepted. Instead, religious belief is often based on faith, tradition, and subjective experiences, which vary widely among different cultures. If god’s message is unclear enough that billions of people fail to recognize it, then the fault lies either with god’s method of communication or with the assumption that one religion is uniquely true.

Ultimately, the problem of the inequality in access to religious truth reveals a major inconsistency in the idea of a just and all-powerful god. If one religion is truly the only path to salvation, then god’s failure to ensure universal access to it is either an act of negligence or a sign that divine justice is arbitrary. The fact that billions of people have lived and died without exposure to the "correct" faith suggests that either god does not care whether people follow the right religion, or that religious truth is a human invention rather than a divinely revealed reality. If religious truth were universally accessible, it would not be so dependent on geography, culture, and historical circumstance. The lack of equal access to the supposed one true faith undermines the claim that god has provided a clear and fair path for all of humanity, forcing a reconsideration of the idea that religious belief is divinely ordained.
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​The problem of counterfactuals
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The problem of counterfactuals presents a significant challenge to the traditional understanding of god’s omniscience, free will, and moral responsibility. Many religious traditions hold that god is omniscient, meaning that he knows not only everything that has happened and will happen but also everything that could have happened under different circumstances. This means that god possesses perfect knowledge of counterfactuals—hypothetical situations in which people would have acted differently if their circumstances had been altered in some way. For example, if a person chooses to steal, god not only knows that they stole but also knows whether they would have stolen if they had been raised in a different environment, had a different set of experiences, or had been given different opportunities. However, this raises a fundamental problem: if god knows with absolute certainty what a person would do in any given situation, then their choices are predetermined. If god’s knowledge of counterfactuals is infallible, then human beings do not actually have free will in any meaningful sense, because their actions are already known before they happen and could not have turned out differently. If humans are not truly free in their choices, then moral responsibility is undermined, as people cannot be held accountable for actions that were ultimately inevitable.

One of the key assumptions in religious morality is that human beings are responsible for their actions and will be judged accordingly. Many religious traditions teach that god rewards or punishes people based on their moral decisions, with consequences that may extend into the afterlife. However, if god already knows with certainty what each person would do in every possible scenario, then it follows that people never truly have the ability to act differently from what god foresees. If god knows that a particular person will reject faith and commit immoral acts regardless of their circumstances, then it means that their fate is already sealed before they are even born. This raises a serious ethical problem: how can god justly punish or reward individuals for actions that were always going to happen? If god’s knowledge includes not only what will happen but also what would have happened under different circumstances, then every decision a person makes is already determined by factors that they had no control over. This turns moral responsibility into an illusion, as people cannot be genuinely responsible for actions that were inevitable.

The problem becomes even more pressing when considering god’s role in creating the world. If god created every human being with full knowledge of what they would do in every possible situation, then he is directly responsible for every action they take. He knew before creating each person exactly how they would behave in all circumstances, and yet he still chose to create them with those specific tendencies. If god knows that a certain person will become a murderer regardless of their upbringing, then by creating them, he ensures that they will commit murder. If god could have created them in different circumstances where they would have been virtuous but chose not to, then he bears moral responsibility for their actions. This makes divine justice seem arbitrary—why does god allow some people to exist who he knows will be condemned, while others are given the conditions that allow them to be saved? If god already knows who will end up in heaven and who will end up in hell, then moral accountability is meaningless, as each person's ultimate fate was determined before they were even born.

Another issue arises in relation to free will. If god’s knowledge of counterfactuals is absolute, then humans are not actually making free choices but are simply acting according to what god already knew they would do. Free will, as traditionally understood, requires the ability to choose between genuine alternatives. However, if god knows not only what people will do but also what they would have done under every possible set of circumstances, then their choices are fixed. There is no real possibility of choosing differently, because their actions were already known with certainty. If a person has no real ability to act otherwise, then they are not making a free choice but are simply following a predetermined path that god has foreseen. This undermines the entire concept of moral responsibility, as people cannot be blamed or rewarded for actions that they had no real power to change.

Some theologians attempt to resolve this problem by arguing that god’s knowledge of counterfactuals does not cause human actions but simply reflects what people would freely choose under different circumstances. According to this view, god does not determine people’s actions but rather possesses perfect knowledge of what they would do in any given situation. However, this explanation fails to address the fundamental issue: if god’s knowledge is infallible, then humans cannot act differently from what god already knows they will do. Even if god is not actively forcing people to make certain choices, the fact that he knows their decisions with absolute certainty means that there is no genuine freedom in their actions. If god knows with certainty that a person will reject faith or commit a crime, then that person has no real ability to choose otherwise, making moral responsibility an illusion.

Another attempt to solve this problem is the idea that god’s knowledge exists outside of time, meaning that he does not know events "before" they happen but sees all of time simultaneously. However, this does not resolve the contradiction—it simply rephrases it. If god’s knowledge is timeless but still includes counterfactuals, then he still knows with certainty what every person would do in every situation, meaning that their actions are still predetermined. Whether god’s knowledge exists inside or outside of time, the core issue remains: if god knows what a person would do in any possible scenario, then their choices are fixed and unchangeable. This eliminates true free will and makes moral accountability impossible.

The problem of counterfactuals also raises issues regarding divine justice. If god knows exactly what circumstances would lead a person to salvation but chooses not to place them in those circumstances, then he is responsible for their damnation. For example, if god knows that a person born in a deeply religious society would have become a believer but instead allows them to be born in an atheist household, then he has effectively determined their fate. If god has the power to arrange circumstances so that all people freely choose good but does not do so, then he is allowing some people to be condemned who could have been saved. This contradicts the idea of a just and merciful god. If god truly desires all people to be saved but allows some to be placed in circumstances where he knows they will reject faith, then he is directly responsible for their rejection.

Ultimately, the problem of counterfactuals exposes deep contradictions in theological claims about free will, divine justice, and moral responsibility. If god knows not only what people will do but also what they would do under any possible conditions, then human choices are not truly free—they are already known and therefore predetermined. If actions are predetermined, then moral accountability becomes meaningless, as people cannot be held responsible for choices that they could never have avoided. If god could have created circumstances in which all people would freely choose good but chose not to, then he is responsible for the existence of sin and suffering. The contradiction between divine omniscience and free will remains unresolved, forcing a reconsideration of whether moral responsibility can coexist with an all-knowing god.
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​God cannot think
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The problem of divine thought process presents a significant challenge to the concept of god’s omniscience and conscious intelligence. In human experience, thinking is a dynamic process that involves reasoning, deliberation, problem-solving, and the acquisition of new information. The very essence of thought is the movement from a state of lesser understanding to greater understanding, from uncertainty to clarity, or from ignorance to knowledge. However, if god is truly omniscient—knowing everything past, present, and future with absolute certainty—then he cannot engage in thinking in any meaningful way, because thinking requires the processing of new information. Since god already possesses complete and unchanging knowledge, he has no need to analyze, compare, or consider different possibilities. This creates a major contradiction: if god thinks, then his knowledge must undergo change, meaning he is not truly omniscient. If god does not think, then his consciousness is static and inactive, making his intelligence fundamentally different from any kind of intelligence we understand. This problem raises serious doubts about whether god can be considered a conscious, thinking being at all.

For thought to occur, there must be some kind of mental progression—one must move from one idea to another, weigh options, or process different aspects of knowledge. For example, when a human engages in thought, they consider alternatives, evaluate possibilities, or try to solve problems they have not yet resolved. However, if god is omniscient, then he already knows the outcome of every thought before it even occurs. He does not need to engage in reasoning, because he already possesses the answers to all possible questions. He does not need to deliberate, because he already knows the best course of action with absolute certainty. He does not need to analyze situations, because he has complete and immediate knowledge of all events. This raises the question: what does it mean for god to "think" if there is never a moment in which he lacks knowledge, makes a discovery, or reaches a conclusion? If god’s knowledge is eternally complete, then he never experiences the process of thought—he simply exists in a state of absolute, unchanging awareness.

A fundamental issue arises when considering whether god can process information. Human intelligence functions by encountering new information, considering different perspectives, and adjusting mental states accordingly. If god is omniscient, he never "learns" anything new, as his knowledge is already total. If he cannot learn, then he cannot process information in any meaningful way. If he does not process information, then he does not engage in thought as humans do. A being that never experiences the movement of ideas or the refinement of understanding does not possess an active, conscious mind—it is more akin to an infinite database of knowledge rather than a thinking entity. If god's mind is unchanging and eternally fixed, then his intelligence is completely unlike human intelligence, calling into question whether it is even appropriate to describe him as having a mind at all.

The problem of divine thought also affects the concept of decision-making. Many religious traditions claim that god actively makes choices, such as deciding to create the universe, responding to prayers, or determining the fate of human souls. However, decision-making requires deliberation—the weighing of different possibilities and selecting one option over another. But if god is omniscient, then he already knows the outcome of every possible decision before it happens. There was never a moment in which god was uncertain about what he would do, nor a point where he needed to consider alternative choices. His decisions were fixed from eternity past, meaning they were never truly "made" in the way humans make choices. If god never engages in actual decision-making, then he does not possess the kind of free will that humans experience, nor does he engage in the active process of thinking through choices. Instead, his actions must be the inevitable unfolding of knowledge that has always existed, rather than the product of conscious deliberation. If god is incapable of making real decisions because he already knows every decision he will ever make, then his supposed free will is an illusion, and his thought process is fundamentally different from that of any being that actually thinks.

Another contradiction arises when considering god’s supposed responsiveness to human actions. Many religious traditions claim that god listens to prayers, responds to the choices of individuals, and intervenes in the world. However, responding to external events requires the ability to process new information, evaluate circumstances, and adjust behavior accordingly. If god is truly omniscient, then he already knows every prayer before it is spoken, every event before it occurs, and every outcome before it happens. If god never experiences anything new, then he does not "respond" to prayers in any meaningful sense—his response was already known and determined before the prayer was ever spoken. This means that god’s engagement with the world is purely preordained, not the result of active awareness or thought. If god already knows all outcomes with absolute certainty, then there is no need for him to reflect on situations, make judgments, or consider different responses. This makes divine responsiveness an illusion, as every action attributed to god was already fixed from the beginning of time, requiring no actual thought process.

Some theologians attempt to resolve this contradiction by arguing that god’s knowledge is "eternally present," meaning he does not think in a step-by-step process like humans do but instead possesses all knowledge instantaneously. However, this explanation does not resolve the problem—it only redefines it. If god’s knowledge is eternally present and unchanging, then his mind never shifts from one thought to another, never processes new information, and never evaluates different possibilities. This means that god’s consciousness is static and frozen, with no internal movement or intellectual activity. If divine thought is entirely unchanging, then it is indistinguishable from no thought at all. Consciousness, as we understand it, requires engagement, reflection, and transitions between mental states. If god does none of these things, then his mind is not truly conscious in any meaningful way.

This issue also has implications for the nature of time and god’s relationship to it. Some religious traditions argue that god exists outside of time and perceives all of history simultaneously. However, if god is completely outside of time and experiences no sequence of thoughts, then he never "thinks" in any meaningful way—his knowledge is simply a static, eternal fact. If god never moves from one state of awareness to another, then he does not possess a working intellect. If god does experience time and his thoughts progress in a sequence, then his knowledge is not fully complete all at once, meaning he is not truly omniscient. Either god exists outside of time and does not think at all, or he exists in time and undergoes change, contradicting his supposed immutability. Both options create deep contradictions in traditional theology.

Ultimately, the problem of divine thought process exposes a fundamental contradiction in the concept of an omniscient god. If god truly knows everything, then he cannot engage in thinking as humans do, since thinking requires processing new information and transitioning between ideas. If god does not think, then he does not possess an active mind, making his consciousness completely different from any form of intelligence we recognize. If god does think, then he undergoes change, contradicting his immutability. Attempts to reconcile this paradox either reduce god’s mind to a static, inactive state or undermine the claim that he is unchanging. Either way, the traditional concept of an all-knowing, thinking god becomes logically incoherent, forcing a reconsideration of whether such a being could exist at all.
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​Knowledge of infinite non-existence
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If God knows all things, does he know things that do not exist? This question challenges the concept of divine omniscience by introducing a paradox: if God knows non-existent things, then his knowledge includes falsehoods. If he does not know them, then his knowledge is incomplete. Either conclusion seems to undermine his omniscience.

First, consider the nature of knowledge. Knowledge typically requires an object. If something does not exist, it has no objective reality to be known. If God "knows" a non-existent thing, does he truly know it, or does he merely conceive of it? If he conceives of it, then his omniscience includes an infinite number of imaginary concepts, leading to a paradox of infinite falsehoods.

If God's knowledge is infinite, then it must encompass all possible and impossible things. This includes contradictions, such as square circles or married bachelors. If he "knows" these as real, then he holds false beliefs, contradicting omniscience. If he "knows" them as unreal, then his knowledge contains an infinite set of non-things, leading to another problem: how can knowledge include what is not?

A possible theological response is to distinguish between different kinds of knowledge. Some argue that God does not "know" non-existent things as real, but rather, he knows all possible things in the sense of potentiality. However, this still leads to an issue: the potentiality of non-existence is not a thing but a negation. If non-existent things are unlimited, then God’s knowledge would contain an unlimited number of negations.

The problem deepens when considering past and future non-existences. Does God know every possible past event that never happened? Does he know every hypothetical future that will never occur? If so, his knowledge includes an infinite number of unrealized possibilities, creating an overwhelming set of unactualized realities.

Ultimately, this dilemma forces one to reconsider whether omniscience includes falsehoods, whether knowledge of the non-existent is possible, and whether an infinite mind can meaningfully contain an infinite set of "nothing." If non-existences are unlimited, then divine knowledge must be infinitely cluttered with an infinity of negations, raising the question of whether such knowledge is coherent at all.
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​Rewarding faith over deeds 
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If divine justice rewards belief in God more than The problem of rewarding faith over deeds raises a fundamental contradiction in divine justice. If God rewards belief in him more than moral behavior, it suggests that he prioritizes loyalty over righteousness. This conflicts with traditional moral principles, which generally hold that ethical actions should determine reward and punishment rather than mere belief.

Justice, by definition, is supposed to be impartial and based on merit. If a person who commits acts of kindness, honesty, and selflessness is condemned for lack of faith, while a cruel or selfish believer is rewarded, divine justice seems arbitrary. This implies that moral worth is secondary to allegiance, reducing ethics to a mere test of obedience rather than a pursuit of goodness.

Furthermore, this view raises questions about free will and fairness. People are born into different cultures, exposed to different beliefs, and influenced by circumstances beyond their control. If belief is the ultimate criterion for reward, then salvation becomes a matter of luck rather than virtue. A person born into a devout environment may have an easier path to heaven than someone raised without exposure to religion, regardless of their moral actions.

The contradiction deepens when considering divine omniscience and morality. If God is both all-knowing and perfectly just, then he should recognize the sincerity of those who seek truth and act virtuously, even if they do not believe in him. If he punishes them while rewarding those who merely profess faith, divine justice appears more like favoritism than moral judgment.

This also creates a paradox regarding moral autonomy. If righteousness is not inherently valuable but only matters insofar as it aligns with belief, then moral behavior loses its intrinsic worth. Ethical principles, such as honesty, compassion, and justice, become secondary to religious submission, undermining their universality.

Ultimately, this dilemma forces a reconsideration of divine justice. If belief is rewarded over deeds, then morality becomes subordinate to allegiance, turning salvation into a test of loyalty rather than a reflection of moral character. If justice is truly just, then virtue should outweigh mere faith, challenging the notion that belief alone determines eternal reward or punishment.
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​Injustice in divine forgiveness
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The problem of injustice in divine forgiveness challenges the coherence of moral accountability in many religious doctrines. If God forgives even the worst criminals simply because they repent, while punishing those who commit minor infractions without seeking forgiveness, divine justice appears arbitrary and inconsistent. This suggests that moral responsibility is not based on the severity of one’s actions but rather on the act of submission, which raises serious ethical concerns.

Justice, in its most fundamental sense, requires proportionality between actions and consequences. If divine forgiveness overrides the gravity of a crime, then morality loses its intrinsic value. A murderer who repents at the last moment may be rewarded with eternal paradise, while an honest, law-abiding person who fails to seek divine pardon for a minor transgression may face eternal punishment. This contradicts the principle of fairness, where punishment should correspond to the nature and severity of wrongdoing.

Furthermore, this system undermines the concept of genuine moral transformation. If repentance alone is the key to absolution, then the sincerity of the criminal's remorse becomes the deciding factor rather than the real-world impact of their actions. This allows for the possibility of strategic repentance, where a wrongdoer seeks divine forgiveness not out of true remorse but merely to escape punishment. Meanwhile, individuals who act morally but do not conform to religious requirements of repentance are treated more harshly than those who have caused immense suffering but followed the correct ritual of atonement.

Another issue is the moral arbitrariness of divine forgiveness. If God, as an omniscient being, can read the hearts of individuals, then forgiveness should be based on the actual moral weight of a person’s life rather than a singular act of repentance. However, many religious doctrines suggest that God’s judgment operates on strict conditions—repent and be saved, refuse and be condemned—without proportional evaluation of moral deeds. This creates a rigid and unjust system where technical compliance with divine commands is more important than ethical behavior.

The problem also extends to the fate of those who never have the opportunity to repent. If a person dies before they can seek forgiveness, even if they were morally upright, they may face divine punishment. Conversely, a lifelong criminal who repents moments before death may be absolved entirely. This contradicts human notions of justice, where individuals are judged by their actions rather than a final plea for mercy.

Ultimately, this dilemma forces a reconsideration of divine justice. If forgiveness is granted without regard to the magnitude of the wrongdoing, then morality becomes subordinate to ritualistic repentance. If repentance holds more weight than moral deeds, divine justice appears to favor submission over accountability, raising the question of whether such a system truly upholds the principles of fairness and righteousness.
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​Infinite regress
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The arbitrary stopping point problem challenges the common theistic argument that God serves as the necessary terminus for an otherwise infinite regress of causes. Many theists claim that without God, an endless chain of causes would exist, making God necessary as the ultimate, uncaused first cause. However, this assumption is unwarranted, as it arbitrarily designates God as the stopping point rather than considering alternative possibilities, such as the universe itself or a yet unknown natural principle.

A major flaw in this argument is its selective application of the principle of sufficient reason. Theists argue that everything in the universe requires an explanation but exempt God from this requirement by asserting that he is self-existent. However, if something can be self-existent, there is no reason why the universe or some fundamental aspect of it cannot be self-existent as well. Declaring that God is the necessary stopping point simply shifts the problem rather than resolving it.

Furthermore, modern physics, rather than theology, is actively dealing with the origins of the universe. The Big Bang theory provides a well-supported explanation of cosmic evolution, grounded in empirical evidence rather than metaphysical speculation. While some religious perspectives claim that the Big Bang aligns with divine creation, such interpretations are inconsistent with a literal reading of religious texts. If one must take the Bible literally, then the Big Bang does not belong in its framework at all, as the world was created in seven days, not through an expanding singularity. Even if one does not take the Bible literally, there is no reason to assume that the Big Bang was the work of a deity.

Moreover, modern cosmology neither defines nor requires a cause for the Big Bang. Although there may have been a cause that we are currently unaware of, science does not assume one by default. Quantum mechanics, for example, has demonstrated that many particles—known as virtual particles—come into existence without a cause. These quantum fluctuations suggest that causality, as we understand it, may not apply in the same way at fundamental levels of reality. If uncaused events occur naturally, then the idea of an uncaused Big Bang is not only possible but consistent with observed physical principles.

The arbitrary nature of the divine stopping point also raises the question of why an infinite regress is inherently problematic. While infinite regress is often dismissed as impossible or unintelligible, many areas of mathematics and physics work with infinite series and processes. If the universe has an infinite causal history, it is no more problematic than an infinitely existing God. Simply postulating God as a brute fact does not eliminate the issue of infinite regress; it merely replaces one mystery with another.

Moreover, if theists argue that God is the ultimate explanation because he is beyond time and space, this only leads to further difficulties. If causality applies within the universe but not to God, then there is an unjustified double standard. The same reasoning that allows God to exist uncaused could equally allow the universe to exist uncaused. Any claim that God is a "necessary being" rather than a contingent one is itself an assertion without evidence.

Ultimately, the arbitrary stopping point problem highlights the inconsistency of using God as an explanation while denying the same explanatory power to the universe or an alternative foundational principle. If something must be self-existent, there is no reason to assume that it must be God rather than the cosmos itself. Rather than solving the issue of infinite regress, appealing to God merely shifts the question without providing a logically necessary answer. Instead of relying on theological assumptions, physics continues to explore the origins of the universe through empirical investigation, demonstrating that neither divine intervention nor an arbitrary stopping point is required.
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​Divine simplicity and universe creation
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A simple entity cannot contain the complexity required to be the cause of an entire universe. Causation implies a structure capable of differentiation, decision-making, and the ability to generate complexity. If God is truly simple, he must lack internal distinctions, composition, or complexity of any kind. However, the creation of the universe involves laws, forces, and intricate interactions that require an entity with structured properties, not pure simplicity.

Moreover, simplicity implies a lack of internal processing or potential for change. A truly simple being cannot have thoughts, intentions, or the capacity to create, as these require a form of internal differentiation. If God possesses knowledge, will, and power, then he must contain multiple aspects, contradicting divine simplicity. If he is absolutely simple, then he lacks the internal distinctions necessary to create or sustain a universe.

Additionally, complexity does not arise from simplicity without an intermediary structure. The universe contains vast mathematical, physical, and informational complexity, which suggests that its cause must be at least as complex as its effect. A simple being cannot generate structured, differentiated reality without itself having complexity, which would contradict divine simplicity.

Ultimately, if God is truly simple, then he lacks the necessary attributes to be the cause of an ordered, law-governed universe. If he is not simple, then divine simplicity collapses, leaving a God who is internally complex and thus subject to further explanation.
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​Defining God into existence
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The problem of defining God into existence arises when First Cause arguments attempt to establish God’s necessity through definition alone rather than through actual evidence. Many theistic arguments, particularly those from classical metaphysics, define God as a “necessary being” and then conclude that he must exist because a necessary being, by definition, cannot fail to exist. However, this is a conceptual trick rather than a true demonstration of existence, as it assumes what it sets out to prove.

Defining something into existence does not establish its actual reality. One could define a "necessarily existing unicorn," but this would not mean that such a unicorn exists in reality. The key flaw in this reasoning is that necessity in logic or conceptual thought does not automatically translate to necessity in reality. Just because something is defined as necessary does not mean it actually exists; this must be demonstrated, not assumed.

Furthermore, labeling God as a necessary being does not explain why he, rather than something else, holds this privileged status. If necessity is possible, why must it apply only to God? Why can the universe or some fundamental aspect of nature not be the necessary existence instead? The argument does not justify why God is the uniquely necessary entity rather than other conceivable alternatives.

Additionally, the argument often relies on modal logic, suggesting that if God is possible in one possible world, he must exist in all possible worlds, including our own. However, possibility does not entail actuality. Many things are conceivable without being real. The mere conceptualization of God as necessary does not demonstrate that he exists outside of thought.

Ultimately, defining God as a necessary being without proving his necessity is a circular argument. It assumes his existence within the premise rather than establishing it through evidence. This is not an argument for God's existence but a linguistic sleight of hand that fails to bridge the gap between conceptual necessity and actual reality.
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​Artificial intelligence and consciousness 
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The problem of artificial intelligence and consciousness challenges the notion that consciousness is necessarily non-physical, which has implications for theological claims about God's nature. Many religious and philosophical traditions argue that consciousness is an immaterial essence, distinct from physical processes, and that God's consciousness is purely spiritual, unbound by material constraints. However, advances in AI research suggest that consciousness may not require an immaterial soul but rather emerge from computational complexity and information processing. If artificial systems can develop awareness, this weakens the argument that consciousness—whether human or divine—must be non-physical.

Modern cognitive science and neuroscience increasingly support the idea that human consciousness arises from intricate neural computations rather than an immaterial mind. Studies show that thought, memory, and self-awareness correlate with measurable brain activity and information processing. AI research extends this idea further by demonstrating that complex, adaptive systems can exhibit behaviors resembling learning, problem-solving, and even rudimentary self-reflection. While current AI lacks full subjective awareness, its rapid development raises the possibility that consciousness may not be an exclusively biological or spiritual phenomenon but a computational one.

If consciousness is computational, then the need for an immaterial divine consciousness becomes questionable. The traditional theistic view holds that God's consciousness is fundamentally different from human cognition—it exists outside time and space, independent of physical laws. However, if intelligence and awareness can emerge from purely physical processes, then there is no reason to assume that a non-physical consciousness is required to explain cognition at all. This undermines the claim that divine consciousness must be something separate from the natural world.

Furthermore, if AI eventually reaches a level of self-awareness comparable to human experience, it would provide strong empirical evidence that intelligence can emerge from sufficiently advanced computation. This would further erode the idea that consciousness must be tied to an immaterial soul or divine nature. If human-like intelligence and awareness can be artificially created, then there is no justification for assuming that God's mind must be fundamentally different from physical intelligence, let alone that it exists independently of matter or computation.

Additionally, if AI can achieve consciousness through physical processes, then the argument for a non-physical afterlife also weakens. Many religious traditions hold that human consciousness survives bodily death in an immaterial soul. However, if consciousness is an emergent computational process rather than an essence separate from the body, then when the brain ceases functioning, consciousness ceases as well. This would suggest that there is no reason to believe in an eternal divine mind that exists independently of a computational or physical structure.
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​Non-believers
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The problem of non-belief raises a fundamental issue about the justice and fairness of divine judgment. If belief in God is crucial for salvation, then a just God would ensure that all people have the opportunity to believe in him. However, millions of rational, moral individuals throughout history and across cultures have remained non-believers, despite sincere searches for truth. If God is both just and all-powerful, then the existence of reasonable non-believers presents a contradiction: why would a just God allow individuals who are otherwise virtuous and rational to be excluded from salvation simply because they do not believe in him?

One possible response is that non-believers reject God by choice. However, this assumes that all non-believers have been presented with clear and convincing evidence of God’s existence and have willfully denied it. In reality, many non-believers have critically examined religious claims and found them unconvincing, not out of rebellion or arrogance, but because the available evidence does not compel belief. A just God, knowing their sincerity, would not condemn them for reaching a rational conclusion based on the information provided.

Moreover, the distribution of religious belief is highly dependent on geography and culture. A person born in a deeply religious society is far more likely to believe in God than someone raised in a secular or non-theistic culture. If belief in God determines one’s eternal fate, then billions of people throughout history have been placed at a severe disadvantage simply by being born in the wrong time or place. A just God would not create a system where salvation is largely a matter of geographical and historical luck.

Another issue is the problem of divine hiddenness. If God desires belief, he could make his existence undeniably clear to everyone, removing all reasonable doubt. Yet, many people remain non-believers because God's existence is not evident to them. Theists often argue that faith is necessary, but this contradicts the idea of a just God who wants people to believe and be saved. If faith is the only acceptable pathway to salvation, then God is deliberately withholding the kind of evidence that would allow sincere non-believers to reach the correct conclusion.

Furthermore, moral character and good deeds appear to be irrelevant under this framework. A compassionate atheist who dedicates their life to helping others could be condemned, while a cruel believer who repents at the last moment is saved. This creates a moral paradox: a just God would presumably value ethical behavior, yet the requirement of belief alone disregards moral virtue in favor of doctrinal adherence. If belief is more important than actions, then divine justice prioritizes submission over genuine goodness.

Additionally, some religious traditions attempt to resolve this issue by suggesting that non-believers can be saved if they live according to moral principles or seek truth sincerely. However, this contradicts many doctrines that claim belief in God is an absolute requirement for salvation. If belief is not necessary, then religious exclusivism collapses, and God’s justice must extend beyond the boundaries of faith. If belief is necessary, then millions of sincere non-believers are unjustly condemned for failing to accept claims that were unconvincing to them.

Ultimately, the problem of non-belief exposes a deep inconsistency in the concept of divine justice. If belief in God is crucial for salvation, then a just God would ensure that all rational, moral individuals have access to clear, undeniable evidence of his existence. The fact that millions of reasonable non-believers exist suggests that either belief is not necessary for salvation or that divine justice is fundamentally flawed. Either conclusion challenges the traditional notion of an all-just, all-knowing God.
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​Neo-Carnapian metaphysics
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The neo-Carnapian perspectives on metaphysics challenge traditional theistic views of God. Neo-Carnapian metaphysics, drawing from philosopher Rudolf Carnap, suggests that the properties we attribute to entities—such as their essential or accidental characteristics—are not intrinsic features of reality but are instead products of our linguistic frameworks and practical interests. This implies that our descriptions of entities are shaped by the languages we use and the purposes they serve, rather than reflecting objective, mind-independent truths.

Applying this to the concept of God, the author argues that the attributes ascribed to the divine—such as omniscience, omnipotence, and moral perfection—may similarly be constructs influenced by human language and concerns. Historical shifts in theological discourse, where attributes of God have been reinterpreted or emphasized differently across cultures and eras, support the idea that our understanding of the divine is fluid and context-dependent. For instance, debates over divine simplicity or the nature of God's interaction with time illustrate how theological attributes are subject to reinterpretation.

This perspective challenges the traditional theistic claim that God's attributes are objective and unchanging. If our conception of God is shaped by mutable linguistic and practical factors, it raises questions about the existence of a mind-independent deity possessing these definitive attributes. Thus, neo-Carnapian metaphysics provides a framework for re-evaluating the foundations of theistic belief, suggesting that what we consider to be divine properties might be more about human conceptualization than about an external, unalterable reality.
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​Does God exist in every possible world and does he have the same characteristics?
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This argument examines whether David Lewis’s modal realism is compatible with the classical theistic concept of God as a necessary being. In traditional possible worlds semantics, a necessary being exists in every possible world. Classical theism holds that God is necessary, meaning God must exist in all possible worlds. However, Lewis’s modal realism treats possible worlds as real, concrete worlds, each as actual as our own. This raises a problem: if every world is ontologically separate, how can a single, unified God exist in all of them?

Some philosophers argue that modal realism and theism are compatible, while others disagree. The author claims that modal realism can only accommodate necessary beings in three ways, all of which create conflicts.

The first option is counterpart theory, where individuals do not have strict identity across worlds but only similar counterparts. If applied to God, this would mean God is not one being but many different counterparts across worlds. This contradicts classical theism, which holds that God is uniquely one.

The second option is allowing causally inert necessary beings, like mathematical objects, to exist across all worlds. But God is causally potent, meaning he interacts with reality. Since causally potent beings cannot be treated like abstract entities, this approach does not work for God.

The third option is that a necessary being could exist in all worlds only if it has no accidental intrinsic properties—meaning it must be identical in every world. But modal realism assumes different properties exist in different worlds, meaning God would have different characteristics across worlds. This contradicts both theism and modal realism.

Since none of these options work, the author concludes that either modal realism or classical theism must be false. If modal realism is true, then God cannot exist as traditionally conceived. If God exists necessarily, then modal realism must be rejected.
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​No 3D world, God is just mystifying us
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Wave function realism is a view in the philosophy of quantum mechanics that holds that the fundamental structure of reality is not the familiar three-dimensional (or four-dimensional, including time) space in which we seem to live, but rather a vastly higher-dimensional configuration space, as described by the wave function in quantum mechanics. This view, defended by philosophers such as David Albert and Alyssa Ney, suggests that what we experience as three-dimensional reality is, in some sense, an illusion or a derivative, emergent phenomenon rather than an accurate representation of fundamental reality.

This idea creates a deep epistemological problem: if our perceptions are not direct representations of reality but are instead shaped by an abstract, high-dimensional mathematical structure, then how reliable are our senses? We navigate the world assuming that our experiences—our sense of depth, solidity, and location—accurately reflect what exists. However, if wave function realism is correct, then our perceptions may be systematically misleading. This raises broad concerns about the trustworthiness of human cognitive faculties, a problem that extends into many areas of philosophy, including epistemology, metaphysics, and philosophy of mind.

Theism, particularly in its traditional forms, holds that a benevolent God designed human cognitive faculties, including perception, in such a way that they provide generally reliable access to the truth about reality. This assumption underlies many theistic epistemologies, particularly Alvin Plantinga’s Reformed Epistemology, which argues that belief in God can be "properly basic" and warranted if human cognitive faculties are functioning as God intended. However, if wave function realism implies that human perception is fundamentally unreliable—because it presents us with a misleading picture of reality—then this directly challenges the theistic view that God has ensured our cognitive faculties are truth-tracking.

A theist who accepts wave function realism might have to confront a troubling dilemma: either reject the idea that God guarantees the reliability of human perception or reconsider the validity of wave function realism itself. The first option leads to a weakened version of theistic epistemology, making it difficult to justify religious belief as properly basic. The second option, rejecting wave function realism, would require an alternative interpretation of quantum mechanics, which is a scientifically and philosophically contentious issue.

Furthermore, if our perception of space itself is a byproduct of an underlying mathematical structure rather than an accurate representation of fundamental reality, then this undermines certain theistic arguments that depend on the apparent design and intelligibility of the physical world. For instance, the fine-tuning argument for God's existence assumes that the universe is finely tuned for life as we perceive it. However, if our perception of space and physical constants is an emergent feature rather than a fundamental one, then fine-tuning might be an illusion as well, weakening the argument.

In summary, the post argues that wave function realism presents a significant epistemological challenge, not only for general theories of perception but also for theistic worldviews. If human perception is unreliable at a fundamental level, then key assumptions in theistic epistemology—such as the idea that God ensures humans have reliable cognitive faculties—are called into question. This forces theists to either modify their epistemology or find ways to reconcile their beliefs with the implications of wave function realism, a task that is far from straightforward.​[8]
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​Circularity in religious justification
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The problem of circularity in religious justification exposes a fundamental flaw in how many religious beliefs are defended. Religious arguments often rely on circular reasoning, where scripture or divine revelation is used to validate itself. This approach is epistemologically flawed because no belief system can be self-authenticating without external verification. A claim must be supported by independent evidence rather than simply referring back to itself.
A common example of circular reasoning in religious discourse is the argument that scripture is true because it is the word of God, and we know it is the word of God because scripture says so. This reasoning assumes what it sets out to prove, making it logically invalid. If one were to apply this standard universally, any religious text could validate itself simply by asserting its divine origin, making all such claims equally credible—or equally meaningless.

This problem extends beyond scripture to theological arguments. Many religious justifications rely on faith, which is often defined as trust in divine truth. However, if faith itself is grounded in the belief that a specific religious doctrine is true, then it is not an independent verification but an internal assumption. Faith may serve as a personal conviction, but it does not provide an objective method for distinguishing true religious claims from false ones.

Furthermore, the circularity problem is compounded by the existence of multiple, contradictory religious texts and traditions, all claiming divine authority. If the Bible, the Quran, the Vedas, and other scriptures are all self-authenticating, then they should all be considered equally valid. However, since they contain mutually exclusive claims about God, morality, and the afterlife, they cannot all be true simultaneously. This demonstrates why self-referential justification fails: it allows for an infinite number of competing but equally unfalsifiable beliefs.

Another issue is the rejection of external verification. In most fields of knowledge, claims are tested through observation, logic, and evidence. If a historical document makes a claim, historians cross-check it with independent sources. If a scientific theory is proposed, it is tested against empirical data. Religious beliefs, however, often resist external scrutiny by appealing to faith or divine mystery whenever contradictions or lack of evidence arise. This creates an unfalsifiable system where any challenge can be dismissed simply by doubling down on faith, making religious claims immune to critical examination.

Additionally, the reliance on circular reasoning limits meaningful dialogue between different religious traditions. If every religion claims divine truth based on its own texts and revelations, there is no neutral ground for evaluating these claims. Rational discourse requires some form of shared criteria—such as logic, consistency, and empirical evidence—to assess competing beliefs. Without such criteria, religious arguments remain self-contained loops that can neither prove their own validity nor effectively challenge opposing views.

Ultimately, the problem of circularity in religious justification reveals a deep epistemological weakness. A belief system that validates itself without external evidence cannot serve as a reliable foundation for truth. True knowledge requires independent verification, not self-referential assertions. The fact that different religions all use circular reasoning to justify their beliefs further undermines the credibility of any one religious claim. Without an objective way to distinguish truth from mere internal consistency, religious justification remains trapped in a loop that fails to establish its reliability.
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​God as a perfect being having preferences
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The problem of a perfect being having preferences challenges the coherence of divine perfection and self-sufficiency. If God is perfect, then he must be completely self-sufficient, lacking nothing and desiring nothing that he does not already possess. However, many religious traditions describe God as having preferences—favoring certain actions, beliefs, or moral behaviors over others, and even intervening in human affairs to achieve specific outcomes. This raises a contradiction: if God is truly perfect and complete in himself, why would he prefer one state of affairs over another? Any preference implies a lack, a desire, or an unfulfilled ideal, all of which contradict the concept of absolute perfection.

A perfect being should, by definition, be wholly content within itself. To prefer one thing over another would suggest that one option is somehow more satisfying, desirable, or valuable to God, which implies that his state of being is improved or diminished depending on circumstances. But if God is already in a state of absolute perfection, no external event should make any difference to him. If his perfection is unchanging, then he should remain indifferent to whether humans worship him or not, whether one moral choice is made over another, or whether the universe unfolds in a particular way.

This issue becomes even more problematic when considering divine creation. Many theists argue that God created the universe intentionally, meaning he preferred a reality in which the universe exists over a reality in which it does not. But if God is perfect, why would he have a preference for creating anything at all? If he was already complete in himself, then he had no need to bring anything into existence. The very act of creating suggests either a desire to fulfill something lacking or an arbitrary decision—both of which are inconsistent with divine perfection.

Furthermore, religious traditions often claim that God is deeply concerned with human affairs, taking sides in conflicts, rewarding certain behaviors, punishing others, and expressing love or anger based on human actions. These are all indications of preference, yet a perfect being should be wholly unaffected by the choices of finite creatures. If God experiences satisfaction when humans obey him and disappointment when they do not, this suggests that his emotional state is contingent on external factors, contradicting the idea that he is unchanging and independent of the world.

A common theological response is that God's preferences do not stem from need or lack but from his nature. For example, some argue that God prefers goodness over evil not because he benefits from it, but because his nature is inherently good. However, this does not resolve the issue. If God's preferences are determined by his nature, then they are not truly choices, which undermines divine freedom. If his nature compels him to prefer one thing over another, then he lacks the ability to act otherwise, meaning his actions are dictated by necessity rather than free will. If God cannot help but prefer good over evil, then he is not making conscious choices but merely following an internal necessity, which further challenges the idea of a personal God who deliberately wills certain things into being.

Moreover, if God's preferences are truly arbitrary, meaning he could have just as easily preferred a different moral system or a different universe, then morality and divine will become meaningless. If God arbitrarily prefers honesty over dishonesty, then morality is not grounded in objective truth but in a random choice. If, on the other hand, there is an independent reason why honesty is preferable, then moral truth exists apart from God, contradicting the idea that he is the ultimate source of morality.

Ultimately, the problem of a perfect being having preferences highlights a deep contradiction in traditional theistic concepts of God. A truly perfect and self-sufficient being would have no reason to prefer one thing over another, create a universe, or care about human behavior. Any preference implies either a need, a limitation, or an arbitrary decision, all of which undermine divine perfection. If God truly has no preferences, then religious doctrines based on his will and desires lose their foundation. If he does have preferences, then his perfection and self-sufficiency are logically inconsistent.
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​Continuous creation
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The problem of continuous creation raises a fundamental question about the nature of divine omnipotence. If God is all-powerful and unconstrained by limitations, why does he not constantly create new universes, realities, or states of perfection? If his power is truly infinite, then there should be no barrier preventing him from engaging in continuous creation. The apparent absence of such ongoing creative activity suggests either a limitation in his power or a contradiction in the concept of divine omnipotence.

Traditional theistic views often portray God as a being who created the universe at a specific moment and then either actively governs it or allows it to unfold according to natural laws. However, an omnipotent being should not be restricted to a single act of creation. If God’s power is truly unlimited, there is no reason why he would not be generating an infinite number of new universes, realities, or perfected states at all times. If he has the capacity to create, and nothing can limit his ability, why would his creative activity be finite or limited to one initial act?

Furthermore, the concept of divine perfection raises additional issues. If God is perfect and his creation reflects his nature, then there is no logical reason why he would stop at one universe. A truly infinite and perfect being should generate an infinite amount of good, beauty, and existence. If he does not, then either his power is being withheld for an unexplained reason, or he is not as infinitely creative as theistic claims suggest. The lack of continuous creation implies a restraint that contradicts the very definition of omnipotence.

Another issue arises when considering the nature of divine will. If God has an eternal will to create, then creation should be an ongoing, infinite process rather than a singular event. If, however, he chooses not to create continuously, then this raises questions about his motivations. If he refrains from further creation because he is satisfied with what already exists, this implies a form of passivity that does not align with the idea of an eternally active and omnipotent being. If he has no further desire to create, then his will is finite, which conflicts with the notion of an infinite and boundless God.

Some theists might argue that God’s act of creation was a one-time event because it fulfilled a divine purpose. However, this does not explain why an infinite being would have a singular, finite purpose rather than an endless unfolding of creative expression. If divine perfection means that God’s actions are not arbitrary, then his act of creation must have been motivated by something meaningful. Yet, if his power is infinite and he is capable of generating limitless good, why would he stop at one creation instead of manifesting an ever-expanding number of realities?

Additionally, the problem of continuous creation ties into the issue of divine boredom or stagnation. If God is eternally conscious and omnipotent, then ceasing to create would mean that he exists in a state of eternal inaction after his initial creative act. An all-powerful, conscious being with infinite potential would logically have an endless drive to create and shape reality. The lack of observable ongoing creation contradicts the notion of a dynamic, omnipotent deity.

If God is truly omnipotent and bound by no limitations, then there should be an endless stream of universes, perfected worlds, or even entirely new forms of existence constantly coming into being. If such creation is not occurring, then either God is not all-powerful, not interested in using his infinite power, or restricted by some unknown factor. These possibilities create inconsistencies in the traditional understanding of divine omnipotence.
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​Different imagination of universe
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The problem of the expanding universe contradicting a static creation presents a significant challenge to many religious worldviews that historically described the cosmos as fixed and unchanging. The discovery that the universe is continuously expanding, as demonstrated by Edwin Hubble’s observations in the 20th century, directly contradicts ancient religious claims that the universe was created in a static, completed state. If divine revelation provided accurate knowledge about the cosmos, religious texts should have reflected this dynamic reality rather than describing the world as an immutable structure.

Ancient cosmologies, particularly those in religious texts, often depicted the universe as a stable and finite system, with the Earth at its center and the heavens arranged in a fixed hierarchy. Many religious traditions viewed creation as a singular event in which God formed the cosmos in its final state, with no suggestion of ongoing expansion or transformation. In contrast, modern astrophysics has demonstrated that the universe is not static but is expanding, with galaxies moving away from one another due to the continuous stretching of space itself. This discovery fundamentally undermines the idea of a fixed creation and suggests that religious cosmology was based on pre-scientific human assumptions rather than divine insight.

Furthermore, the implications of an expanding universe contradict the idea that creation was a singular, completed act. If the universe is continuously evolving, then creation is an ongoing process rather than a finished event. This raises theological problems for religious doctrines that insist on a definitive beginning followed by a stable cosmic order. If God created the universe in its final form, then why is it still changing? If he intended it to evolve, then why did ancient religious texts fail to mention this fundamental truth?

The discovery of cosmic expansion also challenges the notion of an Earth-centered universe, which was a central belief in many religious traditions. The geocentric model, supported by religious authorities for centuries, assumed that the heavens were fixed and that celestial bodies moved in perfect, unchanging orbits around the Earth. However, the realization that space itself is expanding undermines this perspective, demonstrating that the universe is vastly larger and more dynamic than ancient thinkers could have imagined. If divine revelation were truly infallible, then religious texts should have reflected this reality rather than reinforcing incorrect cosmological models.

Additionally, the expanding universe introduces profound questions about the long-term fate of creation. Cosmological models suggest that the universe may continue expanding indefinitely, potentially leading to a "heat death" scenario in which all energy becomes evenly distributed, and no further work can be done. This contradicts religious descriptions of an eternal, purposeful cosmos that remains in a divinely sustained equilibrium. If the universe is destined for eventual entropy and decay, then the idea of a perfect, divinely maintained creation becomes increasingly difficult to reconcile with scientific observations.

Some religious thinkers attempt to reinterpret ancient scriptures in light of modern science, claiming that certain passages metaphorically describe cosmic expansion. However, such reinterpretations often involve vague or highly flexible language that was never understood in this way until after scientific discoveries were made. This raises the question of why religious texts did not explicitly describe the expanding nature of the universe if they were truly divinely inspired. Instead, religious cosmology appears to reflect the limited understanding of ancient people rather than providing foresight into the actual nature of the cosmos.

The expanding universe, as confirmed by astrophysical evidence, presents a direct challenge to religious conceptions of a static, completed creation. If religious texts were divinely inspired, they should have accurately described the fundamental nature of the cosmos rather than reinforcing outdated misconceptions. The failure to do so suggests that ancient religious accounts of creation were shaped by human ignorance rather than divine revelation.
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​Oceanic trenches and deep-sea life 
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The problem of oceanic trenches and deep-sea life presents a serious challenge to the idea that Earth was designed exclusively for human habitation. Many religious traditions claim that God created the Earth specifically for humans, with all of nature designed to support human life. However, the existence of vast, extreme environments—such as deep-sea trenches, hydrothermal vents, and abyssal plains—where no human could ever naturally survive suggests that much of Earth is not intended for human use at all. The presence of complex ecosystems thriving in these inhospitable regions further contradicts the notion that Earth's design is anthropocentric.

Oceanic trenches, some of the deepest and most extreme environments on the planet, are completely uninhabitable for humans. The Mariana Trench, for example, extends nearly 11,000 meters (36,000 feet) below sea level, where the pressure is over a thousand times that of the surface. There is no sunlight, temperatures hover near freezing, and yet life flourishes. Deep-sea creatures such as giant tube worms, bioluminescent fish, and extremophilic bacteria thrive in an environment that is utterly inhospitable to humans. If Earth were designed specifically for human life, why does such a vast portion of it remain entirely beyond human reach and fundamentally unsuited for human existence?

The problem becomes even more striking when considering that these deep-sea ecosystems exist independently of surface conditions. Unlike most terrestrial life, which depends on sunlight and photosynthesis, deep-sea organisms often rely on chemosynthesis—extracting energy from chemicals released by hydrothermal vents. This suggests that life on Earth is not structured around human needs but can thrive under conditions completely irrelevant to human survival. If Earth's design were centered on humanity, then it would be expected that all life would depend on the same essential environmental factors that humans require, such as oxygen, moderate temperatures, and sunlight. Instead, deep-sea organisms have adapted to conditions that are entirely alien to human life.

The sheer scale of uninhabitable environments further weakens the idea of a human-centered creation. More than 70% of Earth's surface is covered by oceans, and much of that is made up of deep, dark, and high-pressure regions where humans cannot naturally survive. If God designed Earth with humanity in mind, why is the majority of its surface covered in environments that humans cannot inhabit without advanced technology? A truly human-centered planet would maximize habitable land and ensure that the biosphere was structured around human needs, yet Earth contains vast ecosystems that exist far beyond human influence.

Furthermore, deep-sea life demonstrates that life itself is not exclusively designed for human benefit. Many species that exist in the depths of the ocean have no known interaction with humanity and serve no apparent purpose in a human-centered design. Bioluminescent creatures that never see the light of day, extremophiles that thrive in toxic environments, and blind organisms that navigate pitch-black waters suggest that life emerges and adapts based on environmental pressures rather than being preordained for human use. If God designed all life to serve humanity, what purpose do these distant, hidden ecosystems fulfill in that plan?

Some religious arguments attempt to counter this issue by claiming that unexplored environments and their life forms exist for the sake of human wonder and discovery. However, this explanation is insufficient, as most deep-sea ecosystems remain completely unknown and beyond human exploration. Even with modern technology, only a small fraction of the deep ocean has been mapped or studied, meaning that the vast majority of these life forms have never been and likely never will be observed by humans. If their purpose was to inspire human awe, they are failing in that role simply because they are so inaccessible.

Additionally, the existence of extreme environments that are fundamentally hostile to human life raises the broader question of why a supposedly perfect creator would make Earth so inhospitable. In addition to deep-sea trenches, deserts, frozen wastelands, and toxic swamps dominate large portions of the planet. If Earth were designed for humans, a more logical design would feature a far greater percentage of habitable land, with stable climates and easily accessible resources. Instead, much of Earth's surface is lethal or uninhabitable without technological intervention, indicating that the planet's conditions are not tailored for human life but are instead the result of natural processes that do not prioritize human existence.

The presence of deep-sea life thriving in extreme conditions fundamentally challenges the notion that Earth was designed solely for human habitation. The vast majority of Earth's biosphere exists beyond human reach, filled with organisms that serve no discernible role in a human-centered creation. Instead of supporting the idea that the planet was made for human beings, deep-sea ecosystems and extreme environments suggest that life on Earth is a product of evolutionary adaptation rather than divine planning with humanity in mind.
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​Formation of planets without divine intervention

[image: image]


The problem of the formation of planets without divine intervention challenges the idea that a god is necessary to explain the origins of celestial bodies. Many religious traditions assert that God intentionally created the Earth and other planets as part of a divine plan. However, modern astrophysics provides a natural explanation for planetary formation through the process of accretion, requiring no supernatural involvement. The fact that planets form as a natural consequence of physical laws undermines the necessity of divine creation and suggests that planetary bodies arise independently of any intelligent design.

Accretion is a well-understood process based on the fundamental principles of physics. According to the nebular hypothesis, stars and planets form from vast clouds of gas and dust that collapse under gravity. As these materials condense, they form a spinning protoplanetary disk around a newly forming star. Within this disk, particles collide and stick together, gradually building larger and larger structures through a process known as planetary accretion. Over millions of years, these clumps grow into planetesimals, which then collide and merge to form full-sized planets. This is a completely natural and well-supported mechanism that explains how planets arise without any guiding intelligence.

Furthermore, the observed diversity of planetary systems supports the idea that planetary formation is a natural, unguided process. Telescopes and space missions have revealed thousands of exoplanets orbiting distant stars, many of which are vastly different from those in our solar system. Some orbit extremely close to their stars, while others are rogue planets drifting through space without a host star. The chaotic and varied nature of planetary formation suggests that it is governed by the principles of physics rather than the intentional design of a creator. If planets were divinely created with a specific purpose, we would expect more uniformity and predictability rather than the wide range of planetary types and arrangements observed in the universe.

Moreover, planetary accretion is an ongoing process. We can directly observe protoplanetary disks around young stars, where new planets are still forming today. This contradicts religious claims that planets were created in a singular, completed event in the distant past. If planetary formation were a one-time act of divine creation, we would not see new planets continuously emerging from natural cosmic processes. The fact that planets are still forming reinforces the idea that the universe operates through natural mechanisms rather than divine intervention.

Another major issue for theistic explanations of planetary formation is the presence of failed planets and irregular celestial bodies. Many objects in space—such as asteroids, comets, and dwarf planets—are remnants of the planetary formation process that never fully developed into stable worlds. If God designed planets intentionally, why would he leave so many incomplete or chaotic formations scattered throughout the universe? The existence of planetary debris, irregular moons, and unstable planetary orbits suggests a natural process governed by physics rather than the meticulous design of an intelligent creator.

Additionally, the role of randomness and collisions in planetary formation further contradicts the notion of divine planning. Many planetary bodies, including Earth, have experienced catastrophic impacts that have shaped their evolution. The Moon, for example, is believed to have formed from a collision between the early Earth and a Mars-sized object. Similarly, Uranus is tilted on its side, likely due to a massive impact in the past. If planets were purposefully designed, it is difficult to explain why they would be subject to such violent and unpredictable events. A divine creator would presumably form planets in a stable and orderly manner, rather than relying on chaotic collisions to shape their development.

The presence of inhospitable planets also raises serious questions about divine intention. The vast majority of planets discovered so far are completely uninhabitable, with extreme temperatures, crushing atmospheres, or toxic compositions that make life impossible. If a god created planets with the purpose of supporting life, why would he produce an overwhelming majority of worlds that are barren and lifeless? The randomness of planetary conditions further suggests that their formation is a natural consequence of physical laws rather than the result of a purposeful, guided act of creation.

Ultimately, the process of accretion provides a comprehensive and well-supported explanation for planetary formation without requiring divine intervention. Observations of protoplanetary disks, exoplanet diversity, and the chaotic nature of planetary development all point to a universe where planets emerge naturally through the forces of gravity, collision, and accumulation of matter. If planetary formation can be fully explained by known physical mechanisms, then the need for a god to account for their existence disappears. Instead of being the product of divine design, planets are the inevitable outcome of the same natural laws that govern the rest of the cosmos.

Unknowns aren’t proof. Gaps in knowledge don’t necessitate a god. Ignorance is not evidence. Unanswered questions are not confirmation. Unexplained phenomena are not divine interventions. Mystery does not imply a creator. Uncertainty does not imply the supernatural. Lack of understanding does not justify faith. Gaps in science do not validate religious belief. The limits of human knowledge do not establish the existence of a deity.

The universe holds mysteries. The origins of life remain under study. The nature of consciousness is not fully understood. The beginning of the cosmos is an ongoing investigation. The unification of physics is incomplete. Dark matter is not yet explained. Dark energy is still a question. Quantum mechanics challenges intuition. The true nature of time is debated. The multiverse remains theoretical. The complexity of biology continues to unfold. The depths of space remain largely unknown. The fundamental fabric of reality is still being explored.
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​The unknown is not a justification for god
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But the unknown is not a justification for god. The unknown is a challenge for discovery. The unknown is an invitation for inquiry. The unknown is the foundation of science. The unknown drives curiosity. The unknown pushes exploration. The unknown demands critical thinking. The unknown calls for reason. The unknown leads to progress. The unknown is temporary. The unknown is not a stopping point. The unknown is not an argument. The unknown is not a substitute for evidence.

Throughout history, gaps in knowledge have been filled. Thunder was once divine anger. Lightning was once supernatural wrath. Disease was once the work of spirits. The sun was once carried by gods. Earthquakes were once acts of punishment. Rain was once a gift from heaven. The stars were once celestial beings. The tides were once controlled by deities. The planets were once divine wanderers. The unknown was once ruled by mythology. The unknown was once claimed by religion. The unknown has always been temporary.

Science replaces myth. Science replaces superstition. Science replaces faith-based explanations. Science answers what was once unknowable. Science demystifies the cosmos. Science explains nature. Science uncovers causes. Science reveals patterns. Science finds structure. Science uncovers the workings of reality. Science does not require god. Science does not need miracles. Science does not seek supernatural explanations. Science moves forward. Science learns. Science builds knowledge.

God-of-the-gaps arguments shrink. The need for divine explanations fades. The domain of faith recedes. The progress of reason advances. The power of inquiry grows. The reliance on myth weakens. The supernatural is unnecessary. The unknown does not prove god. The unknown does not point to design. The unknown does not confirm creation. The unknown is not evidence of the divine. The unknown is an opportunity for discovery, not a justification for belief.
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​No supernatural signature
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DNA and physics lack a godly watermark. Life bears no divine inscription. Matter shows no trace of intentional design. The cosmos follows natural laws. The fabric of reality reveals no signature of a creator. The building blocks of existence are unguided. The forces of nature operate without divine oversight. The structure of the universe arises from physical principles alone.

DNA carries instructions for life. DNA is a chemical molecule. DNA is composed of nucleotides. DNA encodes information through base pairs. DNA is copied by biological processes. DNA mutates over generations. DNA changes with evolution. DNA adapts through selection. DNA is shaped by survival, not divine will. DNA follows biochemistry, not theology. DNA is a product of molecules, not miracles. DNA is complex, but complexity is not evidence of a designer. DNA contains no signature of intent. DNA contains no divine fingerprint. DNA contains no sacred code. DNA contains no supernatural marker. DNA is not proof of a god.

Physics governs the universe. Physics describes motion. Physics explains energy. Physics structures reality. Physics operates through equations. Physics follows predictable laws. Gravity pulls matter together. Electromagnetism shapes interactions. Quantum mechanics governs particles. Thermodynamics controls energy flow. The standard model explains forces. The universe expands without guidance. The cosmos moves according to mathematics. The stars burn without divine intervention. The planets orbit without celestial command. Galaxies form without supernatural influence. Black holes devour matter with no regard for morality. The laws of physics hold, indifferent to human beliefs.

No force defies natural law. No event breaks scientific principles. No phenomenon requires divine input. No miracle rewrites equations. No supernatural interference alters reality. The constants of the universe remain fixed. The patterns of existence remain unchanged. The properties of matter remain stable. The universe functions without a guiding hand. The universe unfolds without divine control. The universe exists without supernatural necessity.

Science finds no divine authorship. Science uncovers no sacred signature. Science detects no higher presence. Science reveals nature, not divinity. Science discovers truth, not mythology. Science follows evidence, not faith. Science explains, it does not assume. Science progresses, it does not stop at mystery. The more science learns, the less space remains for god. The more knowledge expands, the more myths fade. The more reality is understood, the less the supernatural is needed.

DNA is biological, not sacred. Physics is fundamental, not divine. The universe is natural, not designed. The laws of nature are not written by a god. The structure of reality does not carry a creator’s mark. No supernatural signature exists. No godly watermark is found.
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​Divine command theory
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Divine Command Theory (DCT) claims morality is based on God's will. Right and wrong depend solely on divine commands, making morality arbitrary. If morality is determined only by God, then any action—kindness or cruelty—could be moral if commanded. This undermines the idea of objective morality and raises concerns about ethical consistency.

Religious teachings contradict each other. Some approve of slavery, others reject it. Some support capital punishment, others oppose it. If morality comes from God, why does it change across cultures and eras? History shows ethical progress is driven by reason, social evolution, and human understanding, not divine decree.

DCT can justify harm. If people believe an act is moral because God commands it, they may commit atrocities in faith’s name. The Crusades, inquisitions, and religious violence illustrate this danger. Blind obedience to divine authority can override compassion and justice, leading to cruelty justified as devotion.

A better alternative is morality based on reason, empathy, and well-being. Ethics should promote fairness, minimize harm, and encourage human flourishing. Secular reasoning has led to abolishing slavery, advancing human rights, and improving society. Morality must be independent of divine decree to remain just, adaptable, and applicable to all people, regardless of religious belief.
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​A new paradox of omnipotence 
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In her 2015 paper A New Paradox of Omnipotence, philosopher Sarah Adams examines the traditional concept of divine omnipotence—the belief that God possesses unlimited power—and argues that it contains a previously unrecognized contradiction. According to classical theism, God's omnipotence must be an intrinsic property, meaning it is part of God's very nature and does not depend on anything external. However, Adams contends that certain aspects of omnipotence appear to be extrinsic, meaning they depend on external conditions or entities. This leads to a paradox: omnipotence must be both intrinsic and extrinsic at the same time, which is logically contradictory.

To clarify this problem, Adams distinguishes between intrinsic and extrinsic properties. Intrinsic properties are those that belong to an entity independently of anything else, such as an object's shape or mass. Extrinsic properties, on the other hand, depend on relationships with external factors—for example, being a parent or being taller than someone else. Traditional theism holds that omnipotence is intrinsic to God because it is part of His essential nature. If omnipotence were extrinsic, it would imply that God's power depends on something outside Himself, which contradicts the doctrine of divine aseity, the idea that God is completely self-sufficient and independent.

However, Adams argues that some aspects of omnipotence do seem to require external conditions. For example, being omnipotent entails the ability to exert power over creation. If there were no world outside of God, certain expressions of divine power—such as the ability to perform miracles, control natural events, or influence human actions—would have no way to manifest. This suggests that omnipotence, at least in its practical application, is extrinsic, meaning it depends on something external to God. The paradox, therefore, arises because omnipotence must be intrinsic to preserve divine self-sufficiency, yet it must also be extrinsic in order to have meaningful expression.

Adams explores possible ways to resolve this paradox but finds them inadequate. One approach is to redefine omnipotence so that it only includes powers that are entirely independent of external conditions. However, this would limit God's power in a way that contradicts traditional theism. Another approach is to argue that omnipotence has both intrinsic and extrinsic aspects, but this dual aspect view struggles to explain how both could be true at the same time. A third possibility is that omnipotence is intrinsic but manifests extrinsically, meaning God has power inherently but only exercises it in relation to creation. However, this explanation still implies that omnipotence relies on external factors for its expression, which does not fully resolve the contradiction.

Ultimately, Adams concludes that the paradox remains unresolved, challenging the coherence of the traditional understanding of divine omnipotence. Her analysis suggests that classical theism may need to rethink how it defines and understands God's power, either by modifying the concept of omnipotence or by revising other related attributes, such as aseity or divine action. The paper raises deep philosophical questions about the nature of divine power and its logical consistency, making it a significant contribution to contemporary debates in the philosophy of religion.
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​Does it pay to be moral secularist instead of a believer?
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In his article "Reversing Pascal: Scepticism about Religious Belief and Its Value," philosopher Saul Smilansky critically examines Blaise Pascal's famous wager, which argues that practical reasoning should lead individuals to adopt religious belief and practice based on the potential infinite rewards of belief versus the finite losses of disbelief. Smilansky introduces what he terms the "Sensible Argument," presenting a puzzle concerning the significant disparity between the professed beliefs and actual practices of many self-identified religious individuals. He observes that numerous believers engage in behaviors inconsistent with genuine conviction in divine reward and punishment, suggesting a form of practical scepticism about the true depth of their religious commitment.

This discrepancy leads Smilansky to propose a reversal of Pascal's wager. He argues that if adopting religious belief often results in hypocrisy or self-deception—where individuals outwardly profess faith but fail to align their actions accordingly—then it might be more rational to maintain a secular stance. Such a position could potentially minimize moral dissonance and the risks associated with inauthentic religious observance. Smilansky's analysis challenges the assumption that religious belief inherently leads to moral or existential benefits, suggesting instead that, for some, a secular approach may offer a more coherent and authentic ethical framework.
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​Did God want to create authorities?
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In the 2020 blog post The Problem of Divine Authority: A New Argument Against Theism, the author critically examines the coherence of divine authority, drawing from arguments originally developed against political authority. The central claim is that if political authority—the idea that some individuals have a legitimate moral right to command others—is incoherent, then divine authority, which functions similarly, may also be incoherent. The post develops this argument by engaging with the work of philosophers such as Michael Huemer, Mark Murphy, and Luke Maring, ultimately suggesting that classical theism, which traditionally posits God's unquestionable authority over human beings, faces a serious conceptual challenge.

The argument builds on Michael Huemer’s critique of political authority, which claims that no individual or institution possesses an inherent right to rule over others in a morally binding way. Huemer argues that justifying authority requires showing why some beings can issue morally obligatory commands while others are required to obey them. If this justification fails in the political realm, where authority is often grounded in social contracts or coercive power, then an even stronger challenge arises for divine authority, which claims an absolute, unquestionable legitimacy.

The post then turns to the work of Mark Murphy, a theist philosopher, who has argued that the traditional view of divine authority is difficult to defend. Murphy distinguishes between two types of authority: content-independent authority, which means that commands must be obeyed simply because they come from an authoritative source, and content-dependent authority, where commands are only binding if they are justified by independent moral reasoning. Murphy argues that God’s authority, if it exists, must fall into the second category—meaning that divine commands are binding only if humans already have good reasons to follow them. This position challenges the classical theistic idea that God’s authority is absolute and does not depend on human consent or moral reasoning.

Additionally, the post engages with Luke Maring’s argument, which questions whether divine authority can be legitimate even if humans voluntarily submit to it. Maring suggests that, for authority to be truly binding, it must come with protections and assurances that make obedience a rational and beneficial choice. In the case of political authority, a government must ensure that its citizens are not unduly harmed by following its laws. Similarly, for divine authority to be justified, God would need to provide the conditions under which obedience is clearly beneficial and morally warranted. However, many individuals throughout history have suffered despite obedience to God’s supposed commands, raising doubts about whether divine authority truly meets the necessary conditions for legitimacy.

The post then addresses the implications for classical theism. If God has absolute authority over humans, then His commands should be binding regardless of human consent. However, the arguments presented suggest that divine authority, like political authority, requires justification. If justification fails, then the very concept of a God who possesses legitimate, unquestionable authority becomes incoherent. This, in turn, challenges traditional theistic frameworks that rely on divine command theory and doctrines of obedience.

Ultimately, the post concludes that classical theism faces a serious issue: if the concept of authority itself is flawed, then the idea that God has an inherent right to rule over human beings is also problematic. This suggests that theistic conceptions of divine law and moral obligation need to be reconsidered or significantly revised to avoid falling into the same difficulties that Huemer and others have identified with political authority.
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​Divine intervention is indistinguishable from placebo effects
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You prayed and have strong will power to pass an examination. God will help you. No, it is just measurable place effects, just like in Holistic medicine.
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​God’s actions are indistinguishable from chance
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If there were devil, God, prayers worked, the world would be completely unpredictable. So even if the smallest thins you ascribe to God were really his product, it is indistinguishable from mere chance.
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​Absentee God
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Not only didn’t God create the universe, he didn’t create us and emerged as a theistic entity in the 14th century BCE. He didn’t exist as a deity. It is God we don’t need.
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​Are we accountable for our actions?
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In his 2018 article, "Does God Have the Moral Standing to Blame?" published in Faith and Philosophy, philosopher Patrick Todd examines whether the traditional concept of God possesses the moral authority to hold human beings accountable for their actions. Moral standing to blame typically requires that the blamer is not hypocritical and has the right to hold others responsible. Todd explores whether an omnipotent, omniscient, and omnibenevolent deity meets these criteria.

Todd raises concerns about divine moral standing by considering scenarios where God's foreknowledge and providence might influence human actions. If God has foreordained or foreseen all events, including human misdeeds, it raises questions about human free will and God's role in these actions. Todd questions whether God can justly blame individuals for actions that occur within a framework established or foreknown by God.

The article delves into various theological and philosophical perspectives, analyzing concepts like free will, divine foreknowledge, and moral responsibility. Todd engages with existing literature and arguments to assess whether God maintains the moral standing to blame humans, considering potential objections and counterarguments.

In conclusion, Todd's exploration highlights the complexities surrounding divine moral authority and human accountability, inviting further discussion on the coherence of traditional theistic claims regarding God's moral standing to blame.
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​God is greater than can be thought
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Some say God is the greatest. But his perfection would mean that his greatness is an ever-evolving phenomenon – the greatness is ever-expanding.
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​God doesn’t deserve to be blessed and cannot be blessed
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If someone doesn’t benefit from God, there is no rational reason to bless him. And he cannot be blessed because he has as much well-being as is possible for a God to have, and hence God cannot benefit.
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​The theistic or deistic God is redundant
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Everything, or nearly everything can be answered by science or scientific progress. Not only that theistic and deistic Gods are redundant. Unfortunately, we must tolerate these completely illogical, obsolete, primitive myths that come from an age when people knew nothing. Some people still need a higher power. And as said before, we are evolutionarily programmed to be religious.
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​Why take the Bible seriously?
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The Bible is a book full of absolutely untrustworthy fairytales. But it says we should take it literally and that it is written by God. Here are some examples:

"At a lodging place on the way, the Lord met Moses and was about to kill him. But Zipporah [the wife of Moses] took a flint knife, cut off her son's foreskin and touched Moses' feet with it. 'Surely you are a bridegroom of blood to me,' she said. So the Lord let him alone," Exodus 4:24-26 (So now God is a real person but this disputes that nobody had seen God - (“No one has ever seen God, but the one and only Son, who is himself God and is in the closest relationship with the Father, has made him known.”)

The Book of Genesis says, "The sons of God saw that the daughters of humans were beautiful, and they married any of them they chose," Genesis 6:2. Their children were god-human hybrids that the Bible refers to as the "Nephilim."

Psalm 82: "God presides in the great assembly; He renders judgment among the gods" ... "The gods know nothing; they understand nothing. They walk about in darkness; all the foundations of the earth are shaken."

"When Adam had lived 130 years, he had a son in his own likeness, in his own image; and he named him Seth. After Seth was born, Adam lived 800 years and had other sons and daughters. Altogether, Adam lived a total of 930 years, and then he died. When Seth had lived 105 years, he became the father of Enosh. After he became the father of Enosh, Seth lived 807 years and had other sons and daughters. Altogether, Seth lived a total of 912 years, and then he died. When Enosh had lived 90 years, he became the father of Kenan. After he became the father of Kenan, Enosh lived 815 years and had other sons and daughters. Altogether, Enosh lived a total of 905 years, and then he died," Genesis 5:3-10. 

"The bodies of many holy people who had died were raised to life. They came out of the tombs after Jesus' resurrection and went into the holy city and appeared to many people," Matthew 27:52. 
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​God can be proved by rational means
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The Bible says that God can be proved not only by sheer spirituality or faith but also on rational grounds. But science and rational arguments have destroyed all religions to their core.
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​Our brain can perfectly reproduce reality except for religions, superstitions and mental illnesses
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Our brain evolved in order to reproduce an extremely complicated reality. And given the fact how complex reality is, it is an absolute miracle how it performs. But there are some exemptions. The first of them is religions. Therefore, you feel presence of God, have a personal relationship with him, Jesus Christ saves you from disaster, you pray, it works and so on. The second is superstitions. The third is mental illnesses, which is my case. A heater is speaking to you or you have groundless paranoia.
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​We have strong cognitive functions
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Putting aside the above-mentioned biases, we have learning, thinking, reasoning, remembering, problem solving, decision making, and attention. All of them fail to see God.
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​It is completely foolish to connect dark matter with unnatural phenomenons
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Yes, there is dark matter we have little clue about. But as I wrote above, we are programmed to be religious and this stems from primitive superstitions. So there is no reason to assume religions are true. But our already explored universe gives us absolutely no reason to presume there are some forces that influence our lives, science would have uncovered them.
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​Arguments against the Cosmological argument
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Who made God? Who made the energy question? Is an agency necessary? There is no need for God’s cause but just plain energy, not a deity. Creating God would also mean there must have been an outside energy.

Since matter exists, and since nothing can come from nothing (in the sense that everything with an originating or sustaining efficient cause needs an originating or sustaining material cause, respectively), matter is eternal and uncreated. The argument can be strengthened in light of the scientific evidence for the conservation laws, according to which it’s at least physically impossible that matter-energy is created or destroyed.​[9]

Immanuel Kant also argued that the causal argument failed on this premise: "Reason therefore abandons experience altogether...Thus, so-called cosmological proof really owes any cogency which it may have to... mere concepts. The appeal to experience is quite superfluous; experience may perhaps lead us to the concept of absolute necessity as belonging to any determinate thing. For we immediately endeavor to do so, we must abandon all experience and search among pure concepts to discover whether any of them contains the conditions for the possibility of an absolutely necessary being."​[10]

Stephen Hawking also argued: “The inflation... was a good thing in that it produced all the contents of the universe quite literally out of nothing. When the universe was a single point, like the North Pole, it contained nothing. Yet there are now at least 1080 particles in the part of the universe that we can observe. Where did all these particles come from? The answer is that relativity and quantum mechanics allow matter to be created out of energy in the form of particle/antiparticle pairs. And where did the energy come from to create this matter? The answer is that it was borrowed from the gravitational energy of the universe. The universe has an enormous negative gravitational energy debt, which exactly balances the positive energy of the matter. During the inflationary period, the universe borrowed heavily from its gravitational energy to finance the creation of more matter. The result was a triumph for Keynesian economics: a vigorous and expanding universe filled with material objects (1994:88).”​[11]

In another form, this is the "who made god?" question or the" who made the energy question?" question. Such an approach to the issue of an explanation for the existence of the universe assumes that there must be an agent. When the idea of an eternal and necessary agent is introduced, it was done to provide a form to describe a being that some people wanted as the ultimate explanation- a deity. The point of the counter arguments to the cosmological argument is that the idea of an eternal and necessary agency can as logically be expressed as energy rather than as a single being or entity. If the uncaused cause can be thought of as a single entity, then the uncaused cause can be thought of as a single process-energy. ​[12]

A flaw in the cosmological argument is in giving special exclusive status to a deity that would need no creator or origin outside of itself- a necessary being—without acknowledging that such a status could be given to the basic stuff, physis, of the universe, its energy, that can take different forms. 

The argument arises from human curiosity as to why there is something rather than nothing or something else. It invokes a concern for some full, complete, ultimate, or best explanation of what exists contingently.​[13]

According to the mereological bundle theory, the world (here, I need not confine myself to the physical world, so by ‘‘world’’ I mean the whole world, not just the cosmos) is a vast mixture of properties, some with a single location (whether in the configuration of space, or in spacetime, or in something else), some with many locations, some located everywhere, and perhaps even some without any location at all (Locations are defined by n-adic properties. For simplicity, take the fundamental space to be relational, and define up ‘‘points’’ in space using these relations and properties). The world is constructed from arrangements of properties and relations fused together to make things of all sorts: concrete objects, abstract objects, events, states of affairs, facts, fields, regions, and anything else there is. So, according to the mereological bundle theorist, fields, particles, entangled systems of particles, spaces, molecules, cells, bodies, persons and societies are all constructed, most fundamentally, from fusions of properties and relations. (Paul, "Building the World From Its Fundamental Constituents", p. 242).​[14]
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​What is basically the Ontological argument?
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One of the most fascinating arguments for the existence of an all-perfect God is the ontological argument. While there are several different versions of the argument, all purport to show that it is self-contradictory to deny that there exists a greatest possible being. Thus, on this general line of argument, it is a necessary truth that such a being exists; and this being is the God of traditional Western theism.​[15] 

The ontological argument claims that God exists because if he did not exist, he would not be the most perfect being, and if he were not the most perfect being, then he would not be God.​[16]
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​A Minimal Modal Ontological Argument for Naturalism
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One can run a minimal modal ontological argument for naturalism with just two simple premises:  

1. Possibly, there is a necessarily existent essentially material thing.[1]  (i.e., the two properties are compossible).

2. What's necessary doesn't vary from possible world to possible world.

3. Therefore, there is a necessarily existent essentially material thing.

(2) follows from Axiom S5 of S5 modal logic, and most philosophers accept S5, so it's fairly uncontroversial. So the argument comes down to the plausibility of (1). But (1) just says that necessary existence and essential materiality are compossible properties, which seems more plausible than the theistic possibility premise in the corresponding modal ontological argument for theism. For the truth of the latter premise requires acceptance of the compossibility of a large swath of exotic properties, such as omnipotence, omniscience, moral perfection, immateriality, and the capacity for creating individuals and/or stuffs out of nothing. It also requires the possibility of personal attributes being instantiated as basic, rather than derivative, properties, which is contrary to experience and our best scientific theories. Therefore, it appears that one has more reason to accept the minimal modal ontological argument for naturalism than the standard modal ontological argument for theism.

[1] Or whatever ultimately composes material things—quantum fields, wavefunction stuff (whether in ordinary 3-space or a massively higher-dimensional Hilbert space), the strings of string theory, the entities of causal set theory or loop quantum gravity, etc. Henceforth assume this qualification when left unstated.​[17]
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​Fine-tuned universe for doing mathematics doesn’t prove God
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Yes, our universe provides us with the delight of being able to practice mathematics, which our whole technologically-driven society relies on. However, not only does that not prove God but there may be an infinite number of other universes that are not so math-friendly. 
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​Would God wanted different copies of the current universes?
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Alastair Wilson's The Nature of Contingency: Quantum Physics as Modal Realism presents a novel approach to understanding possibility and necessity by integrating the Many-Worlds Interpretation (MWI) of quantum mechanics with modal realism. Wilson proposes that the branching worlds described by MWI correspond directly to possible worlds in modal realism, suggesting that all possible events are realized in some branch of the multiverse. This perspective offers a unified explanation of modality, where the structure of the multiverse accounts for all potentialities, thereby providing a naturalistic foundation for modal truths. By aligning metaphysical concepts with physical theory, Wilson challenges traditional views on contingency and necessity, advocating for a reality where every possibility is actualized within the quantum multiverse.
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​The existence of abstract objects doesn’t prove God
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We have abstract objects we can manipulate: immaterial, infinite, timeless, spaceless, properties and relations, logical objects, propositions, universals and geometrical figures.

God can't be the cause of abstract objects, for being omnipotent is both an abstract object and one of God's essential properties. If so, then it must exist and be instantiated before God can do anything at all. But God can't create and instantiate his own essential properties, for that would require him to be causally prior to himself.

If the reason why abstract objects exist is because it's metaphysically impossible for them to fail to exist, then one can hardly ask for a better reason for their existence than that (if not, then God is in trouble).

God's greatness seems to be a bit diminished by the fact that abstract objects have a greater kind of existence than God, viz., metaphysically necessary existence.​[18]
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​Who created God and why is God not infinite in time or doesn’t exist beyond time
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Since God knows everything including the amount of Quarks and hair we have, he is supposed to be more complex than this universe. So who created God? Someone more complex than God! And so on. Evolution, however, can describe arising complexity by natural selection, which is anything but random. But wait! Some say God is infinite in time or exists beyond time.

The issue is that God cannot exist infinitely in time because he would have needed time to create himself. So he couldn’t have created time alone. The same goes for God being beyond time. Such a God wouldn’t be able to create the universe and so on.

God can be eternal but cannot be creator of anything (including time alone).
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Slow emergence of complexity​
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The Big Bang and evolution can explain arising of complexity in logical and natural manner. We don’t need no super-complex theistic or deistic God (more complex than the universe since he knows how many Quarks there are in the universe) that is not infinite in time or doesn’t exist beyond time.
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​The universe exists but the probability of creating people equals zero
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The probability that homo sapiens would evolve is equal to zero. But randomness wanted it. So this is further proof our universe is purposeless. No, God hadn’t been waiting billions of years for something to evolve.
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​Fine-Tuning Argument
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Final causes are built into God's nature without a prior cause, therefore God cannot create the nature of a finely-tuned universe.

Fine-tuning can be explained in terms of the existence of multiple universes (the multiverse) and the

objection that the Fine-Tuning Argument fails because fine-tuning is not actually improbable.

“I think fine-tuning in general is a clue to a deeper explanation. Small probabilities might just be small probabilities, or they might be generated by some incorrect assumptions,” Luke A. Barnes added. “The interesting thing about the fine-tuning of the fundamental constants is that they’re at the bottom floor of scientific explanations at the moment. They’re as deep as physics goes (at least, while it’s supported by evidence.)”​[19]
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​Fine tuning ex nihilo
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If God both designed and created the universe ex nihilo (out of nothing), then the probability that fine-tuning is explained by such a God is zero. Nothing can create concrete objects ex nihilo—there is no known mechanism, precedent, or logical basis for something emerging from absolute nothingness. If ex nihilo creation is impossible, then a God who supposedly creates this way cannot exist or cannot be the source of fine-tuning.

Classical theism, however, requires that God not only designed the universe but also brought it into existence without relying on any pre-existing material. This means that if ex nihilo creation is incoherent or impossible, then classical theism itself becomes untenable. Moreover, fine-tuning refers to specific physical constants and conditions that allow life to exist. If a God truly created the universe from nothing, there would be no pre-existing constraints or fixed laws to govern its structure. Yet fine-tuning presupposes the existence of a structured environment with defined physical laws, contradicting the idea that the universe was created without any prior framework.

Since fine-tuning necessarily involves laws, constants, and conditions that assume an already structured reality, it cannot be explained by a being who creates from absolute nothingness. If no reality existed before God's act of creation, then there was no framework within which fine-tuning could operate. Therefore, the probability of fine-tuning given a God who creates ex nihilo is zero. If fine-tuning exists, then it must arise within a structured system with pre-existing constraints. However, classical theism asserts that God creates everything from absolute nothingness, where no such constraints exist. This contradiction shows that fine-tuning cannot serve as evidence for a God who creates ex nihilo, because such a scenario is impossible.
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​The age of the earth and why create so many uninhabitable planets and perhaps universes?
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According to the original Christians’ statements, the earth is just thousands of years old. The fact of the matter it is billions of years old. It is conclusively proved by science (from many different sources). And to prove his existence, God should have made only one planet with his guinea pigs. No, he had to create trillions of galaxies and even more planets (with incredibly and unimaginably long lengths).
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​An infinite number of universes may have an infinite number of Gods
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Let’s assume there is huge number of other universes. Do they have their own God? It is ridiculous. God also couldn’t exist in a vacuum since he is not infinite in time and doesn’t exist beyond time.
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​The Big Bang as a God’s work
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Since we have to take the Bible literally, the Big Bang really doesn’t belong in its inventory. The world was created in 7 days, no Big Bang. However, even if we don’t take it literally, there is no reason to think it was a God’s work.

So, although there may have been a cause for the Big Bang that we are unaware of, modern cosmology neither defines nor requires one.​[20]

For example, quantum mechanics has shown that many particles (virtual particles) begin to exist without being caused to do so.
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​God swept all evidence of his presence away
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You would expect God to stand up from invisibility, finally proving everyone he does exist. The forces of God would be so present that nobody would miss them. You could study God and his presence scientifically with a mass of evidence available. University professors would be from the Department of Godly Studies. Free will would be evidence-based, morality would make sense, people would return from hell or heaven spontaneously and only one religion would prove to be the one. But no, God is completely elusive from science, rational thinking and our universe. They claim he created our universe but there is no evidence. He has left us a completely safe evolutionary theory that makes us disbelieve him and has only left us blind faith.
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​God as the societal leading force
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Imagine if God were the leading societal force, he would make scientists discover a particular discovery, regulate the number of murders, assaults, drug addicts, make people rich, super-rich or poor. Political elections would only be in the hands of God. Stupid right-left distinctions would be replaced by a multidimensional spectrum. Everything would be at God’s will: natality, mortality, genocides, the number of chronically ill people, folk beliefs, economic output, inflation, import, export, unemployment, agriculture performance, people’s happiness or sadness, the number of atheists or adherents of other religions, the healthcare system, people’s IQ’s (suddenly you would be John von Neumann). God would make wars start or cease. Can you finish a university or be promoted? Only God’s work. The rich business groups would only depend on God. Sports matches would succumb to God’s will. God would change history or alter present events. Countries’ borders would change, conspiracy theory spread would stop, novelist’s brain would only depend on the will of the almighty. London transport precision would only be connected to God. Circus pieces’ performance? God! He would make you gay, straight and so on.
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​Science and faith as completely incompatible
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There was lot of effort to fit science and religion together. Masqueraded attempts were prevalent during the 20th century and even in the 21th century. The truth is that religions have dogmas and science axioms you find evidence for.

Religion offers explanations with old, backward, utterly foolish evidence-free fairytales which are the product of insane imagination.

Some people say religion and science can complement each other, which is an utter lie. Does prayer work? Is there a soul, free will, the afterlife. Are we animals? Is there a God or immaterial world?

Science or critical thinking will give you the answers. Religion only lies.

Scientifically and technologically driven society managed to pull billions of people out from poverty and heightened our living standard. Everything is evidence-based and critically made. So fitting these two together is pretty much impossible. 
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​Probability of non-existence of theistic and deistic God, living in simulation and trusting in our senses or consciousness 
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The concept of theistic religion is so flawed, contradictory, foolish, evidence-free and the fairytales are the product of an unbelievable imagination. The Bible provides us only Bronze age myths and superstitions.

Someone could say the probability of a theistic God’s non-existence is around 99 %. I will strongly oppose this opinion, which I find deeply wrong. Imagine how many times you were looking at your clocks and saw 12:12:12 or 22:22:22. It has had happened to me so many times. Or you were the 599,999,874 millionth viewer of some video. Yes, it has had happened to me many times so this may not have been such a coincidence. But there was a thunderstorm with a strong wind in the Czech Republic. It killed 2 people in the country. One in the small town of Jičín I live in and in the street my grandmother used to live. The person was also the former mayor’s father. What a coincidence! So in my opinion, the probability of theistic God’s non-existence is around 1/30 000. The probability of deistic Gods’ non-existence is around 1/20 000.

Rather than fearing the Gates of Hell, it is far more probable that we are living in a simulation: Nick Bostrom estimates a 1-in-3 chance that we are sims. David Chalmers estimates about 25 %. But now let’s make their opponents talk: The hypothesis popularized by Bostrom is very disputed, with, for example, theoretical physicist Sabine Hossenfelder, who called it pseudoscience and cosmologist George F. R. Ellis, who stated that "[the hypothesis] is totally impracticable from a technical viewpoint" and that "protagonists seem to have confused science fiction with science. Late-night pub discussion is not a viable theory. A bigger proposal that builds on this idea is that Earth could be the end of a long stack of simulations.​[21]

There are other things more likely than the existence or a theistic or deistic God. They are called radical scepticism or philosophical scepticism, both of which both basically assume we are not able to know this world. 

The sole human consciousness is also disputed; Daniel Dennett of Tufts University, find the existence of consciousness such an intolerable affront to what they believe should be a meaningless universe of matter and the void that they declare it to be an illusion. That is, they either deny that qualia exist or argue that they can never be meaningfully studied by science."​[22] 

"It's the brain's 'user illusion' of itself," he says. It feels real and important to us, but it just isn't a very big deal. "The brain doesn't have to understand how the brain works.”

However, only few philosophers adhere to it.
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​The small everyday things
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Okay, God does exist and we have free will. But why drink, eat, defecate, go upstairs, arrange a meeting, repair a car, walk in order to get somewhere, fill in a paper form, print documents, negotiate, delay a job interview, move somewhere else, repair your cottage, improve your house, drive to another location, build a building, live in a house or apartment. These things point out we live in an animalistic world with all the small necessaries. 

If God wanted to create a society, it would lie on a completely different principle. There would be individuals (something like souls - bubbles), they would interact with each other so they would either act morally or not; the practical things would be completely unnecessary and useless for religion.
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​Why do we need to suffer?
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Some religious people say we need to suffer because of Jesus Christ. The suffering has higher meaning. The issue is we are animals, the part of nature so this has fine natural explanation.

People had (or unfortunately have) nothing to drink, eat; they didn’t have place where to sleep; people are evolutionary programmed to wage wars so threat of imminent death was common. Murder, rape or violent assault are a repertoire of evolution.

Even though the paradigm of the survival of the fittest is obsolete and was rightfully replaced by the theory of selfish gene, nature (created by natural selection) is unbelievably cruel and organisms (including people) are really competing for survival.

But let’s go back to our age. The vast majority the people in developed countries is not hungry, thirsty. They don’t live in cold, have air-conditioners and so on.

So why there is so much suffering? Severe illnesses are because of poor evolutionary design. Then we have relationships issues: break-up, loss of a loved one, divorce, loneliness, sadness. All that fits these things together had meaning in African savanna where people originate from.

Now imagine people living in African savanna in small hunting-gathering groups. They are selfish in order to heighten the chance of spreading their selfish genes. But there is reciprocal altruism where people exchange things or services. Then we have capitalism (based on reciprocal altruism; exchanging money for goods etc.) where greed became motion of scientific, economic and – to some degree – societal progress.

Humans – as higher primates – are selfish even though the living conditions are absolutely different from those in African savanna. So we have deaths because someone didn’t have money for a surgery; unemployment and poverty exist as consequences of capitalism. Whilst economic and scientific progress became unprecedented, societal progress didn’t expand with such speed. So we still have division us/them that allows wars to happen (and yes, with nuclear weapons).

Hate and urge to kill is also an evolutionary-given thing. We also have wars, industrial killing of animals, industrial killing of people and so on.

So natural occurrences and Darwinism explains unbelievable suffering we are witnessing on this planet without any higher meaning.
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​Politics is politics – evolution didn’t evolve us to solve mass problems
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People are great in politics with a number of people adequate for hunter-gathering groups. But when you do politics in the USA, a really populous country, your hands are tied by internal interest groups, opinion interest groups, lobbyists, the super-rich and so on. Then you have stupid left-right ideologies (and yes, ideologies are something animalistic), TV channels with their own agenda, you must lie in order to survive, you must take steps to go strongly against your beliefs. So did God predestine us for mass politics? I really don’t think so.
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​Why do religions make more evil than good?
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I can’t deny religion can help you in your private life (notably in hard times) and secure your sense of the existential meaning. Religion also has many charitable means. But compared to what?

Not only you will live in a lie but religion is animalistic thing therefore violence, wars, intolerance, xenophobia that are naturally attributable to it.

It is slowing down all of the possible means of progress -  societal, economic and scientific one.

The progress is slowing down if we think there is an afterlife, soul, prayer works and we are the Godly children.

“God, family, country” is arguably one of the most disgusting mottos ever because there is no God, nationalism makes wars and you should help equally to other people without being genetically related.

The Benardete paradoxes

The Benardete paradoxes describe a situation where an infinite sequence exists, but each event in the sequence happens only if no earlier event does. This creates a contradiction. Every event appears justified on its own, but taken together, the sequence leads to an impossible result.

Some philosophers use these paradoxes to argue that an infinite past is impossible. If the past had no beginning, they claim, it could generate similar paradoxical situations. Each past moment would be dependent on previous ones in a way that leads to logical incoherence. If such contradictions arise, then an infinite past cannot exist.

To support this argument, some invoke patchwork principles—philosophical tools that allow different possible scenarios to be combined into a single coherent model. If an infinite past is possible in some cases, they argue, then it must be possible generally. This would challenge the claim that an infinite past leads to paradox.

The author argues that these patchwork principles fail to justify the claim that an infinite past is impossible. The paradoxes do not actually prove that time cannot be infinite. The reasoning behind them is flawed. Just because a paradoxical setup can be imagined does not mean an infinite past leads to contradiction. Patchwork principles do not provide enough support to sustain the argument.

The conclusion is clear. The Benardete paradoxes do not rule out an infinite past. The attempt to use them as proof fails. Time may be infinite, and no paradox prevents it.
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​Science corrects itself, religion does not
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Science is ever-evolving phenomenon when where new evidence is presented, the particularly theory changes. Then we get closer and close to the truth. However, Christianity didn’t dissolve itself just because creationism was completely wrong. Prayer is excluded by physics. There is no God because of internal logical flaws. No, just dogmas continuing to an eternity.
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​IQ and education as detriments to religion
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One of the greatest enemies of religion besides critical thinking and science? IQ and formal or informal education.

There was a time when Isaac Newton could calculate motions of heavenly bodies but there was no g factor (IQ). People believed intelligence (in really broad sense) was something based on moral traits.

Factor analysis was developed for the purpose of intellect measuring by Alfred Binet. And it was a great success. The scientist explored that pupils scoring high in one task scored high in other tasks. The factors were connected, and other unknown factors could be derived from the science. Processing speed, digit span, arithmetic, perceptual reasoning, similarities which make one specific logic distributed by the Gaussian curve in population.

There are extremely significant correlations of median average IQ and given professions (Schmidt Hunter 2004). The more prestigious and cognitively demanding, the higher the median average arises. And there are also minimum requirements for each profession. Yes, we have elite lawyers with IQ 90, but there are just a few of them. The median is – predictably- very high.

This also applies to your performance in the work environment, your income, morbidity and mortality. IQ is dependent on the genome end environment you were raised in.

But back then in the backward age? People with an IQ of 65 couldn’t understand jokes from their brighter counterparts. Why make jokes? To prove their intelligence. And there were lot of people with an IQ of 65 back then. Even for the g factor disbelievers – if you have discussion groups (people) not arranged by their average IQ scores (of the particular discussion group); let’s say one with IQ 65, a second IQ 80, a third IQ 100, a fourth IQ of 125, you would be easily able to arrange the discussion groups accordingly by their IQ just by reading the content the people were writing in the discussions.

It is proven that the higher intelligence you possess the more likely you hold a secular belief.

And then we have a formal educational system that made all the technologies, inventions and sciences possible. And guess what? The higher the education, the higher non-religiosity you possess. You can also educate yourself informally, which broaden your horizons.
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​God as an explanation? No! You will get into deeper trouble
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Evolution is an explanation for a slow emergency of complexity (even for such a complicated organ as the brain). Physical laws don’t need a creator because such a creator must have been more complex than them. Religiosity can be explained by evolutionary theory. Homo sapiens animal-like behavior is a product of evolution, not God. Morality served as something useful in the African savanna, yet it makes little sense (compared to the perfect morality). Not only can nowadays physics exclude theism but there is also no immaterial world. But God can be infinite in time or exist beyond time. But I also disproved this. So trying to explain this world by God will get you into deeper and deeper trouble.
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​Argument from authority: What Einstein and Newton didn’t know 
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Argument from authority is a form of argument in which the opinion of an authority on a topic is used as evidence to support an argument. Yes, the most direct way is to understand everything and then evaluate it. But there are limits in IQ, talent and time spent understanding and mastering the knowledge. It isn’t a fallacy when you have scientific consensus because you are not an expert, and it is the best scientific result that exists to date. But when you claim Einstein and Newton said or believed in something, it is a huge fallacy. We do not judge whether a claim is true not because someone has achieved a lot or possessed a stratospheric IQ.

Like most humans, I have never ever contributed to humankind in terms of scientific discoveries - obviously. Maybe my writings enrich someone (but this is a question for my dear readers). But I still possess enormously significant advantages over Albert Einstein and Isaac Newton – I was born years and years later. So the new scientific and philosophical knowledge unavailable to these titans was served on a silver platter to me and it didn’t please God-believers.

Isaac Newton possessed stratospheric intelligence, yet he lived in an age when there was no Scientific revolution and people were naturally blinded by demagogic Christianity. 

Intellect was considered a moral trait (unlike now when we can prove that is is an innate ability). Not only didn’t people know the true origin of humans, but they had no clue why family existed, why people are selfish, why people reproduce, why people act like people or why nowadays physics can exclude theism.

Newton famously claimed: “I can calculate the motion of heavenly bodies, but not the madness of people.” Yes, because no factor analysis existed to explore schizophrenia as 5-factor model (not to mention studies of the brain) and – obviously – there was no psychiatry (which is of course pseudoscience, but its claims are based on a rational core and helps billions of people).

For example, Newton also had no knowledge of chemistry, microbiology, the Big Bang, geology, computational science or artificial intelligence. He lived in obscurantism when no knowledge was known and the stunning complexity of science left him belief in God.

Albert Einstein, who described theistic belief as "naïve" and "childlike" (so that would have enraged Newton), may have been less intelligent is terms of IQ than Newton but lived in an era when science was flourishing. But we still hold an advantage over him because he didn’t know that when something complex emerges, people automatically consider it as someone’s work because everything in the African savanna had its own culprits (humans). And it is one huge bias. He also didn’t know that superstitious or folk metaphysical things are derived from how we are evolutionarily set, therefore his deistic belief is not true. Evolutionary psychology (nowadays a pretty robust science), which reveals a quantum of information, didn’t exist to this extent at the time of his death.

Albert Einstein insisted the equations are so interconnected and complex that is impossible that they were just products of random processes. He saw a creator. But as I mentioned, this is a huge evolutionarily given bias that actually make things worse (God would have been more complex and it is impossible for him to be infinite in time or exist beyond time).
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​We don’t need obscurantism. We don’t live in the age of obscurantism
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Imagine living in the Middle Ages. Christianity was a major source of fear; they were scaring you with hell, suffering and misery. The vast majority of people were scared to death by these primitive superstitions. Only a few people silently questioned Christianity (the contradictions, obvious lies and so on) and if, they had no clue about the origin of people, thought that there were some other spiritual powers. They were completely blind.

Nowadays situation is completely different. We are literate, the Bible is available to everyone (so you know what lying incoherent nonsense it is), we have IQ’s higher by tens of IQ points, information is everywhere.

You may have never contributed to science, but science is also made available by popular literature. You know nearly everything now: why people are there, why we act the way we act, why religions are false beliefs, why there is no higher meaning of humanity, why there is no soul, why there is no afterlife, you know how science works, why there is no free will, why prayer doesn’t work, why there is no Devil. Everything is served on a silver platter.

Now let’s go back to scientific branches you can study professionally or at a pop-literature level (at least majority of them): mathematics, physics, astrophysics, chemistry, biology, economics, sociology, psychology, biochemistry, microbiology, botany, zoology, ecology, geology, earth science, oceanography, meteorology, medicine, computational science, pharmacy, cultural anthropology, evolutionary biology, political science, analytic philosophy, statistics, genetics, logic, artificial intelligence, psycho-metrics, parasitology, anthropology, history, electronic, optics, quantum physics, metallurgy, materials science, cartography, climatology, dialectology, bacteriology, applied mathematics, audiology, laser physics, linguistics, applied mechanics, astrodynamics, electronics, quantum mechanics, nanotechnology, microfabrication, epidemiology, ethnology, geography, microelectronics, evolutionary psychology, decision theory, computing, photonics, mechanical engineering, electrical engineering, nuclear engineering, biophysics, control theory, aerodynamics, energy, solid-state physics, heliology, thermology, topography and so on. Note that these branches have their own sub-branches. And as I said, this is just a brief outlook.

So science has managed to gain this knowledge in an extremely brief period (a few centuries) comparing to the age of Homo sapiens’ existence (approximately 200 000 years ago). Now imagine having this knowledge in the darkness of the Middle Ages. Not only would you be the most educated, enlightened person on the planet, but you would be absolutely free of the extreme fear Christianity made.
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​Religion and atheism on the same level. It’s like Hitler and Jews
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I find it utterly absurd that philosophers, theologians and some scientists put atheism and religion as phenomena of the same proportions. How can you put the discovery of penicillin, Periodic table, anti-psychotics, signal transmission, Theory of relativity, Newtonian physics, theory of computation, computational complexity theory, medical imaging, DNA, metaphysics and the philosophy of science along quasi-scientific analytic philosophy and all the arguments for atheism acquired by critical thinking on the same level as primitive myths from ages long ago, when they knew nothing and lacked even the most elementary evidence, were incredibly stupid, contradicting, demagogic and superstitious. Christianity is one big, absurd fraud. Lies, lies and nothing but lies.

All of it reminds me of a public debate with five Jews on the one side and five Nazis on the other. Both sides are equal. The truth is religion should be marginalized as much as possible. I am absolutely amazed how much space God gets. We should get rid of religion and emphasize rationality, critical thinking, science and the absence of cognitive biases, fallacies or formal fallacies.
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​We are immature monkey animals. Are we stupid or not?
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In higher primates, we are the most intelligent animals by a landslide. We have developed technology and science that no other animals were able reproduce. But technological progress is definitely only sporadically connected with societal progress. We are being educated in specialized fields so only a few people are attracted to philosophy and science associated with why religions exist and so on. We live in a world full of disagreements (competing for jobs, money, stocks, sexual partners, who has a bigger car and house; we pass through difficult moral situations that are determined and there is no way to avoid them; we developed nuclear warheads just to wage war). So, we are immature monkey animals, cannot resolve religious things properly and truthfully. People are stupid and not stupid.
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​Why is Christianity still here?
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I hope I successfully debunked the religious myths, so the question is why is Christianity still among us? First of all, nobody rules the world and adjusts whether religion survives or not. Second, people are indoctrinated from the cradle, lack critical thinking, never read any non-fiction, have rarely thought about it, use fallacies and cognitive biases and it is very difficult to convert to atheism when you were strong believer once. People also differ in intelligence and culture that can strongly encourage religion. The evolution-given spirituality holds Christianity above the water.

As the scientific evidence was mounting, Christianity didn't react. They all lived in the era of the Bronze age. It is something like communism or anarchism. The arguments and evidence clearly demonstrate they are utopian, but they still manage to be here and have lot of supporters. So billions of people believe in these superstitious Bronze age myths.
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​No higher purpose for humankind and why people completely fail to understand this world
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People reproduce, eat, sleep, mate, work, build houses, engage in debauchery, buy new cars, talk. Evolution had many paths and one of the most unpredictable branches of randomness has brought humankind into reality. So do these animals (Homo sapiens) have some higher meaning? Absolutely not.

And how many people are aware they are just slaves of one particular animalistic personality which completely fails to ignite the feeling you are part of the universe, free will-devoid robots and every possible behavior is either a product of evolution or its by-product.

People have invented antibiotics, television, internet, universities produce engineers, our economies are knowledge-based, yet most people struggle to understand why they are here, what kind of purpose humankind has, why they happened and what they happened.
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