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This book presents some of the simplest and most direct statements of Mortimer Adler’s argument for the existence of God. Some of what appears in this book has been completely unavailable to the public up till now, and the rest of it has been quite hard to track down.

Much of Dr. Adler’s early work in this area might seem to take the form of arguing against the existence of God! But this is just because Dr. Adler wanted to show that some arguments which satisfied some people were not quite adequate. He wanted to closely examine several different arguments which he thought insufficient, though in some cases they contained excellent insights, in order to make adjustments to these arguments, and finally arrive at an argument which would be completely sound. He kept chiseling and polishing his argument from the 1940s until the 1970s. Eventually, he believed he had arrived at the perfectly sound argument he had been looking for.

Dr. Adler sometimes speaks of a ‘leap of faith’, but this doesn’t mean he thought faith was required in order to show that God exists. Dr. Adler maintained that the existence of God as creator and sustainer of the Universe could be strictly demonstrated by pure philosophical argument, without any recourse to faith. Where a leap of faith was required was in making a connection between this God and the personal life of the believer—for after all, we can imagine that there might be a God who would not care about the plight of mere humans.

Dr. Adler worked in the tradition of philosophy known as Thomism, after St. Thomas Aquinas (1224–1274). Most Thomists are Catholics, but Dr. Adler was not a Catholic or even a Christian  until late in his life. For most of his active life as a philosopher, he described himself as a pagan, and yet he contributed articles to Thomistic journals, including The Thomist. His frequent articles in the Thomistic tradition, along with his avowed paganism, earned Dr. Adler the nickname of “The Peeping Thomist.”

St. Thomas Aquinas held that the existence of God could be proved by pure philosophical reasoning, without having to rely on faith, the Bible, or the Church. In a famous passage in his Summa Theologica, St. Thomas outlined five ways in which the existence of God might be proved, and these Five Ways have been the focus of intense interest and debate ever since:

ST. THOMAS AQUINAS’S FIVE WAYS

The First and more manifest Way is the argument from motion. It is certain, and evident to our senses, that in the world some things are in motion. Now whatever is in motion is put in motion by another, for nothing can be in motion except it is in potentiality to that towards which it is in motion; whereas a thing moves inasmuch as it is in act. For motion is nothing else than the reduction of something from potentiality to actuality. But nothing can be reduced from potentiality to actuality, except by something in a state of actuality. Thus that which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which is potentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby moves and changes it. Now it is not possible that the same thing should be at once in actuality and potentiality in the same respect, but only in different respects. For what is actually hot cannot simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the same respect and in the same way a thing should be both mover and moved, i.e. that it should move itself. Therefore, whatever is in motion must be put in motion by another. If that by which it is put in motion be itself put in motion, then this also must needs be put in motion by another, and that by another again. But this cannot go on to infinity, because then there would be no first mover, and, consequently, no other mover; seeing that subsequent movers move only inasmuch as they are put in motion by the first mover; as the staff moves only because it is put in motion by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in motion by no other; and this everyone understands to be God.

The Second Way is from the nature of the efficient cause. In the world of sense we find there is an order of efficient causes. There is  no case known (neither is it, indeed, possible) in which a thing is found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prior to itself, which is impossible. Now in efficient causes it is not possible to go on to infinity, because in all efficient causes following in order, the first is the cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the intermediate cause be several, or only one. Now to take away the cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first cause among efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any intermediate cause. But if in efficient causes it is possible to go on to infinity, there will be no first efficient cause, neither will there be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efficient causes; all of which is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary to admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the name of God.

The Third Way is taken from possibility and necessity, and runs thus. We find in nature things that are possible to be and not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to corrupt, and consequently, they are possible to be and not to be. But it is impossible for these always to exist, for that which is possible not to be at some time is not. Therefore, if everything is possible not to be, then at one time there could have been nothing in existence. Now if this were true, even now there would be nothing in existence, because that which does not exist only begins to exist by something already existing. Therefore, if at one time nothing was in existence, it would have been impossible for anything to have begun to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in existence—which is absurd. Therefore, not all beings are merely possible, but there must exist something the existence of which is necessary. But every necessary thing either has its necessity caused by another, or not. Now it is impossible to go on to infinity in necessary things which have their necessity caused by another, as has been already proved in regard to efficient causes. Therefore we cannot but postulate the existence of some being having of itself its own necessity, and not receiving it from another, but rather causing in others their necessity. This all men speak of as God.

The Fourth Way is taken from the gradation to be found in things. Among beings there are some more and some less good, true, noble and the like. But “more” and “less” are predicated of different things, according as they resemble in their different ways something which is the maximum, as a thing is said to be hotter according as it more nearly resembles that which is hottest; so that there is something which is truest, something best, something noblest and, consequently, something which is uttermost being; for those things that are greatest in truth are greatest in being, as it is written in Metaph. ii. Now the maximum in any genus is the cause of all in that genus; as fire, which  is the maximum heat, is the cause of all hot things. Therefore there must also be something which is to all beings the cause of their being, goodness, and every other perfection; and this we call God.

The Fifth Way is taken from the governance of the world. We see that things which lack intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. Hence it is plain that not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their end. Now whatever lacks intelligence cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is shot to its mark by the archer. Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and this being we call God. (From the Summa Theologica of St Thomas Aquinas)

St. Thomas did not think of these as fully worked-out rigorous proofs; they are brief indications of the lines such proofs might take. One obvious objection is that none of the Five Ways arrives at a complete conception of God. For instance, the “first mover” whose existence is supposedly demonstrated in the First Way might be some entity less than God as defined by Christians, Muslims, and Jews. St. Thomas was well aware of this limitation, and provided arguments that these entities were indeed God in another work, his Summa Contra Gentiles.

Dr. Adler maintained that some of these Five Ways were insufficient to prove God’s existence, while some of them needed more work to arrive at a fully worked out and completely sound argument.

Dr. Adler’s early writings on the existence of God are quite difficult, but as Dr. Adler got more experience, he also developed the skill of presenting his ideas in a more popular form. Parts I and II of this book show Adler explaining his ideas very clearly for a general audience. No prior knowledge of the subject is required to read Parts I and II. Part III comprises an article Adler wrote in 1943 on the existence of God, in which he raises various problems with traditional Thomistic arguments; a strongly worded attack on Dr. Adler’s article by the more traditional Thomist, Herbert Thomas Schwartz; and then a much fuller and more detailed treatment of the question by Dr. Adler, including a vigorous response to every one of Schwartz’s arguments. We can see here Mortimer Adler’s respect for logical rigor, always prepared to abandon an  argument if it wasn’t good enough, even if it apparently yielded a conclusion he wanted to reach.

In the 1930s and 1940s Dr. Adler spoke and wrote about his increasing concern that academics were becoming far too specialized and were writing in ways that could only be understood by colleagues in the same field of study. Dr. Adler also realized that all the authors of the great books through the nineteenth century had written for the generally educated reader, not other specialists. And so in the 1940s Dr. Adler decided that in the future he would address his writing to the generally educated reader, not specialists.

Has Mortimer Adler proved that there is a God? You, the reader will have to decide this question for yourself, after reading Parts I and II of this book. Whatever you decide, you will certainly have an entertaining and absorbing experience and will learn something about God and about good and bad philosophical arguments.

 



	 
	—KEN DZUGAN
Senior Fellow and Archivist
Center for the Study of The Great Ideas
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Does God exist? Do you believe in God? These are questions that most people answer—affirmatively or negatively—without giving them much thought. Their answers stem from habits of belief or disbelief, from childhood conditioning, from emotional yearnings or aversions, but not from sustained reasoning or reflective thought.

REASON TO BELIEVE IN GOD?

Do we have reason to believe that God exists? Can reasons be given for our belief in God? These are questions that cannot be answered without a great deal of thought.

Philosophers have tried to answer them since Greek antiquity. From Plato and Aristotle right down to the present century, every philosopher of eminence has tried his hand at it—arguing not for or against God’s existence, but for or against the reasonableness of the belief that there exists in reality a being that corresponds to our notion of God. And in our century, eminent scientists, toward the end of their lives, have had their say about it, too.

So far as thinking goes, it is not an easy matter. In fact, it is one of the most difficult problems to think clearly and cogently about. I have spent more than fifty years of my philosophical life thinking about how to think about God; and now, toward the end of it, I feel that I have at last found out how to come up with a solution that makes belief in God’s existence reasonable—at least beyond a reasonable doubt.

Since I was a student at Columbia University in 1921, when I first read the “Treatise on God” in the Summa Theologica of St.  Thomas Aquinas, I have been fascinated by arguments for God’s existence. If one likes to think, the two great subjects to put one’s mind to work on are mathematical physics and speculative theology. And, in our century, the advances in physics and cosmology help us in our thinking about God. If the human mind can infer the existence of such imperceptible and even undetectible physical things as black holes, perhaps it can reach a bit further to infer the existence of a being that lies beyond the whole of physical reality.

For fifty years I have worked over the arguments for God’s existence again and again, reading and re-reading the books of the great philosophers and theologians. But at every stage of my own intellectual development, I have found grave faults in what I thought earlier. I mistaught class after class of college students who, at various stages in my career, I tried to persuade that this or that argument did the trick, only to discover later that these arguments were full of holes and wouldn’t stand up.

Once a student properly gave me my comeuppance. Conducting a seminar on Aquinas’s “Treatise on God,” I announced to the class that until I had succeeded in persuading every one present that Aquinas had demonstrated God’s existence, I would not move on to other questions about God’s nature and attributes. One by one they gave in—either from conviction or plain weariness—but one, Charles Adams, indomitably held out.

Finally, my colleague in the course, Professor Malcolm Sharp called a halt and suggested that, instead of sticking to my guns, I should tell the students about Aquinas’s life. So I told them of this robust and remarkable medieval monk and scholar who churned out, in a career of less than twenty years, works of the highest intellectual quality, which would fill much more than a five-foot shelf. He did this without the convenience of a typewriter, electric lights, a decent library, and all the while traveling back and forth on muleback across the Alps from Paris to Rome.

When I finished, Charles Adams spoke up. “You should have told us all this about Aquinas to begin with,” he said, “instead of wasting our time with those no-good arguments.” When I asked him, “Why?” he replied: “Because, obviously, Aquinas could not have done all that without God’s help!”

GOD BY THE LIGHT OF REASON

In the two score years since I gave up college teaching, I have delivered elaborate lectures about the proofs of God’s existence to popular audiences all over the country. I mention this fact because the experience has taught me how widespread and intense is the popular interest in the subject.

Announce a lecture on the proof of God’s existence and you get a standing-room only audience, even if, as happened once in Chicago, a Marilyn Monroe film is playing in the theater right next door. No other subject attracts as much attention or sustains it as well. When the lecture builds up to the statement of a proof, you can hear a pin drop in the hall.

Let me say one more thing about these popular audiences and the lectures I gave. The audiences included people who already believed in God by virtue of their religious faith. Their interest was in learning if reasons quite apart from faith, can support their belief. The audiences also included people who did not believe in God but were sufficiently open minded to be interested in learning whether thinking, totally unaided by faith, can produce reasons for belief. The lectures I gave tried to satisfy both parts of the audience by approaching the question of God’s existence in the light of reason alone and without any help or guidance from religious faith.

In the course of the last forty years, the lecture got better and better, but never good enough. At least, it never satisfied me, even though it sometimes appeared to satisfy the audience. I knew better than they did that the thinking still fell short of its goal. Only in the last couple of years have I finally reached home. That is why I have at last published a book on the subject, How to Think about God, the writing of which I have been putting off for more than a quarter of a century.

A CLEAR IDEA OF GOD

To boil my best thinking about God down to its bare essentials, I will confine myself to the two steps one must take with one’s mind. The first of these is to hold before one’s mind the clearest notion one can form of God, so as to be able to use the word “God” with maximum precision. The second step is to formulate the question  to which God is the one and only answer. There is a third step which I will mention before I close. Rather, I should say: there is a third phase of good thinking about God which consists in acknowledging a step which one’s mind would like to take but which reason simply cannot manage.

What meaning do we give to the word “God”? What notion do we have in mind when we use that word? An eleventh-century archbishop of Canterbury, St. Anselm, discovered the way to answer that question. When we think about God, are we not thinking about a being than which no greater can be thought of? Thinking about God, must we not be thinking of the supreme being—the being Anselm so adroitly and precisely described by his formula: “the being than which we can think of no greater”?

Realizing that we must answer these questions affirmatively leads us to recognize other affirmations we are compelled to make. We must think of the supreme being as one that really exists, not just one that exists only in our minds.

As Anselm pointed out, if the God we are thinking of existed only in our minds and not in reality, then we would not be thinking of a truly supreme being. A million dollars that we have in the bank has more being and more power than a million dollars we may only have in our dreams of wealth. To exist in reality as well as in the mind is to have more and greater existence.

That is why we must think of the supreme being as having existence in reality. So far Anselm was completely right, and right he was also in insisting that the kind of real existence to be attributed to the supreme being must be one without beginning or end. His only error lay in supposing that from the fact that we must think of the supreme being as having real existence, it follows that the supreme being must have real existence. The second “must” simply does not follow from the first.

However, a number of other things do follow. The kind of real existence we must attribute to the supreme being is not only eternal or everlasting, but also one that does not depend upon the existence of anything else and is not limited by the power of anything else. In short, we must think of God, the supreme being, as independent and infinite. Nor would God be the being than which no greater can be thought of unless God must also be thought of as omnipotent and omniscient.

ASKING THE RIGHT QUESTION

With this notion of God before our minds, we are now prepared to take the second step in our thinking. That consists in asking the one right question to which the only answer is God. Many attempts have been made to find this question. Failure to find it has produced faulty arguments for God’s existence.

The one right question is simply this: Why is there something rather than nothing? The undoubted existence of the world—the cosmos as a whole—provides us with the undeniable fact that something does exist. But there might have been nothing at all. So far as we know and understand the nature of the world, it does not have in itself a sufficient reason for its own existence. It is but one of many possible worlds that might have been. Actual world though it is, it might have been different in a large number of respects.

The clinching step in the reasoning comes next. Whatever might have been otherwise than it is, such as the world in which we live, might also not exist at all. In place of the world, there might just be nothing. Why, then, is there something rather than nothing?

The only answer to that question is the creative action of a supreme being whose omnipotence includes the power to do what only an infinite being can do—make something out of nothing, or prevent something that exists from ceasing to exist and being replaced by nothingness instead.

I have used the word “creative.” In the strict meaning of that term, no finite being can be creative. Creation consists in making something ex nihilo, out of nothing. The strict synonym for “creation” is “ex-nihilation.” Human beings produce many things, but they never exnihilate, because whatever they make, they make out of something rather than nothing.

Even if the world has always existed and never began, which so far as science and philosophy can tell may be the case, its present existence—its existence at this very moment and at every moment of its enduring existence—requires that it be preserved, kept from being replaced by nothingness. The only explanation of its preservation in existence is the “ex-nihilating” action of God.

FROM PHILOSOPHY TO FAITH

So far our philosophical thinking can carry us, but no further. The God we have found reason to believe in lacks one essential feature of the God who is worshipped in the three great religions of the West—an overflowing love for His creatures. The crucial defect of philosophical thinking about God is that it is not able to show us that the supreme being, whose creative action explains the world’s existence, is also benevolently disposed toward mankind.

Failing that, reason cannot bridge and cross the chasm to the warm world in which there is love and friendship between God and man. The best thinking philosophy can do leaves us out in the cold.

Disappointed that philosophy can do no better in its thinking about God, people may be impelled to dismiss it with a shrug and a “Well, then, what of it?” That is a good question and there is a good answer to it.

The leap of faith that carries one across the chasm is not, as is generally supposed, a leap from no grounds for believing in God to the attainment of such belief.

Rather it is a leap from a reasonable belief in God’s existence (the attainment of which is certainly a remarkable achievement of the human mind) to a belief that lies beyond all reason—belief in a just, merciful and loving God, and in His benevolent care and concern for man.

Philosophical thinking is not to be dismissed as futile because it cannot go the whole way in support of religious faith. On the contrary, it should be honored all the more for having acknowledged its limitations and making crystal clear the final step that only a leap of faith can take.
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MORTIMER ADLER: Over there was Adler I with a lurking belief in God which had varying degrees of strength. It hasn’t had the same vitality all through my life.

Then Adler II, pursuing rational grounds for affirming God’s existence, having gotten nearer and nearer and finally getting there. Then seeing that getting there wasn’t enough. What I could affirm by reason was the “God of the philosophers,” to use Pascal’s phrase, not the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.

I can’t honestly say that I’m trying strictly as a philosopher to do this for those who are interested in God without any other light to guide them. While reason can’t go all the way, I want to see how far reason can go. I want to go to the point where there is a chasm between what reason can establish without any guidance from grace or faith and what’s left to accomplish by the light of faith.

EDWARD WAKIN: What was involved as the “pagan philosopher” moved from Adler I to Adler II?

MORTIMER ADLER: I started to read St. Thomas when I was eighteen years old and I taught him for many years. I thought the first article of religious faith by Aquinas would be the existence of God. Not at all. I was never so startled. He calls that a Preamble to Faith. In his treatise on faith, the first article is that God revealed himself to us. There would be no way of proving that. I know there is a lot of historical evidence on Christ, but obviously the nonbeliever can take the historical evidence and do something else with it. So that’s really an act of belief, way beyond knowledge.

In the order of sacred theology—and Aquinas was writing sacred theology—the question of God’s existence comes second,  after he has revealed himself. In my task, the question of God’s existence comes at the very end. What must come first is what you mean by the word ‘God’. Next come the steps of inference. Aquinas doesn’t do that. As a sacred theologian, he doesn’t have to.

All my life I have been dissatisfied with the proofs for God’s existence. I’ve never stopped thinking about it. I have two giant files with folders and notes on God’s existence. I’ve read almost every book in the field and have made notes and more notes. During the last thirty years, I’ve given many lectures on the subject and I think I finally found the one satisfying argument. And I’ll tell you the two criteria of the argument.

In the first place, one must be satisfied with less than certitude. One needs to be satisfied with a lesser degree of proof—what is called “beyond a reasonable doubt” in a court of law. Not beyond a shadow of a doubt, but beyond reasonable doubt.

In the second place, you must look for the one question to which the only possible answer is God. There are many questions to which God is an answer, but there are other answers, too, for these questions. Here, one applies the fundamental rule of inference laid down by the great fourteenth-century philosopher, William of Occam. When asking if something exists, one asks if the answer is absolutely necessary. If it isn’t, out comes Occam’s proverbial razor and slash. You cut away the answer.

EDWARD WAKIN: Did you come to your conclusion all of a sudden like Saul on the road to Damascus?

MORTIMER ADLER: In the last two years I became convinced that I had found reasonable grounds for affirming God’s existence.

EDWARD WAKIN: What of someone who already believes in God and revealed truth? What does Adler and his affirmation mean to believers?

MORTIMER ADLER: I think they should be interested to learn how far reason provides grounds for what they believe. Which would be better: To believe what is, in part at least, reasonable; or to believe what is totally contrary to reason? I think that two extremes are equally wrong—that of the rationalists who have no place for faith at all and the fideists who have no use for reason. I take a middle ground.

EDWARD WAKIN: Before we go any further, let’s nail down your “reasonable affirmation of God’s existence.”

MORTIMER ADLER: As I said, you have to find the question to which there is no other answer. That question is Why is there something rather than nothing? Science can’t answer that question. As an existentialist will tell you, the world exists without a sufficient reason for existing. Its only sufficient reason must lie in another, not in itself. What other? Answer: God. That’s the argument: in a nutshell.

EDWARD WAKIN: That sounds like a familiar argument. What’s new about saying that everything must have a cause, taking us back to a First Cause, God?

MORTIMER ADLER: By no means. As St. Thomas argued against Aristotle, you can’t prove the world is everlasting and you can’t prove that it ever began. Confronted with these alternatives, if you choose that the world began, you’ve already assumed the existence of God. That begs the question. You would be assuming that God exists, when that is precisely what he argued for. To avoid this error, we must proceed on the assumption of an everlasting cosmos a cosmos that has always existed,

EDWARD WAKIN: What is the next step in your argument for God’s existence?

MORTIMER ADLER: The world exists. It continues to exist. But it is not the only possible cosmos. There is no compelling reason to think that the natural laws which govern the present cosmos are the only possible natural laws. Modern philosophers and scientists regard the world as a merely possible world. It could have been otherwise. That which can be otherwise is also capable of not existing absolutely.

That leads to the affirmation of God, not as creator but as preserver of the cosmos. God is the preservative cause of the continuing actual existence of what is a merely possible cosmos.

EDWARD WAKIN: How far does this argument take you in knowing about God?

MORTIMER ADLER: If reason enabled me to know everything about God, God would not have to reveal himself. The attributes  I have mentioned are metaphysical. They are not moral attributes. Reason alone can’t make the bridge from an infinite, supreme being—which has existence in, through, and from itself—to a being that is just, merciful, providential, concerned, caring, benevolent, morally good. Earlier thinkers would say that the leap of faith consists in going from either no grounds or insufficient grounds for affirming God’s existence to belief in God. I say that the leap of faith consists in going from sufficient grounds for affirming God’s existence to belief in a God that is benevolent, just, merciful, and providential.

EDWARD WAKIN: So that is the point at which faith enters the picture?

MORTIMER ADLER: Belief itself is a God-given gift. You don’t acquire it, though you can predispose yourself to receive it. The whole merit of believing—as St. Augustine wrote—is that it’s a gratuitous act beyond reason’s reach. If reason could prove everything, we wouldn’t have any merit at all in believing.

EDWARD WAKIN: Can you foresee making the leap of faith yourself?

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s a prediction I would not like to make.

EDWARD WAKIN: Then have you stopped at the point at which you affirmed God’s existence?

MORTIMER ADLER: Not exactly. I wouldn’t pray to the “God of the philosophers,” and I pray to God in private.

EDWARD WAKIN: So you are praying to a moral God who really cares about you? The metaphysical God would not care about you and would not be listening?

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right, precisely.

EDWARD WAKIN: Before the emergence of Adler II who affirmed God’s existence, did you pray?

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes, I did. I think I have all my life in one way or another believed in God.

EDWARD WAKIN: So you had belief in the belief?

MORTIMER ADLER: I had believed before I found the argument that satisfied me. The last sentence in my book says that Pascal is right: “The heart has its reasons that reason does not know.”

Philosophical theology cannot settle the dispute over whether God is indifferent to our fate or concerned with it. In our state of ignorance, the odds are fifty-fifty either way. Faced with this choice, the individual can resort to the reasoning involved in Pascal’s wager. This reasoning led Pascal to believe in a God that promised eternal rewards and punishments, not merely according to our merits but also in accordance with his benevolent grace. (In Pascal’s words: “If you win, you win everything; if you lose, you lose nothing.”) How each person weighs the alternatives is not determined in the last analysis by reasoning alone, but by tendencies that rise from the deepest wellsprings of the human spirit.

EDWARD WAKIN: Where does this lead for you?

MORTIMER ADLER: I find it very difficult to believe in the immortality of the soul. Yet this is indispensable really to making an active commitment to the Jewish, the Moslem, or the Christian faith. Belief in God without belief in immortality of the soul is a curiously unsatisfactory belief. Can you see that?

EDWARD WAKIN: You are then depriving yourself of the benefits of belief.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. I suppose the next thing I ought to do is turn my attention to the immortality of the soul.

EDWARD WAKIN: You have written that, born a Jew, you have had little or no involvement in Jewish religious life, yet have contemplated becoming a Christian—a Catholic in your forties and an Episcopalian in your early sixties.

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t think anyone can give a perfectly rational answer to the question: Why are you not a Catholic? Why are you not an Episcopalian? The questions are beyond reason.

In my forties, I was devoted to Aquinas and my whole intellectual life was tied up with my engagement in Scholastic philosophy and with my Scholastic colleagues. I was warmed by the intellectual community and felt an urge to become one of them.

In my sixties, I married a second time and my wife and her family were Episcopal. We were married in the Episcopal Church with  the blessing of the bishop of California. Why didn’t I take this up? I don’t know the answer to that question.

EDWARD WAKIN: That is confounding, you know.

MORTIMER ADLER: I know, but don’t push me. As a final thing, though, I would have much to say about why I pray to God—both on my knees in church where I go with my wife and children and when I’m lying in bed at night before I go to sleep. I think the answer is that each of us finally is ultimately alone. And the only one who is there is God—the Supreme Being whom one would like to believe is concerned and caring.

EDWARD WAKIN: And if you were invited to deliver a sermon on a Sunday morning to believers, what would be your basic message?

MORTIMER ADLER: I would say: Thank God for your belief and thank philosophy for showing you that it is not absurd.
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WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Mortimer Adler is a great many things, but indisputably the world’s most dogged philosopher and probably that discipline’s most exuberant philosopher. He cannot stand it that philosophers spend so much time talking to each other, and for that reason, early on in his career when he teamed up with President Robert Hutchins of the University of Chicago, he undertook no less a task than instructing the entire community disposed to read and to think, how to read and how to think.

He took his doctorate in psychology from the University of Columbia, notwithstanding that he never earned an undergraduate degree because he refused to take a test in swimming. He was attracted to the study of law, but before long he became in effect a student of everything, undertaking in due course the heroic task of editing the Encyclopaedia Britannica’s version of the Great Books with its famous Syntopicon, often described as a Baedeker through the world of thought.

Throughout his hectic lifetime he has written books, and we are here to discuss his most recent book, How to Think about God: A Guide for the 20th-Century Pagan. It is a book that reaches a conclusion I shan’t, out of perversity, divulge until the end of the program. I give you this hint, that he gives the lazy agnostic a rough time.

Our examiner today will be Mr. Jeff Greenfield, whom I’ll introduce in due course.

I think we will begin by asking Dr. Adler to distinguish between sacred theology and philosophical theology.

MORTIMER ADLER: Sacred theology has its basic principles and articles of religious faith. It is reason undertaking to understand  what faith instructs the mind with. Philosophical theology proceeds to think about God without any aid, direction or light from faith, using reason alone and the evidences of one’s experience. It’s a very much more difficult subject than sacred theology where one has given at the very beginning the basic articles of faith. Yet the question about God’s existence: St. Thomas teaches us that the proposition that God exists is strictly not an article of faith alone, but a preamble to faith, that the first article of—at least of Christian faith—is that God has revealed himself to us. And that, philosophical theology, of course, proceeds without entirely.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, to accept revelation, Thomas says, is or is not an act of faith?

MORTIMER ADLER: It is.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: It’s not an act of reason?

MORTIMER ADLER: No, no. Entirely an act of faith.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: In other words, sheer ratiocination would not do it.

MORTIMER ADLER: Would not do it.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Okay. Now, in your book, you, while recognizing St. Thomas and the sacred theologians of several religions, you point out to the reader that you are going to start on the premise that, in effect, nothing is known, but things are knowable.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s correct.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes, so in that sense you’re an epistemological optimist. Now, you begin by reaching a very interesting conclusion which I would like to hear you dilate on, namely that it doesn’t really matter whether there was a prime mover.

MORTIMER ADLER: That it seems to me is terribly important. That is, if one begins by assuming that the world started at some time—there was a time when there was nothing and the world began—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: You’re making a temporal point.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. A temporal point. —Then one has begged the question because one has assumed God’s existence.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Why?

MORTIMER ADLER: Because if anything comes into existence out of nothing it needs a cause, and that cause has to be the—my phrase for that cause—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Exnihilation.

MORTIMER ADLER: —Exnihilation. And the word ‘creation’ means exnihilation. Hence—and St. Thomas is very clear about this—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Why can’t that cause be chemical?

MORTIMER ADLER: Because all of our natural science, which I think is reliable, teaches us that the causes in nature do nothing but cause change. No, there is no natural cause that is the cause of existence or being.

I think I learned the fundamental truth that helped me write How to Think about God in one sentence in St. Thomas—not in the treatises on God but in the treatises on the divine government—in which St. Thomas says, “God is the proper cause of being.” Only God causes being—not motion, not change, not the pattern of things. God—the only thing that God is exclusively the cause of is existence or being.

Therefore—and the other thing I learned from St. Thomas, which again helped me, curiously enough, though I’m proceeding without the light of faith—there are in the sacred theology of St. Thomas two great insights. One, this point about God being the exclusive cause of being. The other is that St. Thomas himself argues that only by faith does one hold that the world began. Obviously, faith takes the opening sentence of Genesis: “In the beginning, God created heaven and earth.” Reason can neither prove that the world began nor that it didn’t begin. I mean, with respect to the question—the cosmological question—of the world’s having beginning, St. Thomas is completely agnostic, and I think quite rightly so.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, you say that, on the one hand, reason is not entitled to prefer one position over the other—

MORTIMER ADLER: Correct.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —but you say that science is tending to the big bang—

MORTIMER ADLER: But the big bang—The scientist is, of course, very—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: But it’s still a hypothesis.

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, the big bang theory is not a theory of the world’s exnihilation. After all, something exploded. Something existed before the big bang happened. All that the big bang accounts for is the present shape of the universe, not its origin. So that I think the scientist—I think—is very loose in saying that was the beginning. That’s not a beginning in any real sense of beginning. That’s merely the emergence of the present shape of the cosmos.

So that one must—in order to prove God’s existence without begging any questions—one must prove God’s existence in terms of a world that is everlasting, without beginning and end—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Prove or deduce?

MORTIMER ADLER: I would prefer to say—I guess the word ‘prove’ is too strong. I think it is really a more modest claim than that. To establish the reasonableness of the belief in God’s existence—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And the converse: the unreasonableness of disbelief.

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes, the opposite.—and do it with, in a sense, the jury’s verdict of beyond a reasonable doubt—not beyond the shadow of a doubt, but beyond a reasonable doubt.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well now, develop if you will, Dr. Adler, the importance in your analysis of leaving in abeyance the question of whether there was a beginning.

MORTIMER ADLER: The importance of it is to avoid doing something which is a logical error and would be begging the question. If one assumes, without proof, that the world had a beginning, one is in effect assuming God’s existence. Therefore, in order not to make that illicit assumption, one must assume the contrary—make the hard problem for oneself of assuming an everlasting universe, a cosmos that had no beginning or end—and then say, given that cosmos, can we prove—can we infer—can we show the reasonableness of believing in God.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: So in other words, what you do is take the more difficult of the two alternatives.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. The one against yourself.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: That’s right. And then proceed to argue from there.

MORTIMER ADLER: Precisely.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Okay. Now, having done that, you take us on in to the uniqueness of the word ‘God’, and I wonder whether in that particular section of your book you might be accused of a formal subjectivity.

MORTIMER ADLER: I think not. Here, by the way, I am most greatly indebted to that marvelous, extraordinary eleventh-century Archbishop of Canterbury, St. Anselm. Anselm said if you’re going to think about God, your mind obliges you to think about a being than which no greater can be thought of. That’s binding on the mind.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: The ontological—

MORTIMER ADLER: No—we’re not arguing for God’s existence. This is an argument about what you must think when you think about God. It’s called the ontological argument. What is fallacious is when we suppose that it proves God’s existence. What Anselm is saying is you must think of God as that than which nothing greater can be thought of, namely the Supreme Being, and if you are thinking of a Supreme Being, you must think of that being as really existing, for if that being you’re thinking of is only in your mind, it is not the Supreme Being because it is more and greater being to exist in reality as well as in the mind. Therefore, you must think of God as really existing. Furthermore, you must think of God as having an everlasting or enduring existence, not a transient existence—it doesn’t come into being and pass away.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Are we talking about an attribute now, or something that’s—

MORTIMER ADLER: Not an attribute—We are saying how we must think about—what notion it is we form—about God. If you think about God as the Supreme Being—as that than which nothing  greater can be thought of—you must think of God as really existing, permanently or everlastingly in existence, and also as having an independent and unconditioned existence depending on nothing else for his existence and unconditioned by anything else. When you’ve done that, you’ve thought about the Supreme Being who is omnipotent and omniscient, unconditioned and independent. That is the notion of God that—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Now, would two people’s notions of God if they followed your specifications differ, or must they, by definition, be identical?

MORTIMER ADLER: I think they—that is, what Anselm—at least what I take him to be saying—if one uses one’s reason in thinking about God, one is obliged—one is necessitated—to affirm in one’s notion of God these attributes: omnipotence, omniscience, real existence, everlasting, existence, unconditioned existence, independent existence.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Now—

MORTIMER ADLER: May I say, the error that is—You mentioned the ontological argument—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: Anselm himself—I think he made an extraordinary discovery when he did that—then made the mistake of saying that because I must think of God as really existing, therefore God exists. That does not follow. That does not follow. But the ontological—so-called ontological—argument which is not a reasonable basis for believing in God’s existence is absolutely controlling in how one must think about God’s nature. And I think this reverses the order of sacred theology, because in sacred theology, St. Thomas proceeds from God’s existence to God’s nature, whereas in philosophical theology one proceeds from one’s understanding of God’s nature, as Anselm has done, to the question of God’s existence. Unless one has this clear notion of God’s nature—or a sufficiently clear notion—one can’t even begin to ask whether in the world of reality there exists something that corresponds to that notion.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, but is the skeptic, even after reading  Anselm, not left with the suspicion that the perception of such a creature as God—

MORTIMER ADLER: I have to stop you.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes, I can’t use “creature.” You don’t like the word ‘creature’.

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, the creator can’t be a creature.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: That’s right, that’s right, that’s right.—the perception of such an idea as God is an act of philosophical exertion that simply attempts to deal with infinity without defining it?

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, I’m glad you mentioned infinity because an unconditioned and independent existence is an unlimited existence and an infinite existence. I would again—I did mention—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: —if one thinks about God as the Supreme Being that than which nothing greater can be thought of, one must think of an infinite being.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: But this is simply saying—You see, what Anselm did by that extraordinary phrase—it’s one of the most extraordinary acts of the mind: “God is that than which nothing greater can be thought of”—when you say that, what follows—an infinite existence, real existence, everlasting existence, omnipotence, omniscience, independent existence, unconditioned existence—that is the notion of God. Now the question remains, is there in reality a being corresponding to that notion? That’s where the crux—where the argument begins.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes, and the ontological argument doesn’t necessarily follow from the insight of Anselm.

MORTIMER ADLER: No.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: There is no nexus. So this is your criticism of sacred theology: Reasoning from Anselm’s insight on over to the ontological existence—

MORTIMER ADLER: Aquinas criticizes Anselm, not for doing what I said, but for doing the invalid thing of saying because I must think of God as really and necessarily existing, God does exist that way.

Curiously enough, Aquinas was acquainted with Anselm’s argument as an argument for God’s existence and rejected it as invalid, but he didn’t do what I’ve just done. He didn’t see what a remarkable contribution Anselm had made to the necessity of how we must think about God, not to the necessity of God’s existence. And with that notion in mind, then the question opens up.

And the next step is a very simple one. It’s almost like there’s— Ask yourself, what question is there to which there is only one answer, namely God? What question can you ask to which no other answer can be given except God? For example, why does the world—the cosmos—have the shape it has at present? God is not the answer to that question because there are other answers possible. Maybe God is—but maybe, not necessarily. Why do things happen as they do? God is not the answer to that question, though God may be the answer, but not necessarily. Why do some men in life reap rich rewards and others suffer calamity? God is not the answer to that question.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Not necessarily.

MORTIMER ADLER: Not necessarily. There is only one question to which no other answer is possible, and that is, why is there something rather than nothing? Why is there something rather than nothing? Now, that at first looks simple, but—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Because someone is capable of exnihilation.

MORTIMER ADLER: The answer is, if the present world—the cosmos as it exists now, right now—is a merely possible cosmos, and everyone—I don’t think anyone would say that the world could not be otherwise than it is—and what can be otherwise than it is also capable of not being at all. And if the present cosmos, being capable of being otherwise than it is, is also capable of not being at all, then at this very moment, unless something caused its existence in the sense of preventing it from being reduced to nothingness, nothingness would take its place. And so at this very instant and at every instant in time which the cosmos exists, without  beginning or end, an exnihilating cause is operative. The act of God is required. Exnihilating, not in the sense of initiating the existence of the world, but preserving it in existence. I think I learn more from Question 104 of the Summa Theologica than any other, in which Thomas explains that God’s preservation of the cosmos is creative.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well now, explain why, inasmuch as it is a workaday piece of scientific knowledge, that matter cannot be destroyed; it merely changes its form.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: So under the circumstances, annihilation is as difficult as exnihilation.

MORTIMER ADLER: Precisely. In that—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: You can have entropy, but you still have matter.

MORTIMER ADLER: Right. Again, the third most remarkable sentence in the whole of the Summa—One was that God is the proper cause of being, the only cause of being. Two, that there is no way of proving that the world had either beginning or end. The third is—I was stunned by it when I first read it—God annihilates nothing.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Because He cannot?

MORTIMER ADLER: No. No. That’s an act of will. That’s free. But the point about that is in the whole of our science we’ve never seen anything annihilated. All change, I mean, is transformation. We talk about destruction. We talk about things being—We use the word “annihilated” loosely. We say, “That city was annihilated by a war.” Not at all. It just reduced to rubble and ashes and dust. Nothing is annihilated, and so that since we have no experience of annihilation, we have no experience of exnihilation either. But at this very moment, since what is could be not—or not be—it needs a cause for its existence that it doesn’t have in itself—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: In other words, there has to be an agent of its being—

MORTIMER ADLER: Being.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —as also of its continuing to be.

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, it’d have to be—At every moment, there has to be an agent of its continuing to be—and its continuing to be is its existence—moment from, moment it exists.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Now, does that agent have to be intelligent?

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, I would say that this is probably the least, shall I say, rigorous part of the argument. If one says we must think of God as that than which nothing greater can be thought of, must we think of God as living as opposed to inert? This may be anthropomorphic reasoning, but it would seem to me to say that that which exists as a living organism has more being than that which is merely an inert piece of matter. Therefore, if God is that than which nothing greater can be thought of, we must think of God as being alive. Is an intelligent living organism—Does an intelligent being have more power and more being than a non-intelligent? The answer is yes. So I think the attribution of both life—ontologically understood, not unifically understood—the attribution of both life and intelligence to God follows, though not as easily as the attribution of existence.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Is it something that Anselm insisted on, or not?

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: It is.

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: But his insistence on that was, you would classify, as a theological deduction—

MORTIMER ADLER: No, I would, as a philosopher, without any aid from the light of faith, would say that what I’ve just said holds my mind. I am thinking as strictly as I can.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: But you said it was less rigorous—

MORTIMER ADLER: Because it’s—Someone may say, ‘Well, when you say that to be alive and to be rational or be intelligent is better than not to be, aren’t you being, shall I say, prejudicially human?’ I think not. I say that about existence and infinity and unconditioned,  I have no doubt. No one can possibly challenge me on that. I think I can defend—I say that a little more modestly—the proposition that to think of God as that than which nothing greater can be thought of, one must think of God as living and intelligent.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Now, the scrutiny given to the thought thus far by Immanuel Kant revealed what misgivings?

MORTIMER ADLER: Kant made a simple mistake. He said, dismissing Anselm’s argument, that $100 in my pocket is no greater than $100 in my mind. I think that’s just nonsense. A hundred dollars in my pocket will do things that $100 in my mind will not do. (Laughter) I can understand the error that he made. Existence is not an ordinary predicate—not an ordinary attribute. It’s not like red or green or large or heavy or here or there. And he therefore thought that existence did not characterize anything. Perhaps it doesn’t. Existence is not a characterizing term. But to say that that which exists in reality does not have more existence and more power than that which exists only in the mind is nonsense. And that’s the error Kant made.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And what was the impact of that error on—

MORTIMER ADLER: It dismissed the ontological argument, and then Kant made another error that was understandable in his day and not today. One of the reasons why I thought that I could do something in this book in the twentieth century that could not be done by a philosophical theologian in any earlier century is that I can overcome Kant’s chief objection to philosophical theology, which was that one cannot use concepts drawn from experience to deal with that which transcends experience. Now obviously, God transcends experience. And if you have to use only concepts drawn from experience, you can’t, he said, legitimately, use them about God. In twentieth-century physics, we talk about certain elementary particles, we talk about the black holes. We are not using concepts drawn from experience. Those transcend experience.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And they’re deduced.

MORTIMER ADLER: No. The modern logic of contemporary science calls those—it’s very important—theoretical constructs,  rather than empirical concepts. Now I say that God is not an empirical concept. We do not, shall I say, abstract it from any experiences. We abstract horse or chair or cow. But since we now know from the thinking in theoretical physics that one can take a theoretical concept and then, using—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And rely on it.

MORTIMER ADLER: Rely on it.—and show that there exists in reality something that corresponds to that theoretical concept using Ockham’s very fundamental—Ockham is again very helpful here—he says you are entitled to infer—to establish the existence of a theoretical construct if nothing else will explain the phenomenon. Now when scientists say a meson exists—a meson is never perceptible—they’re saying that theoretical construct of a meson or a neutrino or a black hole, which is not a concept drawn from experience, ‘I infer the existence of that because without that theoretical construct I cannot explain the phenomenon that I do observe in the laboratory—the traces on the screen.’

So that what I’m saying is I’ve avoided Kant’s objection, because I think if I’d thought of God as a—I don’t have any—The point is, I have no definition of God. What I’ve done with Anselm is not a definition of God. What I’ve done is to construct a theoretical construct that my mind is compelled to make and then say—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: There is no other explanation.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. Precisely it.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And now, did Kant linger over the notion of the theoretical construct or was physics not sufficiently advanced?

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s precisely the point. He didn’t have any conception of that. Kant was living in the age of Newtonian physics. Newtonian physics didn’t need theoretical constructs. It is really modern cosmology and modern nuclear physics that I think emancipates us from Kant’s strictures and makes it—I take courage in thinking about God from the kind of thinking physicists do about black holes.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes, yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: If they can do it, I can do it.

 WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Right. Now, when the time comes to infuse your concept with attributes, what do you do?

MORTIMER ADLER: You have now touched the nerve of the—I think—the most difficult point in the book, which is in the epilogue, in which I talk about the chasm and the bridge. Again, let me rely on a great Christian thinker, Blaise Pascal, who said, “I am not interested in the God of the philosophers. I’m interested only in the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, of Moses and Jesus Christ.” And he’s right. The God of the philosophers is not a God to worship. What I’ve said so far, though I think I have given reason—good sound reason—to believe in God’s existence, the God whose existence I’ve given reason for belief in has attributes that fall short of the attributes required of a God to worship and rely upon and love. I haven’t proved that God is benevolent. That is not part of my reasoning and thinking about God. I have not shown that God cares for us and is concerned with us. I haven’t shown that God’s providence arranges things wisely and well. And all the things that I think are required for the life of the religious person—well, certainly charity, the love of God, being loved, love—Let’s take just love for a moment—benevolence. There’s nothing in, I think—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: What about ensoulment?

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, ensoulment is life.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: But since nothing can be annihilated, is there a commitment within the confines of your architecture to the endurance of the soul?

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, yes, but you’ve now—When you talk about the human soul and its immortality, you’ve gone way beyond my original premises now. Let me see if I can say it another way, Bill. What is the leap of faith which is required for religious life? Well, I think—In my judgment, one of the main contributions I’ve made in this book is to say it is not going from insufficient grounds for believing in God to belief in God. That’s what most people think the leap of faith is—that you don’t have enough grounds, so you have to add faith. I say—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: You’re saying there are plenty of grounds.

MORTIMER ADLER: There are plenty of grounds for believing in God’s existence. The leap of faith is from believing in God’s existence to believing in a benevolent God. That’s the leap of faith, because there, I think, one goes beyond reason.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Let alone an anthropomorphic God.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. Well, I think that phrase is a misunderstanding of the meaning of ‘person’. We are persons— Because the meaning of the word ‘person’ in both theology and philosophy and in Roman jurisprudence is a rational being with free will, and if one attributes mind and freedom to God—as I think one does when one talks about God’s having intelligence being unconditioned independent—one is saying that God is a person—a person in that fundamental metaphysical meaning of person. If that’s anthropomorphic, that’s all right. I mean—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, of course, that’s a great Christian assertion.

MORTIMER ADLER: Sure, sure.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: So now we’re—I don’t want to lose our train of thought here. Here you are adducing Pascal who said, “I am really uninterested”—

MORTIMER ADLER: —in the God of the philosophers.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes. I’m uninterested in any proof that there is a God in the denatured sense in which Professor Adler deduces him. (Laughter) I want to know what role that God should play in my life, if any, and this depends on giving him a profile—

MORTIMER ADLER: Which requires that act of faith, that leap of faith that I said.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Now, is it a matter of—Is your refusal to discuss the Christian God in terms of—

MORTIMER ADLER: Or the Jewish God or the Muslim God—any one of those three.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —is that a terminological decision based on a decision not to mix empirical and speculative thought, or is it because you simply haven’t gotten around to it?

MORTIMER ADLER: No. The subtitle of that book—the subtitle the publishers gave it—is A Guide for the 20th Century Pagan. I wanted to call it An Introduction to Theology for the 20th Century Pagan. And the reason I used the word “pagan” is that one of the definitions of ‘pagan’ in Webster’s Dictionary is one who does not worship the God of Christians, Jews, and Muslims. Now those who worship obviously worship on the basis of faith, not on the basis of philosophical reason. So I wanted to stay within what could be said to pagans without any appeal to faith, and then say—what one can say to pagans without any appeal to faith is just this: It isn’t entirely, shall I say, dismissible, because the God whose existence I have given reason to believe in has many traits in common with the God that is worshipped. Not all. Many.

Too, if the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were not infinite, not omnipotent, not omniscient, not alive, not intelligent, not the exnihilating creator, then the God of the philosophers and the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob would be utterly different. But that’s not so. They converge, but don’t meet. That’s the gap that Pascal was talking about—that chasm between the God of the philosophers—Now, he turned his back. Being of profoundly religious faith he had no need of the God of the philosophers.

I’m saying that I think persons of profound faith have some need to know that their faith is reasonable, though they go beyond what is reasonable. That is the answer to the agnostic. The person of profound faith still should be proud and happy to know that what he holds by faith has reasonable grounds even though what he holds by faith exceeds what one can say by reasonable grounds. That’s the essence of what I’m trying to say.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: In other words, the scaffolding is there— the intellectual scaffolding is there—and faith supplies, so to speak, the facade.

MORTIMER ADLER: It puts the flesh and blood on it.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: The flesh and blood on it, yes. Now, in the case of Pascal, there was a conscious rejection of the challenge to bridge the two, was there not?

MORTIMER ADLER: He just was on the other—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: The call of the faithful—

MORTIMER ADLER: He said, ‘I’m on the other side of the chasm, and I don’t care about their side at all’, you see.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And what successor has attempted this chasm?

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t, you see—if I may be immodest a moment—In the modern world philosophers fall into two groups. They’ve either been pagans like Hume and the twentieth-century agnostic philosophers who argue that God’s existence can’t be proved, that God is an illegitimate notion, and there is no valid argument for God’s existence. In other words, the philosophers who are purely philosophers and pagans have been adverse—negative. On the other hand, there are modern philosophers who are Christians and Jews who, in thinking about God and in arguing for God’s existence, have allowed the light of faith to add to their philosophy what doesn’t belong there. They have, shall I say, illegitimately introduced into their philosophical thought something that they borrowed from their faith.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And in that sense have become sacred theologians?

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. And what I’ve tried to do—and I think I’m almost alone in this—is while standing with the pagans, in the sense that I allow no light of faith to intrude upon my thought, I’ve been positive rather than negative, affirmative rather than adverse. And I think that is a very important thing to achieve.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes, yes. Now can you account for the apparent lack of curiosity on the subject? It is, of course, the paramount question.

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, curiously enough, that’s not my—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Why is it that so many people who are ostensibly educated have devoted so very little thought to this question? I doubt if the typical doctored teacher has ever heard of Anselm.

MORTIMER ADLER: Let’s leave academics out for a moment.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Okay.

MORTIMER ADLER: My experience is the other way, Bill. In the last thirty years I have from time to time in various parts of the  country given lectures on the existence of God, always to standing-room-only audiences. Last summer in Aspen, while I was writing this book, I announced three lectures and set them on a Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday afternoon at four o’clock—brilliantly sunny afternoons in June when the trout streams in the mountains and the golf course and the tennis courts were beckoning. I had filled—in fact I had to move from a smaller to a larger auditorium—and I had to repeat the lectures a second time to accommodate the—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: That sounds like Abelard.

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, the interesting thing is that this is the most far—Academics may turn their backs on it, but I assure you that the populace in general is avid on this question.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well then, let’s examine the narrower question. Why are the academics insouciant?

MORTIMER ADLER: They have been—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Is it sloth? Fashion?

MORTIMER ADLER: No. I think they’ve been corrupted—I have to say they’ve been corrupted by modern thought. They’ve been corrupted by Hume and Kant and the whole line of doubters who have never understood the conditions of the argument and how to do it. I mean, the errors I’ve talked about are errors that pervade the academic mind, and so they think it’s a closed book. And the philosophers whom they admire have argued that this is beyond reason’s power to do—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: They admire Aristotle, don’t they?

MORTIMER ADLER: Not generally. (laughing) I wish they did. I wish they did. Not generally.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: What was it that Kant meant when he referred to the difficulties that the agnostics had with the physicoteleological argument?

MORTIMER ADLER: Well, I think the argument from design—I think most of the arguments that have been given for God’s existence are faulty. The reason behind my saying that is the inadequate or defective arguments come from asking the wrong  questions. The questions I said—There are lots of questions to which God may be the answer but need not be.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: When you build an argument in answer to a question to which God may be the answer but need not be, you’ve got a faulty or insufficient argument. You’ve got to find the question to which God is the only possible answer, and that is the question, ‘Why is there something rather than nothing?’ I think that’s simple and clear.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Yes. And is there any reason why the natural curiosity of the academics does not turn to a more rigorous examination of this question? Is it something that they tend to fear because of its—

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —awful abstruseness?

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t think it’s so much that it’s abstruse. In academic circles theology is an unfashionable subject, at least the kind of strict philosophical theology that I’m talking about. You’ll recall in the 1960s that furor about the death of God. That the academics just lapped up. Of course, the most extraordinary thing is how that has completely disappeared. I have two shelves of books that have been dropped into nothingness—where they belong, as a matter of fact. (laughter)

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Except that you can’t annihilate them. (Laughter)

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes. (laughing)

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And your point being that it was simply an intellectual fad.

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well now, is there a sign of any reversal? I remember Will Herberg was always talking about a reawakening of interest at all levels in religion. Do you see that happening? Will your book, for instance, engage the attention of the academic community?

MORTIMER ADLER: I’m hoping so. I’m pretty sure it will engage the attention of the general public because of my experience in lectures. I’m hoping—and this is a slender hope—that the clarity, and, I think, persuasiveness of the reasoning done there in the explanation of why Anselm’s argument is wrong as an argument for the existence of God, the explanation why Kant’s strictures now no longer hold—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Wrong, but heuristic.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right—will prevail. And since my claims for natural theology are not exorbitant—I don’t attempt to prove that I’ve given reason for believing in the Christian God or the Jewish God because, as I say, there’s a leap there. I think the academic community would react very negatively if I—if anyone— claimed by reason and reason alone, one could establish a grounds for believing in the God worshipped and loved by religious Jews, Muslims, and Christians.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well—

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t do that.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: What you’re saying is that you wouldn’t undertake to do it, but—

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t think it can be done.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —but you—Well—

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t think it can be done.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, I think—I happen to think it can be done and has been done—people like C.S. Lewis and Chesterton—it seems to me that after reading them, I personally believe that it becomes unreasonable to suppose the opposite. There are arguments that are historical and empirical—for the reincarnation, for instance.

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Now, your book is very philosophically meticulous in insisting that—in telling the reader—that you’re not going to assert anything the proof of which is not made by the integrity of your own philosophical arguments.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s correct.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And, therefore, you hope that its discreet appeal will make it inoffensive to people who want to continue to refuse to make Pascal’s leap.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s correct. I think that’s a very good—I mean, that’s a perfect statement of my intention. I hope I’ve succeeded in carrying it out.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: I think you have. Mr. Jeff Greenfield is an author, television commentator, graduate of the Yale Law School. He has a book coming out in June, the title of which I forget.

JEFF GREENFIELD: It’s Playing to Win.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Playing to Win. Sorry.

JEFF GREENFIELD: You can’t deduce much theology from it. It’s about politics. Dr. Adler, let me just see if we can clear some ground first. The proof that you think you make here is not a demonstration of a God with specific intentions toward man. Would that be correct?

MORTIMER ADLER: Right.

JEFF GREENFIELD: All right. So that much of the questions that have been raised in the past about what God’s will is toward us is swept aside in this.

MORTIMER ADLER: Not swept aside. Swept aside is not quite right. I think it’s one of the most important questions of all, but I can’t reach them by reason alone.

JEFF GREENFIELD: So that there are a whole range of issues in which we are used to hearing God invoked about which you say, ‘Not provable’. Yes?

MORTIMER ADLER: I—Could I—

JEFF GREENFIELD: Well, let me show you what I mean.

MORTIMER ADLER: Could I just remove that word ‘provable’, because as I said to Bill a little earlier, the word ‘proof’ is a mathematical word.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Fair enough.

MORTIMER ADLER: Let’s say reasonable rather than proof.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Okay. But whether one should be celibate before marriage because God wants us to is not—

MORTIMER ADLER: Not within my domain.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Right. Okay. (Laughter) Whether God wants to ban the teaching of evolution—none of these things are in your domain. Okay.

MORTIMER ADLER: Interesting, but not in my domain.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes, I understand that. Not uninteresting. (Laughter) Indeed, what I think Mr. Buckley was after is a question which I would have thought was not in your domain either. Specifically, it is conceivable to imagine a God who created a universe in which man did not have a soul. No?

MORTIMER ADLER: It is conceivable for the universe to exist without man being in it.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: It is conceivable for the universe to exist with man being in it without an immortal soul. If the word “soul” simply means to be alive, then all potatoes have souls—(Laughter)

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes.

MORTIMER ADLER: —but the immortal soul is something else again.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes, that—

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Okay. So I think it’s just important to have brought this down to where—

MORTIMER ADLER: Absolutely. My whole effort is to minimalize my— You see, may I say, as I said to Mr. Buckley, natural theology has brought upon itself, I think, some adverse reactions because it’s claimed too much.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Fair enough.

MORTIMER ADLER: I want to claim modestly only what I think can be done clearly.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Now I want to explore those modest claims in the light of what you may regard as an apposite analogy. Child psychologists tell us that in an early stage of development infants attribute to their parents all sorts of attributes which they later discover to be untrue. For example—I cannot tell you how they come to this conclusion—but child psychologists tell us that at a certain early stage of development infants believe that their parents can be made to appear and disappear by an act of will. In other words, the infant believes that their hunger brings the parent into existence.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s a power on the part of the infant, not an attribute of the parent.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Well, but it’s what the infant— That’s true. At any—That’s right. But that comes after the stage when the infants believe their parents are sort of—I guess god-like is the only way I can put it. That is, they believe—

MORTIMER ADLER: I wish my children thought that of me. (Laughter)

JEFF GREENFIELD: That’s a later stage. (Laughter) In infancy they tend to believe their parents dwell everywhere and are omnipotent because their needs are answered. What I’m— I guess; what I’m getting at— is whether it is conceivable that the questions that you are addressing—the questions about the nature of existence out of nothingness—is a concept that is so far beyond us that the conclusions that you draw might at some other date be invalidated.

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t think so. And I don’t think so because you and I and everybody else uses the word ‘exists’ or ‘is’—there’s no commoner word in any language than the ontological predicate ‘is’ or ‘is not’—you and I day in and day out say that is or that does not exist, and when we say something does not exist we are thinking of nothing in its place sometimes. So I think the concept of being and not being or existence and nothingness are, shall I say, part of the very heart of human thinking.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Well, but you see what interests me—

MORTIMER ADLER: And you can’t think without it, so I don’t think we’ll go beyond it.

JEFF GREENFIELD: That’s possible, but in a sense—and I don’t  think I’m using this word invidiously—there’s almost a sort of arrogance in this sense: There was a time when people believed that if there were sunspots on the sun, that was impossible, and it was impossible because God would not create such a thing. That’s why Galileo had to recant.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s superstitious thinking, yes.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes, but that’s exactly my point. From our perspective it’s superstitious. From that time period, it was a matter of demonstrable theology.

MORTIMER ADLER: Mr. Greenfield, I don’t think that time is going to affect the line of difference between superstition and rational thought. Either— when I go through the argument that you’ve heard me go through with Mr. Buckley—

JEFF GREENFIELD: Right.

MORTIMER ADLER: —either your own mind—I can’t appeal to anything but your own mind—either as you, hear that, your mind says, ‘Yes, I can think’—If I say to you, ‘Can you think of God as anything less than the Supreme Being?’ Do you want to think of God—When you use the word ‘god’, do you want to think of an inferior being? A being than which there is a superior? I don’t think you would use the word ‘god’ that way. I’m appealing to you—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: He’d excogitate him out of existence.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. So that the steps I’ve asked you to take, I can only appeal to your reason or anybody’s else’s reason—

JEFF GREENFIELD: Well, you couldn’t appeal to him at all if he were, say, a solipsist, could you?

MORTIMER ADLER: I wouldn’t try.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Or even a nihilist.

MORTIMER ADLER: I wouldn’t try. If he’s a solipsist, I don’t want to exist in his universe. (laughing)

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes, but you know that—But, Mr. Buckley, you know the answer to that, where a woman ran up to Bertrand  Russell in his solipsist phase and said, “Thank God, I thought I was the only one.” (Laughter) I’m not dealing with that. What I’m dealing with—

MORTIMER ADLER: I don’t think he’s a solipsist.

JEFF GREENFIELD: What I’m dealing with—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: He’s— As I understand it, he’s saying, can’t you, hypothetically, assume an intellectual state in which that which you accept as axiomatic is rejected.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Disproven. Is disproven.

MORTIMER ADLER: No.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And I think— The answer is, I can’t either.

JEFF GREENFIELD: All right. So that— Okay, but that— The reason why I come at it from this viewpoint is because you’ve now—

MORTIMER ADLER: I’m arrogant to that extent.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Right. So that all the past mistakes that theologians have made—all the past errors by which people have deduced what must be—are not affected by your argument here. Is this correct?

MORTIMER ADLER: I think not. And by the way, the great theologians do not harbor any of that superstitious nonsense that you’re attributing to children and popular—

JEFF GREENFIELD: No, but as I recall—

MORTIMER ADLER: No one has ever— The great theologians of the past are not superstitious—

JEFF GREENFIELD: As I recall, and I may be—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: What about the great philosophers, though?

MORTIMER ADLER: They’re not superstitious. I mean I think—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: What about the notion that a tree makes no noise when it falls unless someone is there to hear it?

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s a sophomore proposition that no great philosopher I think, ever really—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Didn’t Berkeley believe that?

MORTIMER ADLER: Berkeley held the position that “esse est percipi”—‘to be is to be perceived’, and certainly there is this sense in which it is true: that the objects of our experience exist in our experience. Berkeley’s further reasoning was that—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Is frivolous.

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes.

JEFF GREENFIELD: But I’m thinking—

MORTIMER ADLER: Berkeley’s further reasoning was that what we—that we can’t go beyond our experience to objects that exist outside our experience—to go beyond our experience is invalid.

JEFF GREENFIELD: I was thinking, for instance—and I may be misplacing the theologian—it’s been a while—but that. St. Anselm begins by beseeching God to help him in his project.

MORTIMER ADLER: St. Anselm was a religious person—

JEFF GREENFIELD: Right. Now—

MORTIMER ADLER: —and he does—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: That’s why he was a saint. (Laughter)

MORTIMER ADLER: By the way, he begins the argument on his knees in prayer. There’s no question about it.

JEFF GREENFIELD: That’s what I mean. A modern day thinker— or a modern day person—looking at that is entitled to say—Well, it seems to me he may be in a different ballpark than you’re in, obviously.

MORTIMER ADLER: No. But, you see, the interesting thing is, though I’m not a saint—

JEFF GREENFIELD: Not yet.

MORTIMER ADLER: No, and it would be unsaintly even to aspire to be a saint—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: It’s unsaintly to aspire to be a saint?

MORTIMER ADLER: (laughing) Yes.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Bill, can I ask you a question about this, because I—It seems to me that this must ultimately dissatisfy you, you know—the nature of coming to rest at this conclusion.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: No. It doesn’t dissatisfy me because it seems to me that it is by no means incorrect to take on a discrete task, and that is the philosophical task that Professor Adler has undertaken. The fact that his conclusions are compatible with my Christian faith is pleasing to me. Now, there remains the nexus which he undertakes not to supply.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: But he does not deny that it is suppliable—

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —though it would be with reference to a different philosophical vocabulary, a vocabulary that may or may not rest in part on faith and, to a certain extent, on reason and—

JEFF GREENFIELD: But you see what—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —empirical experience.

MORTIMER ADLER: There is a lovely little essay by Augustine entitled ‘The Merit of Believing’. There is no merit in believing if believing doesn’t go beyond what can be established by reason—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Right.

JEFF GREENFIELD: But isn’t that—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Even as Yusuf said, only the man who believes can genuinely be tolerant.

MORTIMER ADLER: Correct.

JEFF GREENFIELD: But isn’t— Aren’t you now back—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: But if he doesn’t believe, there’s nothing to be intolerant about.

MORTIMER ADLER: Correct.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Aren’t you now at the barrier that so many people in today’s world face, which is you can prove or— I’m sorry. You can—

MORTIMER ADLER: Argue and give reasonable grounds.

JEFF GREENFIELD: —bring us to this conclusion, but at the point when it begins to make a difference in our lives, it doesn’t help much. In other words, the old—you might call them sophomoric notions—the questions that a bright eighteen-year-old begins to ask: ‘If God exists, why does he permit X?’ These things aren’t answered at all in this.

MORTIMER ADLER: You are entitled to say, after you’ve read my book, ‘What of it?’

JEFF GREENFIELD: Yes. That’s what I mean.

MORTIMER ADLER: And I’m going to answer that question, because I think it’s a good question, and I think there’s a good answer to it.

What of it? The negative answer: It will not solve the questions that are the crucial questions in your life. The questions of whether God is to be sought in prayer for help and you ought to rely on God’s grace for your virtues. What it does, though, is to say this: If I do believe in God religiously, am I entirely in a world of unreason? Have I exercised a faith that is—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Childlike.

MORTIMER ADLER: —childlike. There are two medieval maxims I’d like to state in Latin first. Tertullian said, “Credo nisi absurdum est”—‘I believe even if it’s absurd’; then went on to say, “Credo quia absurdum est”—‘I believe because it is absurd’. I think that’s wrong. I think to say that I believe because it is absurd—even though it’s absurd it’s all right—but it need not be absurd. What I believe can have an insufficient ground reason, and so it is—I think the what of it is to know what that leap of faith is.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Okay.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: And nobody likes to be intellectually infra dig.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right, that’s right.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: That’s a very important point.

JEFF GREENFIELD: I think the area that I’m thinking of—very quickly, if we have the time for it—is that— to turn on the evening news the other night in New York and see a funeral service for a mother and her five children who were killed in a fire, and to hear the minister say, “God looked down from heaven and said, ‘I need these people’.” I mean, that is almost obscene, isn’t it, in the sense there is—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: No, I don’t think it’s obscene at all.

JEFF GREENFIELD: All right. I will assert it. To me that is an obscene notion, and one that I would assume that—I can’t draw any comfort—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, I think you should use a more precise word than ‘obscene’.

MORTIMER ADLER: Yes. ‘Obscene’ isn’t the right word.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Well, I think I meant it as—

MORTIMER ADLER: ‘Gratuitous’—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Or ‘profane’.

JEFF GREENFIELD: ‘Offensive’?

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Profane.

JEFF GREENFIELD: Offensive?

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Oh well, yes, anything can be offensive.

MORTIMER ADLER: You do really have to be tolerant of what happens in funeral oratory. I mean, after all, the minister—the priest—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Lapidarian inscriptions are not written on the—

MORTIMER ADLER: —is trying to comfort the grieving.

JEFF GREENFIELD: But what I’m saying is that the kind of question that occurs to someone in the face of that tragedy and then to  be told that it’s God’s will is nothing with which you are concerned in your exercise.

MORTIMER ADLER: I cannot say that, you see. I mean, I think the important thing to know is how far philosophy will take you. Let me put it another way. Philosophy at its best produces a shell into which faith can be poured; but it’s a shell, and that shell is nothing to depend upon for one’s, shall I say, the direction of one’s life. But without that shell, faith is without foundation in anything that belongs to reason in the world of our experience.

JEFF GREENFIELD: But if the faith into which you are pouring, the shell—

MORTIMER ADLER: No, not— The shell into which you are pouring the faith.

JEFF GREENFIELD: I’m sorry. It’s the faith which you are pouring into the shell—wrong preposition—is as difficult to maintain, given the real world, with or without that shell, then what is the purpose as it affects us? Just to give a foundation for a general notion that God can exist?

MORTIMER ADLER: I would say, pointing to my friend here, Bill Buckley, that he lives in the same real world you do. He knows how horrible it is, in many respects, how irrational and brutal, and I don’t think it weakens his faith. I don’t see any signs, and I don’t see why it should weaken his faith. The inscrutability of God’s providence— We are not— Milton’s efforts to justify the ways of God to man are not proper, I think. We shouldn’t try to do that. We should— If we have faith in God’s love and benevolence, we must try to understand that this difficult world in which we live is still within God’s providence. The man of faith can do that. I don’t think he’s disturbed by it. As a philosopher I can’t explain it, and I’m not called upon—I mean, as a philosopher, I cannot move into the realm in which the questions—

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: That’s right.

MORTIMER ADLER: That’s right. But I don’t see why that defect—to admit that defect—is a very important thing—to admit that deficiency—

JEFF GREENFIELD: Because my assumption is the reason why people crowd lecture halls to hear lectures about God is less a philosophical exercise than a search—

MORTIMER ADLER: You’re quite right.

JEFF GREENFIELD: —for some kind of faith or comfort in the cold world.

MORTIMER ADLER: You’re quite right. I think I’ve cheated them. I think they come hoping for more than I’m going to give them. On the other hand, they don’t castigate me for that. Though they expected more, they are, I think, pleased to have the little I can give.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: Well, they also go to you as to a virtuoso, so there’s that which is a pleasing note on which to end the hour. Thank you, very much, Dr. Adler—

MORTIMER ADLER: Thank you.

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY: —the author of How to Think about God; Mr. Greenfield; ladies and gentlemen of Georgetown.
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