


Dawkins’s 747 Argument and Mormonism


Richard Dawkins has in his book “The God Delusion”, an argument that he thinks is a final crushing defeat of beliefs in God’s existence. He says Dan Dennett calls it “An unrebuttable refutation as devastating today as when Philo used it to trounce Cleanthes in Hume’s dialogues two centuries earlier.”


As Dawkins says:

A God capable of continuously monitoring and controlling the individual status of every particle in the universe cannot be simple. His existence is going to need a mammoth explanation in its own right. Worse (from the point of view of simplicity), other corners of God’s giant consciousness are simultaneously preoccupied with the doings and emotions and prayers of every single human being – and whatever other intelligent aliens there might be on other planets in this and 100 billion other galaxies. He even, according to Swinburne, has to decide continuously not to intervene miraculously to save us when we get cancer. That would never do for, “If God answered most prayers for a relative to recover from cancer, then cancer would no longer be a problem for humans to solve.’ And then what would we find to do with our time?


Dawkins considers this argument so formidable, he calls it the ultimate 747 argument, a take-off on the idea that a tornado going through a junkyard could not make a Boeing 747.


For now, we will ignore how God is supposedly deciding things even though he is outside of time and is non-temporal so deciding doesn’t make much sense and we will ignore Dawkins’s whining about the Problem of Evil. Naturally, I do not agree with Swinburne’s answer. (Though it is a huge assumption Dawkins even got that argument right.) That is for another time though.


Orthodox Christians though can sit back and laugh at Dawkins and Dennett both and say “You call that unrebuttable?” It is as if they never picked up a book that said anything about the doctrine of God’s simplicity. In fact, it is quite likely they did not. I also do not see how they can explain complexity themselves still? Just saying “I do not like your answer,” does not give you one. Dawkins still has explaining to do.


Thus, let us sit back and laugh and see Dawkins further embarrass himself. He assumes simple is the opposite of complex. In some cases, it means that, but that is not what it really means when it refers to God’s simplicity. In short, it simply means that God is what he has. What he is, he is completely and fully.


The Christian concept of God is in the clear. However, Dawkins has done one good service. (Other than providing Christians much to laugh about.) He has pointed out a problem with the Mormon concept of God. Who better to give the description of Mormonism’s god then their own founder, Joseph Smith himself?:

God himself was once as we are now, and is an exalted man, and sits enthroned in yonder heavens! That is the great secret. If the veil were rent today, and the great God who holds this world in its orbit, and who upholds all worlds and all things by his power, was to make Himself visible,--I say, if you were to see Him today, you would see Him like a man in form—like yourselves in all the person, image, and very form as a man; for Adam was created in the very fashion, image and likeness of God, and received instruction from, and walked, talked, and conversed with Him, as one man talks and communes with another.


As further confirmation, we have this verse from the Scripture of the Mormon Church, the Doctrines and Covenants:

The father has a body of flesh and bones as tangible as man’s; the Son also; but the Holy Ghost has not a body of flesh and bones, but is a personage of Spirit. Were it not so, the Holy Ghost could not dwell in us. 


Never mind that Ephesians 3:17 says that Christ may dwell in our hearts. That is yet another issue. The point to be raised is the question of this doctrine of the Mormon Church. Is it tenable with reason and logic, or are there some tremendous philosophical problems with it.


Consider first off, the point raised by Dawkins. Christians do not believe God literally has a brain for instance. We do not see him as material in anyway. While we see the second person of the Trinity taking on a body, we do not see that body as essential to the nature of the Son of God. 


However, it would be a fair question to ask, “If God has a body, who put it together?” If God became God, then there must be some God who is beyond him. Very well. Who put that God together? How far back does the line go? We are never given a clear answer!


Christian apologists often raise up the issue of the infinite regress. Basically, you cannot have an actual infinite chain of causes and effects. There had to be some uncaused cause. This is the unmoved mover of Aristotle and the one who Aquinas saw as the God of Scripture, though he did not accept all of Aristotle’s views on God. God is pure actuality in that he cannot be acted on and he cannot change. 


What this means simply is that everything on Earth has potentiality or actuality. I am actually writing this paper right now. (Well, not as you are reading it, but you get my point.) I have the potential to stop writing and go sit down and read my book instead. If I chose to do that, I would have actualized that potential and made a change. 


To look at it in other ways, an acorn is a potential tree. However, what brings about actuality to all these potentialities? It is a question C.S. Lewis asked in his essay “The Laws of Nature.” 
 I urge the reader to read the whole essay. It is a short one, and it will be worth your while.


Thus, we cannot have an infinite chain of gods going back for all time. There has to be an unmoved mover, but Mormonism has yet to give us one. Who is this god we are dealing with now? If he is not #1, why should I worship him? I want to find the head God behind it all.


It is doubtful that Mormonism can give that to me.


Yet this is not the end of Mormonism’s problems! Indeed, I find the idea contradictory as something with potentiality cannot become pure actuality, but what do we have Bruce McConkie saying about the doctrine of Godhood in the Mormon work, Mormon Doctrine?:

That exaltation which the saints of all ages have so devoutly sought is godhood itself. Godhood is to have the character, possess the attributes, and enjoy the perfections which the Father has. It is to do what he does, have the powers resident in him, and live as he lives, having eternal increase. (D&C. 132:17-20, 37.) It is to know him in the full and complete sense, and no one can fully know God except another exalted personage who is like him in all respects. Those attaining the supreme height are sons of God (D&C. 76:50-60); they receive the fullness of the Father and find membership in the Church of the Firstborn(D&C. 93:17-22); they are joint-heirs with Christ (Romans 8:14-18), inheriting with him all that the Father hath. (D&C. 84:33-51) They are gods. (Ps. 82:1, 6; John 10:34-36; Doctrines of Salvation, vol. 2 pp. 35-79; Gospel Kingdom, pp. 27-30)


In this, we have the problem of the infinite regress done forward instead. Something finite cannot become infinite. How come? It is because you can always add one more. You can have potential infinites, such as a number line, but you can always add one more number. There is never a number you reach where you must say “We can go no further.” (Excepting you are some of our skeptics when they reach the number “3”.)


This is the problem of traversing the infinite. It is a logical impossibility, despite the fact that a friend of mine tells me Chuck Norris has done it twice. If at this time I do not possess all knowledge, then I never will possess all knowledge. I have a finite amount and I always will have a finite amount. I have finite power and I will always have finite power.


Thus, the Mormon doctrine of God has some huge problems that would cause Aristotle and Aquinas to raise some questions, and it should do the same for Christians today. Any idea that is logically contradictory, simply put, cannot be true. Because the Mormon doctrine of eternal progression involves contradiction, it cannot be true.


Now it could be that some Mormons will want to show the fallacy in my thinking. If so, they are free to do so. If I am wrong, I stand to be corrected and would appreciate it. For Mormonism to stand though, it must have a logically coherent worldview that accurately describes reality and from this writer’s perspective, it does not. To Richard Dawkins, we say “Thank you.” You have not even touched orthodox Christianity, but you have given a good argument to use for breaking down a false worldview and spreading the gospel of Christ. I am sure you would be proud. 
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