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Preston says

Horrible. If you have a copy, go ahead and burn it and save yourself some trouble. It's a tedious task to read
as I've yet to encounter one good argument; instead I've found a slew of insults and worthless writing
intended to let atheistic reader fall back into alazy train of thought. It's a god-awful Appeal to Authority
with misused quotes, horrible research, and nothing new. I'm going to finish it off, but it may take some time
asitissickening. It may be a comfortable read for the theist, but it seems to address nothing but self-serving-
biased thinking. I'll keep reading and hope there is some critical substance later on. Honestly, Lennox seems
jealous of Hawking; it has stab after stab at the man, each one trying to degrade him.

I'd like to catalog some passages | came across below for future construction of my review (I hope |
eventually find some worthwhile arguments that might let me give the book more stars-but if | must work
this hard to wade through the shat | don't know that | can):

Introduction

Lennox "writes off" the "inevitable conflict between science and religion” with a piss-poor example, " That
conflict view of the matter has long since been discredited. Take, for example, the first author on our list,
Francis Callins...a Christian, Watson an atheist." WHAT??! Y ou can prove problems that have existed for
millenniums wrong by stating an irrelevant example?!

"The remarkable surge of interest in God defies the so-called secularization hypothesis...[assuming] that
religion would eventually decline and die out." Atheism, Deism, and Pantheism has been growing across
Europe, especially in the countries which were first to state this "so-called hypothesis' - | still don't know
why it's the so-called hypothesis? Isis called differently by different people? Anyway, most of the countries
central to philosophical thought Theism is a shrinking minority.

"This particular development has understandably proved infuriating for the secularists® Hmm...Let's just
generalize and speak for entire groups of people whom we are not affiliated with or elected by. I'm pretty
sure most secularists could care less.

Chapter 1: The Big Questions

"In his runaway best seller, Hawking brought the recondite world of fundamental physics to the coffee table
(although many people have confessed to finding the contents rather beyond them). The book was followed
by several othersin the samevein..." Okay, was thisjealous stab at Stephen Hawking's success? If no one
can understand the physics and science how are they supposed to deny his suppositions?

"'but philosophy is dead. It has not kept up with modern developments in science, particularly in physics..."
Could it be that Hawking was making a metaphorical assertion much like the one made by Nietzsche that
"God isdead." | am guessing that he isn't talking about the discipline of philosophy when he saysthat "it has
not kept up." How does an abstract idea keep up? Oh, that's right, Hawking was speaking about the body of
philosophers as awhole, perhaps over generalizing but for better cause than falsely framing this as a self-
contradiction.

"his statement that philosophy is dead contradictsitself." Oh, wow, very insightful.



| am a philosopher, and I'll speak to the truth of Hawking's statement. My professors are decades behind in
the developments of every science. |, personally, committed myself to reading al of the literature of every
discipline as any philosopher should do, and hopefully | can help to change this, along with a number of
others (and current philosophers), but currently, philosophy is very far behind science.

"Furthermore, Hawking's statement that 'scientists have become the bearers of the torch of discovery' smacks
of scientism - the view that science isthe only way to truth."...Thisis a statement that is so utterly stupid I'm
not sure how to respond. What truths has religion given us? What truths has mysticism given us? And | don't
mean the falsifiable Truths that for which we must have faith and trust in abstract entities.

"For any scientist, let aone a science superstar, to disparage philosophy on the one hand, and then at onceto
adopt a self-contradictory philosophical stance on the other, is not the wisest thing to do" What a ploy! What
asickening deluded way of going about acritique! It is disgusting that people delude themselves with this
garbage to feel comforted. Throughout the entire book he has been making appeal s to authority, literally
throughout the entire thing, and now he attempts to sum it up with such the weakest shot at trying to weaken
Hawking's own authority using a damn quote he misrepresents completely, only to drone on into more
appeal to authority. Albert Einstein would be sickened by Lennox's use of his quotesin order to jealously
disparage Hawking. | am beginning think the other readers and | have read completely different books
because they exclaim this book while | gag on it.

"[Hawkings] is but a step away from regarding atheism as a necessary prerequisite for doing science” WTF?!
Now, since you have to misrepresent Hawking's words to come of up with a shat argument you are now
going to put words into his mouth? Are you critiquing a caricature of Hawking? This book oozes of
jealousy. To actually address the claim made, naturalism (the position held by atheism) is and always has
been a prerequisite for science. Lennox suggests that Hawking posits "a'God of the Gaps, who will
increasingly be displaced as the gaps in our knowledge are filled by scientific explanations, sot hat he will
eventually disappear completely,” but I'm still searching for the part that is not evident when looking at
history and the development of science. The "un-scientifically-answerable questions' are answered equally
well by philosophy if not better as they are by religion. And Einstein is probably wrong about reducing ethics
to scientific formulae, but it would be far more complex than any scientific formulae we currently have.

Furthermore, thisis sheer Appeal to Authority; if any reader knows anything about Einstein, they should
know that his religious views were pantheistic. Einstein criticizes the views of theists, especially Christians;
The author is banking on the reader's ignorance of Einstein here. Maybe he is banking on his own ignorance.
Thisislike when | was arguing with a Christian and he sited Nietzsche. What? One out-of-context quote
does not make the man. Also, notice that Einstein said "scientific formulag;” Scientific is unequa with
philosophic, and Einstein was sure a hell not supporting areligious formulation of ethics. Einstein would be
assick as| am to see his name misrepresented.

This book is an sickening waste of my time.

Meg Hykes says

Mr. Lennox does a beautiful job of pointing out Stephen Hawking's many self-contradictionsin his book The
Grand Design. He starts off with the fact that Stephen Hawking's own statement "philosophy is dead” isin
fact proving that philosophy is still very much alive and kicking.

Mr. Lennox also points out the fact that Stephen Hawking seemsto believe that a theory might bring the



universe into existence. How is this possible when theories and laws on there own, can not even cause
anything, let alone create it? Lennox writes, "A move to advance the cause of atheism by means of highly
speculative, untestable theory that is not within the zone of evidence-based science, and which, even if it
were true, could not dislodge God in any case, is not exactly calculated to impress those of us whose faithin
God is not speculative, but testable and well within the zone of evidence based rational thought."

Mr. Lennox also adds later, "The interesting thing about those who espouse various kinds of relativism: they
all seem to end up by saying, essentially, that truth, perception, etc. are relative, except of course the truth
they are passionately trying to get usto perceive. That is, they fail to apply their own relativism to
themselves." Beautifully said!

Okay, one final quote from this fabulous book (and then you just need to get out there and buy a copy for
your home). Lennox writes, "Much of the rationale behind Hawking's argument liesin the idea that thereisa
deep-seated conflict between science and religion. Thisis not a discord that | recognize. For me, asa
Christian believer, the beauty of the scientific laws reinforces my faith in an intelligent, divine Creator. The
more | understand science the more | believein God, because of my wonder at the breadth, sophistication,
and integrity of his creation."

My Final Thoughts:

BUY IT!! | truly think that every home should have a copy of this book! | am extremely grateful when a
scientist or mathematician steps up and publishes there own book to point out the many contradictions being
put out there today. | love the way Mr. Lennox writes so that | don't need to be a " science buff" to know
exactly what has been said and how it isinaccurate. He doesit in such away that | never felt that | was being
talked down to (which | truly appreciate).

This book was so engaging that | actually found myself not only taking notes, but discussing it non-stop with
whoever would listen to me. | look forward to reading through it again and highlighting many, many points
of interest (which if you know me that's huge - | NEV ER mark my books up).

http://meg-homeschoolinmama.blogspot....

Manny says

Stephen Hawking evidently enjoys the gentle art of trolling; | reluctantly concede that | am arank amateur in
his august company. All the same, John Lennox'sirate reply sounds eerily familiar. If | may paraphrase for a
moment:

Dear Br-Rayner Professor Hawking,

Y ou think you are so clever, but your Harry-Petterreview popular book on cosmology shows you are just
plain dumb. Y ou say that Y-A-titeratureis-erap philosophy is dead, but your whol e review book just reads
like the worst kind of ¥-A-Hiterature philosophy. If you knew anything about it you would realize that. Y ou
say therewashothing-abeut-the Horeruxes before boek—+7 M-Theory created the Universe. That just shows
how ignorant you are. Y ou clearly don't even understand what a Hererux metaphysical principleis. And
none of your trivial, obviously fallacious arguments even for one moment shake my conviction that Harry
Petter-and-the Deathhy-Hallows the Bible is the greatest book ever written. | could go on for hours giving you
examples of how over and over again you misunderstand everything, but | have to finish-my-hemenweork write
a paper on infinite soluble groups.

Yours sincerely,



HPFanBey John Lennox, PhD, Oxford

Eric_ W says

Normally, | wouldn't read this kind of book, but given the substantial number of positive comments, and its
abbreviated length, | figured what the hell. Admittedly, | skimmed much of it. | doubt very much that parsing
each sentence would have made any difference.

The preponderance of reviewers around the web appear to believe Lennox destroyed Hawking' s arguments.
He did no such thing and to do so would have been impossible since each is starting with a different set of
assumptions: Lennox with his belief that God exists and that something cannot arise from nothing (totally
failing to explain God' s origin); Hawking with the opposite, that something can easily arise from nothing. It
doesn't help that each has a different definition of what constitutes “nothing.” One could have reconciled
both positions by simply accepting the proposition that God is the laws of physics, but that wouldn’t be any
fun.

| suspect that reviewerswill line up for or against this book depending on their prior assumptions as well, so
I am not ranking this book because I’m sure that my certainty that there is no God (as defined by Christians,
Moslems, and Jews, i.e. an entity that actually gives a shit and responds to requests to intervene often
violating the laws of physics when necessary) just couldn’'t possibly exist would predispose a negative rank.

Lennox’ s book is aresponse to Hawking' s book, The Grand Design, which | have not read. A review in
Science News (7.27.12) notes that Hawking' s poses and proposes to answer the following questions. “ Why
isthere a universe? Why is there something rather than nothing? Why do we exist? Why are the laws of
nature what they are? While acknowledging the fine-tuning of Earth that allows for favorable life conditions,
Hawking promotes the multiverse theory, which holds that our universe is only one of countless others, each
with their own forces of nature.” So both he and Lennox are engaged in a conjectural debate. | don't like that
since you can’t conjecture your way out of a paper bag. By doing so, Hawking's speculation opened the door
wide to counter-speculation. (Anyone who argues that using the Bible as a source to refute conjecture just
doesn’'t know his history or Bible. There's way too much evidence on how those beliefs evolved and were
developed. Thereis as much evidence for the existence of Leprachauns and Santa Claus as thereisfor God
and they al rely on faith.) I'm always amused by those who claim that the Big Bang, evolution, etc. are mere
theories, and then go on to unguestionably accept the greatest hypothesis of them all, that “God” exists, for
which thereis no evidence at al.

So the debate, if one dare call it that, is like two guys sitting in a bar, one claiming Babe Ruth was the
greatest baseball player; the other asserting it had to be Hank Aaron, each absolutely certain. Fun, | guess, if
you are well-lubricated. For the rest of us, it'sjust a boring conversation that only makes the righteous on
both sides happy. For my part, Hawking should have stuck to astrophysics and Lennox to math neither of
which is useful to the debate and left the speculation to pundits.

James P says

Clear and concise. Worth reading.



Amy says

I would have liked more. An interesting read but at times needed more depth.

Rodney Harvill says

This book is a book-length critical review of Stephen Hawking's book The Grand Design. Because Dr.
Lennox’s areas of expertise are math and philosophy, not physics, he doesn't feel qualified to critique
Hawking's physics. Rather, he critiques the underlying philosophy of the book, reducing it to shreds. Some
issues he has with Hawking include:

1. At the outset, Hawking declares philosophy to be dead, having failed to keep up with modern
developmentsin science. He then proceeds to engage in bad philosophy, apparently having failed to keep up
with modern developments in philosophy.

2. Hawking associates biblical religion with the ancient religions that deified the universe, failing to
recognize that long before the Greek philosophers de-deified the universe by questioning the pagan gods, the
ancient Israglites worshipped the Creator God who made the universe, an orderly universe. As Dr. Lennox
putsit, Hawking “confuses God with the gods.”

3. In his assertion that the universe can create itself out of nothing on account of the law of gravity, Hawking
displays logical incoherence. For one thing, he fails to keep the definition of “nothing” consistent, sometimes
using it to refer to quantum vacuum, sometimes to nothing at all. Secondly, something cannot create itself.
For it to do this, it would have to be pre-existent. Thirdly, to use the law of gravity to explain the existence of
the universe is contradictory because the law of gravity depends for its own existence on the prior existence
of the universe whose behavior it describes. In other words, the law of gravity also requires the universeto
be pre-existent to work.

4. Hawking appears to be assigning to the laws of nature creative power and agency to take God out of the
picture. Itisalmost asif heisturning the laws of nature into god. Furthermore, laws of nature are descriptive
and not prescriptive. They merely describe how the universe works but cannot explain how it comes aboui.
Hawking's claim that God is not necessary is an assumption on his part at the outset, not a product of his
science, but a self-imposed boundary condition onit.

5. Hawking appears to be attempting to assign to multiverse cosmology the same certainty that is associated
with observable science, such as Kepler’slaws. Kepler’slaws are verifiable by observation and can be used
to accurately predict the behavior of planets and other objectsin orbit. M-theory is speculative and
untestable.

In this short review, | have barely scratched the surface of Dr. Lennox’s critique of Hawking. Take the time
to read both Hawking' s book and Lennox’ s critique. The critique is a superb example of critical thinking in
action. | don’t expect all to appreciate all that Dr. Lennox has to say. Y oung earth creationists, of which | am
one, may be put off by his old earth creationism, but they can still learn from him.




Phil Calderone says

Terrible logic throughout. At his best Lennox makes a minor good point but then ignores the much larger
flaw that follows. Typical is a statement that science cannot prove miracles to be impossible. True enough in
an absolute sense but that does not make them likely by any measure known.

He quotes others like CS Lewis to support his opinions but those are just has flawed. Muddle though “Mere
Christianity” for more of this same poor logic.

Really the only legitimate criticism Lennox givesis flagging Hawkins for stating that philosophy is dead.
Though perhaps Hawkins was being hyperbalic, it was an overreaching point to be kind, just wrong to be
realistic.

Two stars only because these feeble same apol ogetic arguments will sound convincing to some who want to
believe that, whew, Hawking didn’t disprove the need for god. For everyone else who is able to think
objectively, one star.

Bob Hayton says

The new atheists, like Richard Dawkins and Stephen Hawking, are ever in the public spotlight these days, or
so it seems. The ideathat brilliant physicists and scientists can make sense of this world without a God
appeals to many. Certainly the conclusions reached in books such as Hawking’ s latest book, The Grand
Design — that thereis no God and no ultimate point to the universe — are conclusions many atheists and
secularists are al too eager to affirm. Since everything does fit so nicely together, however, should we
wonder if the case made isreally as air tight as claimed? If the conclusions are made to order, we might have
warrant to carefully scrutinize the claims of these New Atheist authors.

John Lennox, author of God’s Undertaker, and a Professor of Mathematics at the University of Oxford in his
own right, takes on Stephen Hawking's arguments in a forthcoming book published by Lion Books and
distributed in the US by Kregel Publications (available July 15). In God and Stephen Hawking: Whose
Design Is It Anyway?, Lennox exposes the circular reasoing and non sequitors that abound in Hawking's
The Grand Design. Lennox begins by framing the scope of what science can really address asiit attemptsto
examine metaphysical questions. He then points out both Hawking' s dismissal of philosophy and his
misunderstanding of Christian theism. God is not merely a“god of the gaps’, an explanation for the world as
we know it. The Christian understanding of God has Him outside the boundaries of creation as Lord over all
of it, not some explanation for unknown phenomena. As for philosophy, after rejecting it as “dead”,
Hawking jumpsin and tries his own hand at several metaphysical questions that philosophy has long
addressed. Hawking's attempt at doing philosophy is all the poorer for his outright rejection of it.

L ennox then takes Hawking to task for claiming that the theory of gravity, or scientific lawsin general, can
operate as a“creator” in a sense, and be the ultimate cause for our universe. He clarifies what alaw or rule of
naturereally “is’, and illustrates how Hawking makes more of such laws than can really be claimed. He then
goes on to show how Hawking’s“M” theory of the “Multiverse” conveniently sidesteps objections by
positing the existence of infinite universes. Still the question remains, why are there any universes instead of
no universe? Lennox reveals that other major physicists have their own doubts as to the ability that M theory
really has for being an explanation of everything.



Lennox also addresses head on the claim that miracles cannot happen because the laws of science would be
invalidated. He pries open the layers from this question and shows the irrationality of claiming that science
strictly forbids the existence of exceptions or miracles.

By the end of this short book (it's only 100 pages long), Lennox has made a convincing case for theism and
demonstrated that reasonable scientists continue to affirm the divine. Lennox’ s book is accessible and clear,
even asit interacts with quite complicated elements from Hawking' s writing. The book doesn’t own the six-
day, young earth Creationist view, but it doesn’t rule it out either. Lennox argues that often the new atheists
assume that to believe in God isto believe in ayoung earth view, and he shows thisis not true. Lennox
marshals arguments from science (the very idea of the big bang supports the Bible's claim that the world has
a beginning — something science has only admitted in the last hundred years), philosophy, history and the
realm of human experience. The resulting case is convincing and should serve to bolster the faith of any
troubled by the new atheism. At the least, it offers avenues of further exploration available in grappling with
these issues.

Before closing my review, | should excerpt a small section from this book which captures some of Lennox’s
craft in action. This excerpt will illustrate his style and the way he can cut to the heart of an issue with
incisive logic.

"Suppose, to make matters clearer, we replace the universe by ajet engine and then are asked to explain it.
Shall we account for it by mentioning the personal agency of itsinventor, Sir Frank Whittle? Or shall we
follow Hawking: dismiss personal agency, and explain the jet engine by saying that it arose naturally from
physical law.... It isnot a question of either/or. It is self-evident that we need both levels of explanationin
order to give a complete description. It is also obvious that the scientific explanation neither conflicts nor
competes with the agent explanation: they complement one another. It is the same with explanations of the
universe: god does not conflict or compete with the laws of physics as an explanation. God is actually the
ground of all explanation, in the sense that he isthe cause in the first place of there being aworld for the
laws of physicsto describe."

Tothis| add my “amen”. | encourage you to pick up thislittle book asit offers an excellent primer on how
to deal with the claims of the new atheism. Even if you differ with Lennox on apoint or two, his clear style
and succinct arguments will equip you in thinking through these issues on your own.

Disclaimer: This book was provided by Kregel Publications via Litfuse Publicity Group. | was under no
obligation to offer afavorable review.

Rod says

John Lennox would be the greatest Grandpa EVER!
(He'saprofessor of Mathematics at the University of Oxford, and many other things. He's also a Christian
Apologist who has debated Richard Dawkins and Christopher Hitchens, and lectured all over the world).

In this book he takes on the sacred Cowboy of Atheistic Science: Stephen Hawking.
| just watched the somewhat biographical movie: The Theory of Everything. Good show. It's amazing how

religion seems to touch just about everything. Almost every science book | pick up (which ain't that many)
has awhack of crap to say about God. And that's the challenge with some Scientists --- instead of boldly



doing science: they are desperate to undo God. Y ou would think science would be busy without this added
inserted mockery. But Nope! Mr. Hawking has an agenda with his science, as does Richard Dawkins and a
gaggle of other self-declared enlightened professors. It appears some scientists are never that busy actually
doing REAL science.

Here, the Irish Grandpa of Christian Theological Mathy scholarship has afew concerns with Hawking's
Shoddy efforts. It seems Hawking's foot is often fully inserted into his own mouth.

Stephen Hawking is famous in my memory for stating: "Philosophy Is Dead." (This wasimmortalized in the
movie: God's Not Dead).

The problem is: Not only is philosophy not dead - but everyoneis using it whether they are smart enough to
know it or not. Most assumed Hawking was smart??? Maybe being self aware isn't his highest priority.

Here's afun comment: (pg. 31)
"To presuppose the existence of the universe to account for its own existence sounds like something from
Alice In Wonderland, not science.”

And that is the problem with this entire argument between Science and Christianity (sorry, | really don't
think other religions even belong in this discussion). The Elephant in the room isthat the challenge isreally
between Good science vs. Bad science. Christianity is Christianity regardless.

Lennox shows clearly that Hawking is basically attempting to do magic with his scientific assumptions.
Here's how: (pg. 31)

"He says a universe comes from a nothing that turns out to be a something...then he says the universe creates
itself...but that is not al. His notion that alaw of nature (gravity) explains the existence of the universeis
also self-contradictory..."

Yes, arabbit can't usually pull itself out of a hat, or cause itself to be created by the hat, or accept so easily
that the hat simply created the rabbit out of an eternal boredom.
Here's my favorite quote of the book: (pg. 32) John Lennox says

"What this all goesto show is that nonsense remains nonsense, even when talked by world famous
scientists.”

Don't forget; John Lennox is an Oxford Professor of Mathematics. He's not some nobody Goodreads Talking
Donkey who writes down every bodily noise that blurts out from his orifices. Is he obviously correct? NO,
but he's worth investigating. Here's another comment: (pg. 39)

"Yet thisis essentially what many scientists do with God. They define the range of questions that scienceis
permitted to ask in such away that God is excluded from the start; and then they claim that God is
unnecessary, or doesn't exist. They fail to see that their science does not answer the question as to why
something exists rather than nothing...They also fail to see that by assumption it istheir atheist world-view,
not science as such, that excludes God."

The chapter on God and the multiverse is rather fun.

"We note in passing that Hawking has once again fallen into the trap of offering false alternatives. Thistime
itis: God or the multiverse...theoretically, God could create as many universes as he pleases... what of the
multiverse itself? Isit fine-tuned? If it is, then Hawking is back where he started.”

So much fun. Here's one last good quote (pg. 54) John Butterworth (who works at the Large Hadron Collider



in Switzerland says)
"M-theory is highly speculative and certainly not in the zone of science that we have got any evidence for."

Okay, here's another quote just because it is funny. And speaks of Alien life-forms. (I wish | had adollar for
every atheist that has faith in Space Aliens... but finds time to mock God and aworld filled with religion?!)

(pg. 94)
"Hawking imagines that the potential existence of other life formsin the universe undermines the traditional

religious conviction that we are living in a unique, God-created planet. | find it faintly amusing that atheists
often argue for the existence of extra-terrestrial intelligence beyond earth. They are only too eager to
denounce the possibility that there exists avast, intelligent being "Out there", namely God, who has |eft his
fingerprints all over HIS creation.”

So how much money is spent looking for Aliens? And | often hear atheists complain about Religious folks
wasting cash. Hmmm? Fairy tales indeed. (has everyone seen the blasphemous comedy Space-Alien movie:
"Paul". Hilarious - don't let your kids watch it. But basically thisis the future hope of atheists.)

I could quote from this book all day. So many great comments that should cause folks to - not so blindly -
have endless faith in Hawking's deity of scientism. Y es, once again, an endless Atheistic assertion of Science
of the Gaps. Thisis a short book. A good start to investigating and critiquing secular science and its sacred
institution of Peer Review Publishing. Science isn't much different than Hollywood these days. Pretty soon
we'll even have Red Carpet Awards shows for celebrity scientists... (actually that movie | mentioned earlier:
"The Theory of Everything" basically shows this.) Hawking and Dawkins are like Rockstars. And we all
know we shouldn't take those kind of folks serioudly - It's al entertainment! Satan is proud.

After Hawking has come and gone - The Bible and its God will still be going strong.

Emily Ross says

This book basically felt like amassive attack on Stephen Hawking. | don’'t doubt the author’ s devotion to
God and religion, but some of his arguments seem quite faulty. He also relies quite heavily upon C. S. Lewis,
to the point he mentions him almost every other sentence.

Bob Mendelsohn says

Having listened to afew lectures by Prof Lennox (Oxford Uni, Mathematics), | can hear him speaking as |
read this booklet. Perhapsit was actually a series of lectures he gave which are now compiled into this well-
documented and easy-to-follow scholarly work in answer to Stephen Hawking's book The Great Design.

Prof Lennox shows due deference to the man Prof Hawking and yet at the same time, has capacity and Irish
aplomb in denigrating Hawking's postulates and conclusions. | like both.

Prof Lennox goes after Hawking specifically viz. philosophy, the laws of nature and the law of gravity, M-
theory and the multiverse, and so much more. | really liked his frank and clear exposing of the errors of
Hawking's conclusions. No need for a spoiler alert; Lennox is aradical who has no trouble believing in the



God of the Bible AND science. They are not oppositional he avers. And he maintains that opinion.

Joey says

| can feel that John Lennox is deeply devoted to his God. Thus, | cannot blame him if heis such adyein the
wool; heisnot far different from the notorious atheists such as Sam Harris, Christopher Hitchens, and
Richard Dawkins, militantly criticize al the mgjor religionsin the world. | may be an avowed atheist as |
aways put it here bluntly, in accord with their proposition that God does not exist, but | have at last agreed
with the famous contemporary British philosopher , Alain de Botton, that in practicality, people need religion
, in asense that without it, is dangerous since such practice has become part of culture around the world. In
fact, Alain de Botton is an atheist too.

In this book, originally a response article to Stephen Hawking' s book The Grand Design (co-authored with
Caltech physicist Leonard Mlodinow ) that appeared in the Daily Mail, September 3, 2010, John Lennox, a
Mathematics professor and religious adviser , contradicts Stephen Hawking' s claim that:

“ Spontaneous creation is the reason there is something rather than nothing, why the universe exists, why we
exist. It isnot necessary to invoke God to light the blue touch paper and set the universe going.”

In Lennox ‘s apologetic opinion, the Universe and everything needs a creator: God. However, the problem
with John Lennox’ s argument is anthropomorphic and pantheistic. Cognizant he may be of these facts, he
points out that the Universe and all natural phenomena cannot come into existence without a creator: God. If
so, what does he mean by God? In a sense that God is in human form, a superhuman with such superpower
to be able to create everything even the vast Universe? Such an ideais beyond our imagination. Or does not
he mean that creator is aforce as what pantheists believe? How about the idea of Carl Jung that human is the
God itself? Since he argues that everything cannot be put into action without an agent?

John Lennox argues that scientific laws and theories do not actuate human and have cause nd effects; they,
according to him, only describe how things happen. They are even untestable; for instance, the idea of M-
theory. He must have overlooked or, to put it mildly, brushed the fact aside that scientific laws and theories
have been the bases on explaining how things happen and are changing ,or can possibly happen in the future
, since thetimeimmemorial. To put it bluntly again, | ‘d rather believe in those laws and theories than in
something irrational, inconstant, and illogical.

Miracle is another argument not only John Lennox, let alone the believers turn to to believe that God exists.
Asfar aswe are concerned, miracle means something happens without explicit and rational explanation. In
other words, when people are not able to explain a phenomena, they invoke God. Once again, God meansin
superhuman or pantheistic form? How about drawing the conclusion that such case is under the subject to
extensive and thorough studies Period.? The problem with believersis that they are ingtilled in the fear of
denying God' s existence. And thisis the point of Alain de Botton as | have mentioned above.

For me, not in a bellicose and belligerent way, John Lennox’ s argument is a product of religious upbringing.
His reasons are incorrigible. But to avoid religious collision, | will take de Botton’s opinion: Respect one
another. Sad to say, it turns out not to be areligious anti-dote at all.

| could have liked the book by giving it 2 out of 5 stars only if Lennox were not so “ idealistic”.But 1 star
does not necessarily mean thisis poor, but in a sense that how the book convinced me. Thisisthe way here



on Goodreads it is!

Ryan Manns says

Lennox has quickly become one of my favourite voices in the science and theism dialogue. This book was
quite the short read but very profound. He does a brilliant job discussing Hawking's book "The Grand
Design." | would recommend this book to anyone interested in science and faith.

Domagoj says

Wow, prof. Lennox never failsto suprise me. His philosophy is so clear and easy to follow. | am intrigued
how one of most intelligent people alive, Stephen Hawking, did not read much on the subject from
philosophy. Perhapsit is so because he thinks philosophy is dead. As prof. Lennox writes:

"The very first thing | notice is that Hawking's statement about philosophy isitself a philosophical statement.
It ismanifestly not a statement of science: it isametaphysical statement about science. Therefore, his
statement that philosophy is dead contradictsitself. It isa classic example of logical incoherence.”




