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._/Can God Make'a Rock So Big,
that He Cannot Lift It? = ~
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Stop, Surmise, & Define

Istthe questlon being, asked! even: possible. Iniother
words; is the questioner/skeptic asking,something; of
you that ist impossible? Can God IVIAKE: al rocki SO
BIG He CANNOT: LIETS IT. Pause and! reflectionithis
challenge... Are you being; “set up? to fail? Is God
truly all-powerful (omnipotent)?

Peters Kreeft,” professor: off philosophy’ ati"Boston
College reminds wus that ‘‘there 1is nothing, more
pointlessithan'anfanswertoraiquestionithatiisinotifully,
understood::

(Making Sense Out of Suffering, p. 27)
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Define “Omnipotence

‘\‘"\

@OMINPEIENCE:

-

i

N\ “The quality: off being; all-powerful,

E normally understood: as' the power: to

\ perform any action: that' is logically.
possible. and consistent with God’s
essential nature.”
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C. Stephen Evans, Pocket Dictionary of Apologetics & Philosophy of Religion (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2002), //"
cf. omnipotent, 84.
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Defined “@@.ﬁ@gozev Mistalke=

“A'common errorin.
logic, found notleast
intreligious’
@ﬁ@@@@&@@u It
offe @1@3?7
grouping; mmz?@il@@
@ﬂ@@@@@ offmeaning, =
resulting;in
meaningless!
utterances::




Categorical Impossibilities

.- Atperson [inithis case; Godiisfomnipotentiifiand only/if;
hetisiable tordoany logicallyfpossiblefaction; any;action,
thatiis; offwhichithel description' is' coherents Itimay;, be
objected! thatiintorder. to' bel truly, omnipotent; a person
should'be'ableltoldo not merely, the'logically, possible; but
the' logically: ‘impossible’ ‘as®well: ¥Tthis’ objection is}
however; misguided. Itiarises from regarding alogically,
impossible’action as antactioniofione ofione’kind on'a par
with an'action offanother.kind; the logically, possible: But
it'is mot. Atlogicallysimpossibleraction isinot:an action-Itiis
what ist described!i by "a form ofi words which' puxrportito
describe an action; butido notidescribe anything;whichtis
coherentito'suppose could'be done. It'is no objectionito Als
omnipotence that he cannot make a square circle- Ithisiis
becauses “makingMarsqualel circlexMdoesinotddescribe
anythingiwhichlitlisicoherentitoysupposeicouldibeldone?

Richard Swinburn, The Coherence of Theism (New York, NY: Clarendon Press, 1999), 153-154.
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Themas Aquinas ((Iz2zo= 1214

fi This® point was' recognized by Aquinas- He
wyrote that:

Zittis incompatible with the meaning, ofi the
absolutely possible that anything inyvolving
the contradiction of simultaneous being and
not.  being  should fall under divine
omnipotence. Such a contradiction 1is not
subjectito it, not from any impotence in God,
but’ simply, because it does not have the
nature ofi being feasible  ‘or; ‘possible:
Whatever does notiinvolve a contradiction'is
in the realm ofithe possible with respect: to
which God isicalled omnipotent:

Summa Theologiae; vol. v. (Thomas Gilby: trans:); [a.25.3
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; Valid7dnvalid*Reasoning g
> -‘
®  Since the'skeptic proposed' al position supposedly, &
using logic;itlitself can'belsubmitted to the'same’ E
laws'to'beitested forivalidity: a

3

“Fallacy: Inforder to reason: validly-one must; i3

-
o

discover.whatiinvalid reasoninggis. ‘The word
“fallacyz is from' the Latini“fallacia, meaning
“fraud’s ox: " “deceit’s but' fallacies may, be
perpetuated’ ™ unintentionally, as. = well® as
intentionally; i-ex; by sloppy! thinking as' well as
by intent’ to deceiyve! in order to achieve some

political oxriothexr. aim:
(MacGregor, Dictionary of Religion and Philosophy, 242.)
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Examplerl

IVIost atheists believe Lhaw ofiContradiction (LLNC):
that the universe'is
eternaliin some way “Iicannotitypeiaisingle
' (oscillating universe, sentenceiniEnglishts
. string theory, etc), itlasserts whatit
therefore, to ask ‘“who denies;and soiis self:
: Caused'theuniverse deleting, simply.
| is a category mistake. logicallyiincoherent
It is like asking; “what asia philosophical b

caused the uncaused:’ position.

Ravi'Zacharias & Norman Geisler, eds., Who Made God? And Answers to
Over 100 Other Tough Questions of Faith (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2008); 24.

Tom Morxris, Philosophy for Dummies (IDG Books; 1999); 46




Example 2

Mostitheists believe ' God This istTanalogous'to
has/always existed) asking:
therefore to ask, “Who
made God’is a category.

“whatidoes the colorigreen

i mistake. Itislike smill 1]‘11<e_55
asking, “who made the ‘ifetchimefrom the toolbox
unmade.”

my,squarecircle:’

It is incoherent; illogical; a
categorical misapplication"
One needs only to apply;the
Liaw ofiContradiction (LNCE) to
findithe categoricalimistalke:




How: Important ISFLNE

One professor of philosophy say;s of
LINC that it is ‘““considered the

foundation ofilogical'reasoning;s
Manuel Velasquez, Philosophy: A Text with Readings (Wadsworth; 2001)y p. 51.

Another philosopher says thata
“theory;in which this/lawjfails:iisian
inconsistentitheory::

Ted Honderich, ed., The Oxford Companion to Philosophy,|(Oxford Univ; 1995), p.
625.

Yet another professor says “‘Indeed,
any, theory:whichidenies the
existencelofilogicalllaws'is instantly
andiirredeemably;self-assumptively.
incoherentisincelthat very denialis
proposediasitrue in a way, that

logically excludes its'being false.?

Roy A. Clouser, The Myth of Religious Neutrality: An Essay on the Hidden Role of
Religious Belief in Theories (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press,
2005), 84-85.




WVioclk €onversation

Tomiasksiyou:iDidnitijesusisayiniViatthew.
1995265 “With Godlall things are possible??

YourAnswer: Yeshi

Tom continuestDolyourbelieve that Godfis all:
powerfullandicanidoiallithings2>

Algain;youanswer:£Ye's=’

Nowslomtthinksthisimomentiisiaboutitoruniolds
sorwithfalsarcasticigran helasks: i@ kayfcan
Godicreate a rockisoibig;thatiHelcannot lift 1t22




Applying What We liearned

TomiwantsiGod toicreate a rockiso big/thatHe cannaot lift it.
What/isTom really, asking God to;do? In order. to find out;
we need!|to define’ and|clarify, the usel ofi Tom’s words’. Tthe
first; question| that: comes; tor mind! is; ““How; big; off al rock
doesTomiwantiGoditolcreaters

Well, Tom wants God tocreate a'rock: so big; that{it; would
be impossible! for: Himitoymoyvetit: " Now, how; big; would! a
roclk: have'toibelfor God notitojberableitofmoyve it? Tthe Earth
1sial “‘big rocks” but, what’s thelbiggestiphyssicall entity, that
exists? ‘hel biggestiphysicalientityfisfthefuniverse, and no
matter: how; muchi the! uniyverse! expandsiitiwill remain

limited! ai finite physicall reality, —al reality,thati God can
Slfy
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SO...

...1f God created a rock the size of an ever-expanding
universe, God could still lift or control it.

The only logicall option; then, is for God to create
something that exceeds His powerito lift or control.

But.since God’s power is infinite, He would have to create
a rock of infinite proportions'

This is the key: Tom wants God to create a rock... rocks are
physical, finite things. How, can' God create an object that is

finite by, nature —and give iti an' infinite size?' There is
something terribly wrong with Tom’s question.



Theretore...

... Itislogically.and actually.impossibleito create a'physically.
finite thing and have it'be infinitely big at the same time. By definition;
an infinite, uncreated thing has no/limits; andia finite; created thing
does:

Consequently, Tom has justiaskediif God can create an
infinitely-finite rocks; thatis) a rockithatihas/limits; and/atthe same time
and'in the same sense, does not have limits:

VAN -

‘This question, then, violates the law-of-contradiction and turns
out to be utternonsense, a categorical mistake:

Thistisikey: Tom thought he was asking an important question,
one that would put the Christian on the horns ofia dilemma.
Instead; he only managed to show his own inability to think
clearly:
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Turn the Tables

Now, that we have a clear understanding offfom's question;
it’s simply a matter. of formulating a principaliquestionito
ask him to reveal his error: How about this'one:

“Tom, how big do you wantiGod to createthat rock? If
you tellime how big; I!llitell' you if He can\dojit.”

You can keeprasking Tom that question untiliit reaches the
size of the universe and eventually'introduce the'idea of
infinity. Once Tom reaches the point where hel begins'to
see what he is really asking God to do, to createlan infinite
rock, he needs to be shown that he is asking; God to do
something thatis logically irrelevant and impossible. God
could no more create an infinitely finite rock than He
could create a square circle: both are examples of
intrinsic impossibilities.
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Pause... Rellect

INTRINSICALLY IMPOSSIBLE

belonging to a
thing, by, its wvery nature: e.g., the

CIntransicid Defined:

imntrinsic; value of a gold ring. C. S.
Liewis saidisays ofithis:

“It [the intrinsically impossible]is
impossible under all conditions
and in all worlds'and for.all agents:
‘Alllagentsihere includes God
Himself:HisiO@Omnipotenceimeans
poweritodoallithatiisiintrinsically.
possible;notto do thelintrinsically,
impossible.You may attribute
miracles to'him’ but not
nonsense.” ('he Problemlof/Pain; P-28)
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ANSWERING THE UNANSWERABLE

Not every question being
askedis automatically
meaningful just’ because itiis a
question. The question may.
sound meaningful; butiwe
mustibe sure to testiatiwithifirst
principlesito see whether.itiis
validiin thefirstiplace:The key
1S to notiresponditoo quickly to
questions:-Youimay,windiup
trying tofind cogentianswers
toralquestionithat’hasino
logicalrelevance:
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méﬁ was presemed ag r.oof _ WS E?@@J!Jl?] quite
th'e) opposate i Fups @ agadinstiithe
questioner:s pog'ltlon BYout 1d Eée your Blble
orinsert fsome rellglous @m @ﬁ},@ sequation.’”’
[Mlortimer 4] A'dIE v Eﬁﬂ?] th'ait Sewhil e} maﬁy
Christians ‘are qu1 ﬂm foye bk ﬁ@) @}3@ conclusions 1~n an

"-1ons; EDH ‘h'a'd to

&m on hlS her oyvn t.ur.f make ‘him' o}
e_y were start-mg%gp os~1nt-10n thatlis riddledi.
“You sho_uld ask athem if thlgﬁ’g*a_
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