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THEY SAY, “GOD IS JUST
A DELUSION”

Dick Sztanyo

INTRODUCTION1

Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, Sam Harris and Christopher
Hitchens are the most recognizable names of a movement that has
become known as the “new atheism.” They are variously described as
“The Four Horsemen” or “The Four Musketeers” (Dawkins’ descrip-
tion of the four), but what most characterizes them is a militancy
unknown in previous generations. The old Secular Humanism (repre-
sented by the Humanist Manifestos I and II and A Secular Humanist
Declaration) gave way to a progressive Secularism in our society, and
now, to this “new atheism.” They are Humanists and atheists to be sure;
but they are rather evangelistic about it, and are out to convert the rest
of us to their godless ideology! Collectively, these four men (who have
taken the spotlight in the movement) have sold well over two million
books, with Dawkins boasting of over one and a half million sales
himself. Three of the four were educated in more liberal and skeptical
Europe. Apparently, they are convinced that America’s religious roots
must be destroyed for any real progress to be made in our country.
Dawkins, professor of Evolutionary Biology and Ethnology at Oxford
University, is the most aggressive in his opposition to Judeo-Christian
theism. Hitchens, a journalist by training, is the most polemical of the
four. He has probably debated more frequently than all the others
combined, and is an excellent wordsmith. His bombastic, caustic, and
vigorous attacks upon his opponents are masterful ad hominem
displays. His writings, though marvelously flowery in style, betray an
incredible lack of focused argumentation. They are mostly disjointed
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clauses, phrases, and sentences, often having little connection with one
another, being drawn from a wide range of differing subject areas.
Evidently, the expectation is that the readers will be familiar with all of
the contexts from which these disjointed thoughts are taken. Neither
Dennett nor Harris, both professional philosophers, are as verbose or
vicious as Dawkins and Hitchens. Nevertheless, all four basically agree
with one another, and approvingly cite one another in their books.

David Aikman summarizes their approach into seven distinct areas
as follows:

1. It is very improbable that God exists, and science can
explain people’s religious impulses.

2. Religions are bad because they cause people to do bad
things, and most religious figures throughout history have
been bad people.

3. If the God of Jewish and Christian Scriptures existed, He
would be a very bad person.

4. Science is everywhere and at all times opposed to religious
belief.

5. Atheism (almost) never causes people to do bad things.

6. Most of America’s Founding Fathers were deist, agnostic,
or secular, and it is their Enlightenment understanding of
society that forms the foundation of America’s enduring
freedom.

7. There is a dire civilizational need for atheism to prevail.2

I would take exception with every one of these propositions. For
example, proposition number 4 suggests that “science is everywhere
and at all times opposed to religious belief.” As I shall argue a little
later in this discussion, there are two very different philosophical
worldviews in conflict rather than science and religion as such!
Furthermore, proposition number 5 says “atheism (almost) never causes
people to do bad things.” To be sure, atheists are not necessarily bad
citizens or even bad people, but their good behavior can never be
justified on atheistic grounds. Moreover, our writers seem to have
developed historical amnesia, because they have completely overlooked
Lenin, Stalin, Mao Tse Tung, Adolph Hitler, Pol Pot, and a host of
other very influential atheists who were certainly far from being good
people. The things they did are notoriously evil! What about the
various Roman Emperors? They were not religious men at all, but
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rather, idolaters who often attempted to deify themselves. Finally, as
Dave Miller’s excellent series on The Silencing of God proves, beyond
any possible attempt at refutation, proposition number 6 is completely
false!

I want to focus, however, on proposition number 1—“It is very
improbable that God exists, and science can explain people’s religious
impulses.” The general approach used by these writers is to attack the
Bible as God’s Word, rather than positively disproving God’s exis-
tence. There is an important distinction here, for while I hold that
God’s existence and God’s Word cannot be ultimately separated, they
are somewhat separate issues. It is entirely possible that God exists,
whether or not the Bible proves to be His Word (although I am
convinced that it is)! Thus, attacking the one does not necessarily
dispense with the other. Furthermore, there is an almost abysmal
ignorance of the sophisticated arguments presented by philosophers
who have a strong religious bent. They prefer instead to attack straw
men and to present simple-minded journalistic caricatures of religious
belief. Philosopher Quentin Smith bemoans the appalling lack of
knowledge so many of his fellow Secularist thinkers manifest when
attempting to criticize religious belief. Smith is a serious thinker who
attempts to grapple with the best that theists can offer, but that is not
the case with his colleagues. He states that “the great majority of
Naturalist philosophers have an unjustified belief that Naturalism is
true and an unjustified belief that theism (or supernaturalism) is false.”3

Dawkins offers a very passionate critique of God in the following:

The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant
character in all fiction; jealous and proud of it; a petty, unjust,
unforgiving control-freak; a vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic
cleanser; a misogynistic, homophobic, racist, infanticidal,
genocidal, filicidal, pestilential, megalomaniacal, sadomasochis-
tic, capriciously malevolent bully.4

He goes on to say: “It is unfair to attack such an easy target.”5 But,
since Dawkins makes it clear that he rejects all ethical absolutes, one
wonders whether this is “absolutely” unfair, or only “relatively” so?6

If only “relatively” so, then it is either just the subjective whim of
Richard Dawkins that makes this attack “unfair,” or perhaps the
feelings of a selected group of people. But, there is simply no way to
pronounce anything really, absolutely unfair, given his atheistic
position. Still further, a colorful arrangement of adjectives hardly
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proves that the God of the Bible does not exist. It simply shows that
Dawkins does not like Him at all! Whenever there is an attempt to
comment on a particular passage, once again we are treated to more
ridicule than real substantive grappling with the meaning of the text.
But, just so that we do not misunderstand his intentions Dawkins says:
“I am not attacking any particular version of God or gods. I am
attacking God, all gods, anything and everything supernatural,
wherever and whenever they have been or will be invented.”7 I will
critique the philosophy of Naturalism a little later in this treatise as
well.

By way of contrast to Dawkins, Dennett refrains from the bombas-
tic tirades so characteristic of his fellow “musketeers.” He says: “Part
of what makes Jehovah such a fascinating participant in stories of the
Old Testament is His kinglike jealousy and pride, and His great appetite
for praise and sacrifices.”8 Most believers would have little difficulty
with a statement like this. He does seem to be more congenial and fair-
minded, although he shows a hatred of God equal to the other three.
Now, theists are also dualists, in that they (as I) believe the “mind” is
separate from the “brain.” There is, then, a “separable soul” in human
beings that survives physical death. Atheists deny this, and are
committed to a form of “materialism” which I shall critique below.
Dennett has done more research and writing in this area than the others.
He claims that all dualists today are “on the defensive.” He continues:

The prevailing wisdom, variously expressed and argued for is
materialism (Dennett’s emphasis). There is only one sort of
stuff, namely matter—the physical stuff of physics, chemistry,
and physiology—and the mind is somehow nothing but a
physical phenomenon. In short, the mind is the brain.9

The remainder of the book from which this quotation comes, is
Dennett’s extensive argument for a purely materialistic view of the
mind.

Sam Harris, like Dawkins, attacks the Old Testament. He says:
“The idea that the Bible is a perfect guide to morality is simply
astounding, given the contents of the book.”10 He then devotes
considerable space to an excerpt from Deuteronomy 13 which discusses
the necessity of the death penalty for those who seek to convince the
Israelites to worship a foreign god. But, Harris says that it gets worse.

Many Christians believe that Jesus did away with all this
barbarism in the clearest terms imaginable and delivered a
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doctrine of pure love and toleration. He didn’t. In fact, at several
points in the New Testament, Jesus can be read to endorse the
entirety of Old Testament law.11

Harris then cites Matthew 5:18-20 which, to him, proves his point. He
should also have cited the previous verse (v. 17) which places the
argument into its context. Jesus came to “fulfill” the Law and the
Prophets, thus finalizing and perfecting God’s scheme of redemption.

Christopher Hitchens takes an entirely different approach. He says
that none of these “barbarisms” ever took place, because none of them
are historical fact. “It goes without saying,” Hitchens writes, “that none
of the gruesome, disordered events described in Exodus ever took
place.”12 In characteristic Hitchens’ style, he, with a “wave of the hand”
dismisses it all, saying:

Israeli archaeologists are among the most professional in the
world, even if their scholarship has sometimes been inflected
with a wish to prove that the “covenant” between god and Moses
was founded on some basis in fact. No group of diggers and
scholars has ever worked harder, or with greater expectations,
than the Israelis who sifted through the sands of Sinai and
Canaan ... There was no flight from Egypt, no wandering in the
desert (let alone for the incredible four-decade length of time
mentioned in the Pentateuch), and no dramatic conquest of the
Promised Land. It was all, quite simply and very ineptly, made
up at a much later date.13

He says of the Bible, “[W]e are not bound by any of it because it was
put together by crude, uncultured human mammals.”14

But Hitchens, unlike Dawkins who viciously attacks the Old
Testament, thinks that the New Testament is actually worse than the
Old. One full chapter of his book is entitled, “The ‘New’ Testament
Exceeds the Evil of the ‘Old’ One.” He claims that, “just like the Old
Testament, the ‘New’ one is also a work of crude carpentry, hammered
together long after its purported events, and full of improvised attempts
to make things come out right.”15 For an example of Hitchens’ ability
to write, he says:

In 2004, a soap-opera film about the death of Jesus was pro-
duced by an Australian fascist and ham actor named Mel Gibson.
Mr. Gibson adheres to a crackpot and schismatic Catholic sect
consisting mainly of himself and of his even more thuggish
father, and has stated that it is a pity that his own dear wife is
going to hell because she does not accept the correct sacraments
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... At one of the ecumenical prepublicity events which he
sponsored, Mr. Gibson defended his filmic farrago—which is
also an exercise in sadomasochistic homoeroticism starring a
talentless lead actor who was apparently born in Iceland or
Minnesota—as being based on the reports of “eyewitnesses.” At
the time, I thought it extraordinary that a multimillion-dollar hit
could be openly based on such a patently fraudulent claim, but
nobody seemed to turn a hair.16

There is little doubt that Hitchens is clever with words, but, like his
three colleagues, he thinks the way to persuade people away from the
God of the Bible is to employ the tactics of ridicule! Never mind the
contexts from which passages are taken. Do not pay attention to
plausible explanations of difficult passages. Simply dismiss all of this
as either purely mythical (Hitchens) or examples of horrible barbaric
cruelty and evil (Dawkins, Harris, and to a lesser extent, Dennett).

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MILITANT ATHEISM

Many (certainly not all) well-known atheists grew up in a religious
environment, and specifically rejected that upbringing. There is an
underlying psychology in all of this that is far too extensive to cover in
a short essay like this, so, I would recommend as a start an excellent
little book by R.C. Sproul.17 Karl Marx was born in Germany into a
Jewish family, but converted to Lutheranism in his early years. He was
heavily influenced by Ludwig Feuerbach for his early march to atheism
and later by a group of atheistic Hegelians who seemingly convinced
him of the “dialectical method,” which he then applied to a social and
historical context. It is well-known that Antony Flew, once called the
most notorious atheist in the world, is the son of a Methodist minister.
Dan Barker, affiliated with the Freedom From Religion Foundation in
Madison, Wisconsin, was a Charismatic and Evangelical preacher
before his “conversion” to atheism. Barker names a number of other
people who have left organized religion in favor of the non-theistic
worldview.18 John W. Loftus was an evangelical who studied Apologet-
ics under William Lane Craig before his change to atheism. Farrell Till
considered himself a member of churches of Christ until he left us in
1963 to pursue life as an atheist. Richard Dawkins was brought up in
the Anglican Church, but began having doubts at about nine years of
age. Christopher Hitchens documents the early influence of a Mrs.
Watts, his primary school teacher, who constantly brought God and
nature together in her lessons. Daniel Dennett was brought up in the
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Congregationalism of New England. Only Sam Harris, it turns out, was
not influenced by a “Christian” type of upbringing. Combined with
massive drug use, and Eastern thought experiments, it was finally
revealed that Harris is a Buddhist. Buddhism, as all know who have
studied it, is an atheistic religion! It would prove to be a fascinating
study as to why these changes have taken place. We all know many
who have left formal religion to become “practical atheists” (those who
believe in God but live as if He does not exist), but what about those
who have taken the very short step beyond this to “practicing atheism?”

There are some other reasons why the “new atheists” are making
such inroads in society. First, there is little question that our society, as
a whole, has shifted somewhat toward the “left.” This being the case,
we are hearing much more criticism of Christianity than was true just
fifty years ago. The Internet and 24-hour cable news channels make
these things much more available to the public as well.

Second, we all know that Christendom is hopelessly divided. When
these writers make reference to a divided, inconsistent, and morally
ambivalent Christendom, they have legitimate grievances. I would tend
to agree with their complaints, precisely because Jesus informed us that
this would produce unbelief. Our Lord said:

I do not ask for these only, but also for those who will believe in
me through their word, that they may all be one, just as you,
Father, are in me, and I in you, that they also may be in us, so
that the world may believe that you have sent me (Jn. 17:20-21).

The clear implication of a divided Christendom is the fact that the
world will not believe! There is yet another charge often made against
those who claim to be Christians, and that is a charge of inconsistency.
Peter makes reference to the kind of opposition that Christians might
expect, in the following:

But rejoice insofar as you share Christ's sufferings, that you may
also rejoice and be glad when his glory is revealed. If you are
insulted for the name of Christ, you are blessed, because the
Spirit of glory and of God rests upon you. But let none of you
suffer as a murderer or a thief or an evildoer or as a meddler. Yet
if anyone suffers as a Christian, let him not be ashamed, but let
him glorify God in that name. For it is time for judgment to
begin at the household of God; and if it begins with us, what will
be the outcome for those who do not obey the gospel of God?
(1 Pet. 4:13-17).
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It is certainly possible that Christians will be opposed because they are
living inconsistently with what the Bible teaches. For instance, the
Bible teaches us not to mistreat our fellow human beings, which is
rooted in the “second” greatest commandment, “love your neighbor as
yourself” (cf. Mk. 12:29-31). The Spanish Inquisition was a classic
example of behavior that could never be defended in the name of
Biblical teaching. The Crusades are yet another example of the same
unholy conduct, done in the name of a holy war. Atheists are quick to
point out the inconsistencies of this behavior, and we would agree with
them! No Christian can defend being opposed if he is a murderer, a
thief, an evildoer, or a troublesome meddler, to use Peter’s terminology.
On the other hand, when they refer to God’s restrictions on many
sexual matters, then they do not have the same sort of legitimacy to
their complaints. Scripture soundly condemns sexual activity of all
sorts outside the marriage union (cf. Heb. 13:4; Rom. 1:19ff; 1 Cor.
6:9-11; et cetera). This includes homosexual behavior, bestiality,
fornication of all types, lesbian activity, et cetera. They may wish to
deny anyone’s right to limit such behavior, but then they place
themselves squarely outside the purview of Biblical teaching, and we
would not agree with them! But, in either case, atheists oppose such
behavior by appealing to the very absolutes in morality that they deny.
One cannot be against behavior that they find inconsistent without
appealing to a standard that they expect everyone to accept. Without
such standards there is no sense in talking about good, better and best,
or bad, worse and worst. Behavior can neither be approved nor
condemned without such standards of conduct!

Third, this brings us to another ethical motivation for denying God.
Abraham Maslow, one of the most famous of the Humanistic Psycholo-
gists, bluntly stated:

Humanists for thousands of years have attempted to construct a
naturalistic, psychological value system that could be derived
from man’s own nature, without the necessity of recourse to
authority outside the human being himself ... Today ... we think
that a scientific ethic may be possible, and we think we know
how to go about constructing it.19

A “naturalistic, psychological value system” would have absolutely
nothing to do with “authority outside the human being himself” (such
as God), but would rather be a form of ethical subjectivism. Based upon
man as a “biological organism” (i.e., a production of evolution), this
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ethical viewpoint would be based primarily upon biological need
fulfillment. His famous “hierarchy of needs” (which has, amazingly,
influenced hundreds of Christians leaders who ought to know better) is
an attempt to structure the needs of the biological organism according
to their importance. But, this is done on the assumption that man is
merely an “evolved” animal, with basic needs and characteristics like
any other animal. So, Maslow holds that these needs are primarily
sensual (or, physical) and not spiritual (after all, animals do not have
souls, and, if man is merely the highest of the beast kingdom, then
neither is there a soul in man). Still further, many of these “needs” are
instinctive and, therefore, beyond censure. You do not blame wolves,
after all, for hunting sheep. It is their nature to be predators! When this
is played out, some writers actually make startling admissions. For
instance, consider the following from Aldous Huxley, grandson of
Thomas Henry Huxley, who called himself “Darwin’s Bulldog.”

I had motives for not wanting the world to have meaning,
consequently assumed that it had none, and was able without any
difficulty to find satisfying reasons for this assumption ... For
myself, as no doubt, for most of my contemporaries, the philoso-
phy of meaninglessness was essentially an instrument of
liberation. The liberation we desired was simultaneously
liberation from a certain system of morality. We objected to the
morality because it interfered with our sexual freedom.20

Fourth, many Naturalists seriously hope that there is no God,
because if there is, then they are certainly accountable to Him. For
instance, philosopher Thomas Nagel writes:

I speak from experience, being strongly subject to this fear
myself: I want atheism to be true and am made uneasy by the
fact that some of the most intelligent and well-informed people
I know are religious believers. It isn’t just that I don’t believe in
God and, naturally, hope that I’m right in my belief. It’s that I
hope there is no God! I don’t want there to be a God; I don’t
want the universe to be like that. My guess is that this cosmic
authority problem is not a rare condition and that it is responsible
for much of the scientism and reductionism of our time. One of
the tendencies it supports is the ludicrous overuse of evolution-
ary biology to explain everything about human life, including
everything about the human mind.21

“Scientism” refers to the position that science explains everything, and
that no knowledge exists outside of scientific inquiry. “Reductionism”
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means reducing one thing to another in “nothing but” formulations. For
instance, “mind” (to Naturalists) is nothing but chemical and electrical
stimulations of the brain. “Thought” is nothing but a function of purely
natural and material processes! Reductionism, at least as it is being
used here, is an attempt to explain everything in Naturalistic terms,
without any reference to a supernaturalistic explanation at all.

Fifth, there is the very strong reluctance to leave any room
whatever for the supernatural. Consider the following from biologist
Richard Lewontin:

Our willingness to accept scientific claims that are against
common sense is the key to an understanding of the real struggle
between science and the supernatural ... It is not that the methods
and institutions of science somehow compel us to accept a
material explanation of the phenomenal world but, on the
contrary, that 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
counterintuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated.
Moreover that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a
divine foot in the door.22

So, let us make sure that we understand all of this. Our society as
a whole is slanting toward the left, thus, making such challenges easier.
Christendom is hopelessly divided and manifesting a lack of love from
within. This, per Jesus, opens Christendom to attack. A Naturalistic
ethic, constructed on purely scientific grounds, makes the satisfaction
of any “need” all right, including any “sexual need.” Many really hope
that there is no God, because His actual existence would make them
accountable to Him. And, we simply must not allow a “divine foot in
the door.” As I mentioned earlier, it would be a fascinating psychologi-
cal study to examine the motives behind this seething hatred for God,
especially the God of Judeo-Christian theism.

WORLDVIEWS IN COLLISION

Our modern “new” atheists (Dawkins, Dennett, Harris and
Hitchens, the most recognized of this new group) are seeking to
convince the rest of us that the supposed conflict between science and
religion is now over! And, to their way of thinking, science has won
and religion has lost. In point of fact, there never has been a real
conflict between science and religion, but rather, a conflict between two
very different philosophical worldviews. The first, a teleological, or
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end-goal directed worldview, sees purpose or goal-directedness as just
as much an inherent feature of the material world as is matter and
energy. This view is the classical position held by Plato, Aristotle,
Augustine, Aquinas, and myself, among others. Given this worldview,
the existence of God, the immortality of the soul, and the traditional
natural-law conception of morality, is rationally unavoidable. The
second, a mechanistic worldview, defines the universe as nothing more
than purposeless, meaningless, particles in motion. This is the view
which was held by Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, Hume, and more
recently, by Richard Dawkins, as expressed in his book, The Blind
Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of Evolution Reveals a Universe
without Design. It is not surprising that non-theists adopt the mechanis-
tic worldview, because to do otherwise is, at the very least, to admit the
possibility of a God. This is something they are completely unwilling
to do.

It should be mentioned that the mechanistic worldview has never
been proved, in spite of its overwhelming popularity with modern
scientists. Modern Secularism depends on the false assumption that the
mechanistic philosophy has somehow been established by science.
Instead of being established by modern science, the mechanistic
worldview is, in fact, demonstrably false, and is utterly incompatible
with the very existence of morality, rationality, and science itself.
Science has to do with seeking to understand the environment in which
we live. Such investigations and processes were put in place by God at
the creation.

Then God said, "Let us make man in our image, after our
likeness. And let them have dominion over the fish of the sea
and over the birds of the heavens and over the livestock and over
all the earth and over every creeping thing that creeps on the
earth." So God created man in his own image, in the image of
God he created him; male and female he created them. And God
blessed them. And God said to them, "Be fruitful and multiply
and fill the earth and subdue it and have dominion over the fish
of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over every living
thing that moves on the earth." (Gen. 1:26-28).

[W]hat is man that you are mindful of him, and the son of man
that you care for him? Yet you have made him a little lower than
the heavenly beings and crowned him with glory and honor. You
have given him dominion over the works of your hands; you
have put all things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, and also



446 They Say, “God is Just a Delusion”

the beasts of the field, the birds of the heavens, and the fish of
the sea, whatever passes along the paths of the seas (Ps. 8:4-8).

Man was to exercise dominion over his environment, which made
scientific exploration not only possible, but also necessary. How else
could we rule and subdue the environment, without first understanding
it? So, far from being at odds with theistic belief, science is actually
part of such a conviction. Indeed, our world does have a purpose.

Furthermore, given a Naturalistic worldview, there is no spiritual
reality at all, including the spiritual realities we identify as “mind.”
Most Naturalists still try to convince the rest of us, but convincing
someone implies the use of thinking, and emotions, and decision-
making powers, all of which are grossly inconsistent with materialistic
presuppositions! What we call thinking is really only electrical
stimulation of neurons within our brains. Humanist Manifesto II,
authored by Paul Kurtz, contains this explanatory paragraph:

Modern science discredits such historic concepts as the “ghost
in the machine” and the “separable soul.” Rather, science affirms
that the human species is an emergence from natural evolution-
ary forces. As far as we know, the total personality is a function
of the biological organism transacting in a social and cultural
context. There is no credible evidence that life survives the death
of the body. We continue to exist in our progeny and in the way
that our lives have influenced others in our culture.23

The position stated here is that there is no spiritual reality, and that
human personality is really only a function of our physical (or,
“material”) selves. As John Searle (who is no friend of theistic belief)
argues, every form of materialism implicitly denies the existence of the
mind, whether or not that was the intention.24

Paul and Patricia Churchland are two philosophy professors from
the University of California at San Diego. Their claim to fame is their
theory that beliefs, desires, and other mental activities do not really
exist and ought to be eliminated from our description of human nature,
being replaced by concepts derived from neuroscience. Apparently,
their colleagues have not yet caught on to this “truth.” Our atheistic
opponents continue to express themselves as if there are spiritual
realities, such as “feelings,” acts of decision-making, “thinking,”
“moods,” “remembering,” “reasoning,” and the like. All of this,
however, is simply mistaken. The Churchlands “believe” (oops, I just
slipped that term in there) that we should all “learn” (how is this
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possible?) to express ourselves in materialistic terms. For instance,
suppose you were sitting around a campfire with some family mem-
bers. Some time later you explain to some friends what you were doing.
You were “warming yourself next to it (the fire, D.S.) and were gazing
at the flickering flames.” This, the Churchlands inform us, is mere
unscientific mumbo jumbo. The truth is that “they absorb some EM
energy in the m range by the highly exothermic oxidation reaction, and
observe the turbulences in the thermally incandescent river of mole-
cules forced upwards by the denser atmospheric surrounding.”25 When
you get off a roller coaster (or another type of ride in an amusement
park), you should not complain of a “feeling of dizziness.” Instead, you
should make reference to “a residual circulation of the intertial fluid in
the semicircular canals of the inner ear.”26 And, you should not expect
the Churchlands to “feel” your “pain,” because according to science
there is really no such thing as pain. There are only “sundry modes of
stimulation in our A-delta fibres and/or C-fibres (peripherally), or in
our thalamus and/or reticular formation (centrally).”27 If you are
completely perplexed by the language of these materialists, I really do
“feel your pain.” But, given the view that there actually is no spiritual
reality, but rather, only biological and chemical interactions of neurons
within our brains, this is much more accurate than attempts to convince
us that we are the ones who are irrational. Now, Dawkins, Dennett,
Harris, and Hitchens (with others) are not going to immediately accept
the implications of materialism. Nevertheless, they are really saddled
with the following conclusions, like it or not!

There are a number of problems with a materialistic view of reality.
First, materialism is guilty of reductionism. The view that we are really
“nothing but” material beings makes us really no different ultimately
than a rock. Neither men nor rocks possess a “mind” or a “soul.” Both
are simply a collection of atoms. If this is so, then materialists should
easily be able to explain why rocks do not think, feel or make deci-
sions. And, they should especially be able to explain why rocks do not
try to convince us to change our viewpoints, since our viewpoints are
merely a product of our biological and chemical processes and are no
more subject to our choice than those of our opponents. Materialists
have yet to explain how it is that humans do what rocks (and, also
plants and animals) cannot do!

Second, materialism cannot adequately explain human beings.
Materialism never has been able to explain the “self,” nor has it ever
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successfully refuted the truth of “self.” To doubt that there is an
immaterial “self” or to deny it, presupposes the “self” and actually
proves it. This is because in order to formulate a doubt, there must be
someone who does the doubting. In order to deny the existence of
“self,” one must exist in order to make the denial. The “I” who
performs all conscious activity (whether willing, feeling, thinking,
remembering, et cetera) is literally known intuitively and with absolute
certainty, and any attempt to deny it actually proves it!

Furthermore, materialism has never developed an understandable
theory for the origin of or survival of man’s moral nature, aesthetic
appreciation, religious drive, rationality, personality, sense of responsi-
bility, or self-awareness. Do rocks, flowers, and dogs appreciate the
beauties of art or of this world? Are they able to enjoy good music or
a beautiful sunrise? Given the materialistic premise of the survival of
the fittest, these things should have been bred out of humanity long
ages ago. The same is true with ethics and reason. These things should
not exist at all, if materialism is true.

Materialism fails to deal with the evidence that reason transcends
neurology, morality transcends stimulus, memory transcends
time, and freedom transcends causality. In fact, by assuming
their theory is true, materialists refuse to reduce it to a “secre-
tion” born out of the random motion of nonrational atoms. They
assume their reason transcends neurology.

If stimulus is source of morality, then the self-gratification of the
pleasure zones of the brain would be the basis of ethics. But
ethics is based on universal principles which call upon man to
deny self-gratification for the good of others. Hence, morality
transcends stimulus.

The fact that man remembers the past, perceives the present, and
anticipates the future reveals that he is a transcendent self as well
as a body ... Seeing that the past no longer exists and the future
has not arrived, if thoughts are the result of the present motions
of nonrational atoms, how and why does man remember the past
and anticipate the future? Since there is no “past” or “future”
stimulating the brain, from whence does memory or anticipation
come?28

Third, materialists identify the mind of man with his brain, which
does not square with modern brain research! Materialists assume that
the “mind” is just a descriptive way of telling us how the brain works.
Consequently, the mind does not exist in any nonmaterial way. Instead,
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it is the result of the random motion of nonrational atoms in the brain.
The mind and the brain are one. What one does, the other does! Modern
researchers, like Karl Popper and Sir John Eccles as well as Wilder
Penfield, have shown that the mind of man is related to the brain much
as a computer programmer is related to a computer, or as a viewer is
related to the TV he is watching. Man has both a mind and a brain, and
they are not the same! But, to discuss this further at this point would
take us far afield from our subject.

Fourth, materialists cannot live what they believe. For example,
materialists cannot avoid using “mind” terminology when they speak
or write. They do not describe the physical processes as did the
Churchlands. Although they believe that man is a random swarm of
nonrational atoms no different ultimately from a grain of sand, they still
value people and form relationships. They do not treat their children or
their mates as nonrational masses of atoms. They fall in love, marry and
have children like the rest of us. But, this makes absolutely no sense at
all on materialistic presuppositions. We do not think that grains of sand
are worth living for, but we value life differently than this. It makes no
sense for random masses of chemical material to sacrifice itself for the
sake of others. Yet, we see human beings frequently doing this very
thing. Dr. Will Provine, Professor of the History of Biology at
Cambridge University says that the view that

No gods, no life after death, no ultimate foundation for ethics, no
ultimate meaning for life, no human free will are all deeply
connected to an evolutionary perspective. You’re here today and
you’re gone tomorrow. And, that’s all there is to it.29

Of course, he is absolutely right if the “new atheists” have the proper
outlook on life. But, it is especially difficult to put a happy face on this
philosophy, would you not agree?

RESPONDING TO MILITANT ATHEISTS

Atheists claim to find logical incompatibility in theistic arguments.
They suggest that theists are incoherent, inconsistent, and even,
imbeciles. For instance, Bill Maher argued that Christians have a
neurological disorder:

We are a nation that is unenlightened because of religion. I do
believe that. I think that religion stops people from thinking. I
think it justifies crazies. I think flying planes into a building was
a faith-based initiative. I think religion is a neurological disorder.
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If you look at it logically, it’s something that was drilled into
your head when you were a small child. It certainly was drilled
into mine at that age. And you really can’t be responsible when
you are a kid for what adults put into your head.30

But, in point of fact, it is the atheists who fail the test of logical
consistency. Beginning with the assumption that there is no God, it
follows that there are no absolutes. Relativism (the opposite of
absolutism) has to be true when absolutism is denied. Now, it is
certainly clear that many atheists neither recognize nor accept their
inconsistencies. Nonetheless, they are easy to document as the
following will demonstrate:

Premise: Since there is no God,
Conclusion: It follows that there are no absolutes!

Premise: Since there are no absolutes,
Conclusion: Then, everything is relative.

The first area to be affected by relativism was ethics. If there is no
God, then there are no moral absolutes. Morality, therefore, became a
function of human invention, and was defined either in terms of the
individual (and so, a form of ethical subjectivism) or the group
(consequently, a form of relative objectivism). Atheist Joseph Lewis
wrote in 1926: “There is in reality no absolute standard by which we
judge ... In the final analysis our guide in moral affairs would be that
which gives to the individual the greatest possible happiness.”31 One
wonders just how we would objectively define the “greatest possible
happiness,” since such a definition seems impossible on the ground
marked out by our opponents. There has never been a group consensus
on what makes for happiness (consider, for example, how Stalin would
have defined happiness as over against “Mother” Theresa). Since there
is no group consensus on what happiness is at all, it must be subjec-
tively determined, as in “I have a personal preference for Swiss Chard
over Fried Okra.” In his debate with Frederick Copleston, the great
agnostic Bertrand Russell was asked: “[O]n what grounds would you
condemn the acts of Hitler?” He responded that Hitler was wrong
because “most people agree with me.”32 The great logician committed
the fallacy called argumentum ad populum, in which something is held
to be true because many people agree to it. This is nothing other than
what I call “Gallup Poll morality!” In this discussion, Russell was
pressed to tell how he could possibly distinguish between good and
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evil. He said, “[B]y my own feelings.”33 It is difficult to accept the
notion that morality depends upon one’s feelings, because Hitler
obviously “felt” that systematic extermination of the Jews was a good
thing, whereas the Allies (including Bertrand Russell) “felt” that Hitler
and his associates were evil. Therefore, on ground marked out by
atheists it becomes impossible to say that some things are absolutely
wrong while some other things are absolutely right! Once God is
denied, one is committed to ethical relativism. Dan Barker said, when
dealing with the question of ethics:

“How does an atheist account for the existence of objective
moral values?” is a question I often hear. “If you don’t believe
in God, then what is your basis for morality?” To me, the answer
is obvious: we atheists find our basis for morality in nature.
Where else would we look?34

Indeed! Where else would one look except to explain ethics purely in
Naturalistic terms, since, to atheists, there is no supernatural Being?
Since ethics ultimately were created by man, one would have to look
either to an individual for his ethical standards (thus, relative subjectiv-
ism) or he would have to look to a group for his ethical standards (so,
relative objectivism). There is no other place to look!

A second area affected by the denial of absolutes is history. If one
denies absolutes, then historical interpretation is relative too. There can
be no real knowledge, consequently, of our past that is not subject to
the interpretation of the historian. Briefly put, no one can really know
the truth concerning historical propositions. It looks like the following:

Premise: Since there is no God,
Conclusion: It follows that there are no absolutes.

Premise: Since there are no absolutes,
Conclusion: Then, everything is relative.

Premise: Since everything is relative,
Conclusion: Then, history is relative!

There could be an apparent objectivity in historical matters if enough
historians came to the same conclusions. Otherwise, history is reduced
to sheer subjectivity, and historical revisionism becomes the main task
of those who study the subject.

The third area to be affected by the denial of God is science. Now,
the very nature of scientific investigation renders all scientific conclu-
sions only highly probable at best. This is the inevitable result of using
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the Scientific Method. Nevertheless, there are some things that we
regard as objectively sound conclusions of science (as, for instance, the
“laws” of gravity, thermodynamics, et cetera). The assumption of
Western science was originally that God created a universe that
operates according to laws that He placed within it at the creation. But,
with modern thinkers, these earlier assumptions have to be discarded.

Premise: Since there is no God,
Conclusion: It follows that there are no absolutes.

Premise: Since there are no absolutes,
Conclusion: Then, everything is relative.

Premise: Since everything is relative,
Conclusion: Then, science is relative.

One atheist says bluntly:

The (scientific) patterns do not exist in nature; they exist inside
our heads ... A so-called law of nature is really a human general-
ization about nature, which we then consciously, or uncon-
sciously, project into an essentially ambiguous universe.35

Mathematics, geometry, and physics have not escaped from a relativis-
tic interpretation either. Since there are no absolutes, then it follows
that there is no such thing as eternal and necessary truths in mathemat-
ics, et cetera. Mathematical propositions and geometrical theorems are
really only human inventions. We use these formulas, not because they
are necessarily true, but because they work! Few atheists will really
face up to the implications just discussed regarding science, and the
various tools used in scientific investigation (mathematical formulas,
et cetera).

A fourth area affected by the denial of God is logic. Since absolutes
are denied, logic suffers from the same problem of relativism as all
other truths. Modern atheists become absolutely paranoid at this point,
because they are always seeking to point out the logical inconsistencies
of theistic argumentation.

Premise: Since there is no God,
Conclusion: It follows that there are no absolutes.

Premise: Since there are no absolutes,
Conclusion: Then, everything is relative.

Premise: Since everything is relative,
Conclusion: Then, logic is relative.
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Our atheistic opponents never seem to understand that, if there are
no absolutes, then they cannot say that theism is absolutely wrong! For,
how could history, science, or logic refute Christianity, if they are all
relative. If everything is relative, then theism is historically, scientifi-
cally, and logically true to those who want it to be true (if subjectively
considered)! Or, if there are enough people who agree with theistic
conclusions, then theism would be considered relatively and objectively
true. Therefore, atheists cannot say that theism is absolutely false,
because they deny absolutes! 

If everything is relative, then all of the arguments ever devised
against the theistic proofs are invalid because they all try to show that
theistic proofs are logically false. But if, as atheists claim, there are no
absolute truths, then there are no absolute non-truths either! Of course,
even if someone argues that there are no absolutes, that philosophy is
unlivable. This is so, because he must pay the proper amount at the
check-out counter, for example. Imagine a man who denies absolutes
trying to convince the retailer that “everything is relative,” and, since
this is so, he will give him one dollar for an item marked 12 dollars,
and then he will demand 100 dollars in change! No one can possibly
live such an absurd philosophy. In the same way, our atheist friend will
not jump off a 25-story building because he thinks that the “law” of
gravity is only relative. Unless one is going to commit suicide, he will
stay away from the edge of the building just like the rest of us. To do
otherwise is not safe!

Furthermore, the idea that “everything is relative” is not only
unlivable, it is also self-refuting. This is so, because the statement is
also given as an absolute. In other words, this philosophical position
should really be stated as follows: “It is absolutely true that everything
is relative.” It is erroneous to build one’s philosophy on self-contradic-
tory propositions. The following examples are all from atheist literature
or debates. Only empirically verifiable or falsifiable statements have
any meaning. This statement is itself incapable of either verification or
falsification. There are no absolutes. This statement is an absolute.
Everything is relative. But, this statement is meant to be taken as an
absolute. We cannot know anything with certainty. Yet, we are
supposed to know this statement with certainty. There is no truth,
except, of course, the truth just given. What a person believes is the
result of irrational forces. Consequently, this statement itself is also the
result of irrational forces. If so, then why should anyone believe it? No
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one can know anything about God, for He is unknowable. This
statement requires a great deal of knowledge about God.

MAKING THE CASE FOR GOD

How do we explain the origins of things? By “origins,” I have in
mind the origin of the universe, the origin of first life, and finally, the
origin of complex life forms (like human beings). The study of origins
is not, strictly speaking, a scientific study. Science deals with things
that already exist in an effort to explain and/or understand how they
work. Science definitely does not deal with how these things came to
exist in the first place! In science, one deals with what is (1) observ-
able, (2) repeatable, and (3) testable. The origins of things is not (and
never has been) observable. Such things are certainly not repeatable!
And, therefore, they cannot be tested in the laboratory. Does this then
mean that we cannot study the origins of things at all? Certainly not. It
just does not get done in the science classroom, or in scientific writings.
We make our case by means of metaphysical deduction, by which I
mean an inference from the world of factual data to the ultimate
explanation (sometimes called, “metaphysical ground”) of those facts.
Paul speaks of this very process in Rom. 1:19-22:

For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God
has shown it to them. For his invisible attributes, namely, his
eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived,
ever since the creation of the world, in the things that have been
made. So they are without excuse. For although they knew God,
they did not honor him as God or give thanks to him, but they
became futile in their thinking, and their foolish hearts were
darkened. Claiming to be wise, they became fools (Rom. 1:19-
22).

I am particularly interested in verse 20. How can one’s invisible
attributes be clearly perceived (most translations say, “clearly seen”)?
Paul’s answer is “in the things that have been made.” The author of
Hebrews makes a similar claim in Hebrews 3:4—“For every house is
built by someone, but the builder of all things is God.” No one is so
foolish as to argue that a house just appeared one day, out of thin air.
Time will not help us here either! No one suggests that the house just
evolved over long eons of time from lower, less organized and
structured materials. We all know that it was built by someone.
Suppose that this “someone” is never observed by the ones who
observe the house. Would that lessen their knowledge that “someone”
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built it? Of course not! We all reason from the effects (in this case, a
house) to the cause (“someone”). The author of Hebrews tells us that
this is precisely the same move one makes in arguing the case for God.

The fact that scientists are not equipped, as scientists, to discuss the
case for God does not prevent them from trying their hand at the issue
of origins. Ben Stein was urged to watch a documentary on the origin
of life that would explain the “spontaneous generation” of first life
from non-living materials.36 The documentary said that “whatever it
was” we now have life on earth! How is that for a real strong answer?
The suggestion was that the various chemicals needed for life (carbon,
oxygen, et cetera) were possibly energized by lightning, but such was
only a suggested possibility. They really do not know.

When it was discovered, after many, many years of observation,
that there are no transitional forms between species (and we are not
really completely sure what a species happens to be, either) which
would be needed for Darwinism to be true, Richard Goldschmidt, Niles
Eldridge and Stephen Jay Gould came up with their theory of “punctu-
ated equilibria” to explain that there were sudden leaps from one
species to another without any transitional forms! So, they confirmed
the exact thing that Creationists have always said, and that is that the
species are separate and that there are no transitional forms as would be
needed for Darwinian Evolution to be true.

When asked how life originated, Michael Ruse told Ben Stein that
life originated “on the backs of crystals.”37 Ruse actually became quite
irritated when Stein expressed some surprise at that answer and when
he pressed him to insure that he had correctly heard Ruse.

The movie also mentioned the “Directed Panspermia” theory first
propagated by Nobel Prize winning Geneticist Frances Crick, and later
popularized somewhat by Sir Fred Hoyle and Chandra Wickrama-
singhe.38 The theory is necessitated because it has been shown
conclusively that life could not have been spontaneously generated on
the earth. So, what is the answer? Aliens from some other planet
evolved (presumably by Darwinian Evolutionary means) and seeded
the raw materials needed for macro-evolution on the earth! Dawkins
even suggested that this might actually be a way for the theory of
“Intellligent Design” to be true!

There are other equally silly attempts to explain origins from these
people. You might be asking at this point: “Why do these men go to
such extreme lengths to avoid the obvious strength of the evidence?”
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Remember, we simply cannot and must not “allow a divine foot in the
door!”

At this point, let me offer an illustration that might be of some help
as we begin to discuss solutions to the question of origins. Richard
Taylor wrote:

Suppose you were strolling in the woods and, in addition to the
sticks, stones, and other accustomed litter of the forest floor, you
one day came upon some quite unaccustomed object, something
not quite like what you had ever seen before and would never
expect to find in such a place. Suppose, for example, that is it a
large ball, about your own height, perfectly smooth and translu-
cent. You would deem this puzzling and mysterious, certainly,
but if one considers the matter, it is no more inherently mysteri-
ous that such a thing should exist than that anything else should
exist ... Now whatever else you might wonder about it, there is
one thing you would hardly question; namely, that it did not
appear there all by itself, that it owes its existence to something.

Consider again the strange ball that we imagine has been found
in the forest. Now we can hardly doubt that there must be an
explanation for the existence of such a thing, though we may
have no notion what that explanation is. It is not, moreover, the
fact of its having been found in the forest rather than elsewhere
that renders an explanation necessary. It matters not in the least
where it happens to be, for our question is not how it happens to
be there but how it happens to exist at all. If we in our imagina-
tion annihilate the forest, leaving only this ball in an open field,
our conviction that it is a contingent thing and owes its existence
to something other than itself is not reduced in the least. If we
now imagine the field to be annihilated, and in fact everything
else to vanish into nothingness, leaving only the ball to constitute
the entire physical universe, then we cannot for a moment
suppose that its existence has thereby been explained, or the
need of any explanation eliminated, or that its existence is
suddenly rendered self-explanatory. If we now carry this thought
one step further and suppose that no other reality ever has
existed or ever will exist, that this ball forever constitutes the
entire physical universe, then we must still insist on there being
some reason independent of itself why it should exist rather than
not.39

No one would fail to ask for an explanation as to why that large ball
happened to exist at all. With this in mind, let me advance several
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classical argument forms for the existence of God (with my own
modifications, of course).

First, we have what is generally called the cosmological argument.
It is an argument that searches for causal explanations, and is framed
as follows:

1. If anything exists contingently, then God (a non-contingent
Being) exists!

2. I exist contingently.

3. Therefore, God (a non-contingent Being) exists!

Obviously, the second premise is the most important in this argument.
Several sub-propositions would be used to defend this argument. I will
simply list them here, because we are merely illustrating how one
makes a case for God.

1. A Contingent Being Exists.

2. This Contingent Being Depends on Something Else for its
Existence.

3. That Which Causes (Explains) the Existence of a (or, any)
Contingent Being is Either (1) Another Contingent Being or
(2) a Non-Contingent Being.

4. That Which Causes (Explains) the Existence of a (or, any)
Contingent Being is (3) Either an Infinite Series of Contingent
Beings (Either a Transitive or an Intransitive Series) or (2) a
Non-Contingent Being.

5. But, it is False that that Which Causes (Explains) the Existence
of a (or, any) Contingent Being is an Infinite Series of Contin-
gent Beings (Either a Transitive or an Intransitive Series).

6. Therefore, that Which Causes (Explains) the Existence of a (or,
any) Contingent Being is a Non-Contingent Being.

A Non-Contingent Being is what theists mean when they use the
term “God,” for a Non-Contingent Being is not dependent upon anyone
or anything else for its existence. It is self-existent, and explains the
origins of the universe (Gen. 1:1), first life and all complex living
forms (Gen. 1:11-28).

Second, we have the Teleological Argument. This is often termed
the “Design Argument” and is, far and away the most popularly used
argument for God, being employed by the proverbial “man on the
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street” all the way up to the most sophisticated philosophers. One needs
to avoid some of the common mistakes that have been made by those
using this argument form. Nevertheless, it is a legitimate way to present
the case for God (cf. Acts 14:17; 17:28-29). The argument form is as
follows:

1. If some things exist that bear the unmistakable marks of
intelligent design, then an Intelligent Designer exists!

2. Some things exist that bear the unmistakable marks of intelli-
gent design.

3. Therefore, an Intelligent Designer exists!

Numerous things can be explained without the immediate necessity of
God. For instance, the beautiful limestone stalagmites and stalactites
found in caves such as the Carlsbad Caverns or the Mammoth Cave can
be explained by the water and lime deposits over time. God would be
the ultimate explanation, since all things were ultimately begun by
Him, and that includes things that develop by natural law. But, one
does not need to explain those things by referring to God. On the other
hand, no one would seek to explain the carvings on Stone Mountain in
Atlanta, or on Mount Rushmore in this way. They bear the unmistak-
able marks of intelligent design. Snowflakes exhibit beautifully
symmetrical designs that are explained by the science of ice crystalliza-
tion. We do not need to refer to God to explain this design. But, ice
sculptures are not explained apart from intelligent intervention. In a
similar way, certain things in nature can be explained apart from God
(initially, at least), but the complex information packets contained in
DNA literally cannot be explained that way! Information requires an
Informer. Intelligent design presupposes an Intelligent Designer! And,
this is what theists call “God.”

Third, there is the Moral Argument. This argument is made from
moral experience to God. All moral norms are personal, and make
sense only with reference to personal beings. We do not attribute
morals to flowers and fauna. Neither do we attribute morals to rabbits
or skunks. Ethical norms and moral experience make sense only with
reference to human beings. Since atheists deny absolutes in ethics,
because to accept ethical absolutes is to accept God, I shall argue that
moral norms are absolutes and objective. The argument is as follows:

1. If ethical obligations and moral norms are absolute and
objective, then a Moral Lawgiver exists!
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2. Ethical obligations and moral norms are absolute.

3. Therefore, a Moral Lawgiver exists!

Naturally, one needs to distinguish between ethics and morality in order
to make this argument work. Furthermore, it is not necessary that all
ethical obligations and moral norms be absolute, for if any are, then
God (the Moral Lawgiver) exists!

Fourth, there is the Bibliological Argument. This is an argument
from Scripture to the existence of God. Now, we have to be very
careful here, because one could easily lapse off into circular reasoning.
For instance, suppose one says that God exists, and I ask how he knows
that this is so? He answers: “Because the Bible says so, and it is His
Word.” I then say, how do you know that the Bible is God’s Word? He
responds: “Because God exists, and gave the Bible to us.” If I ask him
how he knows that God exists, and gave the Bible to us, he responds
again: “Because the Bible says so, and it is His Word.” This is begging
the question; it is assuming what is to be proved, and is a logical
fallacy. Thus, we must not lapse off into such circularity. However,
there is a way in which one can argue the case for God from Scripture.
Now, it is clear that the Bible claims to be the Word of God. The only
question that remains is whether or not such a claim is true. The
argument is two-fold, and is as follows:

1. If the Bible contains such characteristics as make it clear that
the Bible is beyond mere human production and incapable of
being produced only by humans, then the Bible is the Word of
God!

2. The Bible contains such characteristics as make it clear that the
Bible is beyond mere human production and incapable of
being produced only by humans.

3. Therefore, the Bible is the Word of God!

Now, we can finalize this argument as follows:

1. If the Bible is the Word of God, then God exists!

2. The Bible is the Word of God.

3. Therefore, God exists!

This is the type of argumentation one must follow in order to prove that
God exists from Scripture.
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Fifth, there is the Christological Argument. This argument is
similar to the last one examined, in that one can easily lapse off again
into circularity here. There are, to be sure, those who deny that Christ
ever lived at all. But, given the reality of His existence (which, of
course, must be shown), we still cannot simply assert that God exists
merely because Jesus did, and He claimed such. It must be carefully
argued as well as follows:

1. If Jesus the Christ possesses such characteristics as make it
clear that He is beyond (and incapable of) mere human
invention, then Jesus the Christ is the Son of God!

2. Jesus the Christ possesses such characteristics as make it clear
that He is beyond (and incapable of) mere human invention.

3. Therefore, Jesus the Christ is the Son of God!

Once again, there must be an additional argument to complete the
process:

1. If Jesus the Christ is the Son of God, then God exists!

2. Jesus the Christ is the Son of God.

3. Therefore, God exists!

This is how one would go about arguing the case for God from the
reality of and teachings of Jesus the Christ. Again, we must not assume
what is to be proved.

There are additional arguments we could offer, but these are
sufficient to demonstrate just how one would go about making the case
for God. Atheists might employ all sorts of theoretical gymnastics in
their vain effort to prevent the “divine foot in the door.” But, as theists,
we have no such fear and we will not resort to such fanciful fictions to
explain origins as “Directed Panspermia,” or to suggest that life began
“on the backs of crystals.” The real delusion should not be laid at the
feet of theists, but rather, at the feet of our atheistic opponents.

CONCLUSION

I have for many years referred to the atheistic theories of origins as
the “black box” philosophy. The “black box” refers to the reality of the
universe! If one assumes that only the black box exists, and nothing
outside the black box is real, then one must search for God within the
box if He is to be found at all. Since God is not within the black box,
the atheist can proudly proclaim, “You see, there is no God within my
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black box. Since men believe in a God, they (men) must have created
Him instead of the other way around. Therefore, all religions are man-
made, and are, as a result, just fanciful fairy tales!” They have simply
forgotten one important question: “Where did the “black box” origi-
nate?” If it cannot explain itself (and it cannot), then, if we want to
understand the truth, we are going to have to search for the answer. The
only answer that has ever made any sense at all is: “In the beginning,
God created the heavens and the earth” (Gen. 1:1).

This has been an attempt on my part to give the readers a short
introduction to the “new atheism” and to their militant opposition to all
religions, especially Christianity. It has also been my attempt to
dismantle their opposition, and to present an alternative case for God.
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