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A Source of Help for Strategies
II Corinthians 9:8 “And God is able to make all
grace abound to you, that always, having all
sufficiency in everything, you may have an
abundance for every good deed.”
Persuading someone to trust in the true and living
God is a good deed. It is a deed of eternal
goodness, because God is eternally always
GOOD, and He prepares a good eternity for
those who trust Him.

A Source of Help for Strategies
In John 6:28-29, Jesus answered those who
“wanted to work the works of God,” that
believing in the One God sent was the work of
God—the work He most wanted them to do.
Why? Because, according to the next 11
verses, eternal life was the result for them, and
for those they would influence to do the same in
the future.
Taking down barriers that hinder belief is a good
deed. Unguided evolution is that kind of barrier.

Strategies
Strategies are geared toward winning, not by
silencing the opposition, but by persuading the
opposition to join your team—God’s team.
 Strategies are not about “just winning an
argument.” Strategies are about “opening the
eyes of the blind,” to see truths they have not
been able to see before.
 Strategies are about opening hearts to embrace
the true love of God—because they suddenly
realize He is there and He is GOOD.


Why do we need to consider
strategies?
Strategic Planning = Preparation for Persuasiveness.
We need to persuade because we care.
•If we prepare to answer common strategies of the other
side, we can answer with greater clarity.
•If we plan approaches to our own important points, we
can spotlight new ideas in the best light.
So how does the other side think?

Richard Lewontin, a friend of
Stephen Jay Gould.
“We cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door….To
appeal to an omnipotent deity is to allow that at
any moment, the regularities of nature may be
ruptured, that miracles may happen.”
 Philip Johnson’s elaboration— “In the
materialist mentality, the appearance of the
Lawgiver is equated with the disappearance of
the laws.”




(Location of Lewontin’s quote is THE NEW YORK REVIEW
OF BOOKS website prior to 2000. Lewontin was a friend of
Stephen Jay Gould.)

What is your response? Probing
Questions:
How would you answer Lewontin’s challenge
which implies that “Deity as an answer in
science would open science to magical
thinking?” Does the idea of a miracle-working
God contradict the basic ideas of science?
Does miracle contradict science?
 Is God the Creator of the Laws of science (laws
of nature)?
 Is the regularity and predictability of science
part of the natural order because His Mind
produced the Laws?


A Possible Response
The idea that miracle is equivalent to magical thinking
actually skirts the issue. The issue is in 3 parts:
 Is the Ultimate Source of all existence impersonal or
Personal? The Ultimate Source must be one or the
other. How can we know which?
 If Personal, then “miracle” is not the same as magic.
Miracle simply means the interaction of the Ultimate
Mind with matter and energy, on a more detailed basis
than the laws He created.
 If Personal, then it is possible that science could develop
methods to account for His past imprint on nature,
because that imprint would be part of reality. Science
studies reality.

Response






Therefore, opening the possibility of Deity as an
answer within science is NOT the same as magical
thinking. Science looks at reality. Magic does not.
If Deity is within the realm of reality, then science
should be open to discovering the imprint of Deity on
reality, using the tools of science.
If science does not know the answer to the
Personal/impersonal Ultimate Source of reality,
science has a mandate toward the more open
approach—NOT to assume the absence of Deity,
which is a closed approach.

Part 2 of a Possible Response







Words have meanings, and words carry emotional
meanings beyond their raw definitions. Words like
“magic” can evoke the emotions of childlike wonder
and awe or fun in one person, even while evoking
the emotion of scorn in another.
Part of an integrated worldview is emotional
continuity across fields of study. Emotional
continuity is important to people.
Lewontin’s quote fails to understand that importance.
Human decisions are made within the influence of
emotional continuity.

Lewontin’s quote
“We cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door….To
appeal to an omnipotent deity is to allow that at
any moment, the regularities of nature may be
ruptured, that miracles may happen.”
 What if a Divine Hand made the door? What if
miracles actually MAY happen? Assuming God
is GOOD, wouldn’t that be a good thing? Are
we afraid to think about such a possibility? If a
miracle happened, would Lewontin’s form of
science be blind to it and explain it away?


Strategy and Strategy




Our side has a strategic goal of bringing people
across to God’s team. We also have a goal of
convincing members of the next generation—who
voluntarily show up at our places of religious
activity—to be on God’s team. We often spend more
effort persuading them to show up than persuading
them about God.
Entertainment is only the ice-breaker. The strategy
needs to move on to more important ideas.

Strategy and Strategy






The materialist-science side has a goal of silencing
our side, using various techniques, including the
authority of the courts, so that they can win the next
generation to their side through public (taxpayerfunded) education.
They have more directive time than the churches
with ALL students to do their persuasion. Their
reach is broader in the number of people influenced
than the churches’ reach.
So our side needs to make our persuasion CLEAR
and transferable by students to other students.

Because




The other side’s goal is to silence us, part of
our strategy should involve ways to stay in
the conversation. We need to be able to
stop them from silencing us. We need to
understand how they are managing to
silence us by making our side seem
irrelevant.
Sometimes they try these techniques inside
our places of religious activity. We need to
understand the situation and respond well.

We should recognize Neo-Darwinist
strategies used to stifle dissent…
and how they work in practice.

Strategies
used to
stifle
dissent
and how
they work

1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

The Two Platoon Strategy to
Marginalize Religion.
NOMA—what it is.
NOMA—how it works in the
real world—the moral decay
problem.
A theory that explains
everything
Common arguments used
against Intelligent Design

The Two Platoon Strategy to
Marginalize Religion
The first platoon plays defense.
They loudly proclaim that
 “evolution has no important implications for
religion.”
 They claim many religious people among
the ranks of the evolutionists.
 They appear to have a “live and let live” tolerant
attitude toward religion, although they also
think the religious people are believing in
fairy tales.

The Two Platoon Strategy to
Marginalize Religion
The second platoon plays offense.
They proclaim loudly and often
 that evolution is a fact,
 that evolution has debunked God,
 that God cannot ever be mentioned in
science class.
The two platoons contradict each other.
 When dissent appears, the appropriate
platoon is called to counter the particular
dissent.

What is a good response?





Point out the contradiction.
To do that effectively, a collection of recent quotes
from both platoons would be appropriate. Use brief
quotes.
Dr. Phillip Johnson’s books are extremely good for
background study. As you become aware of this
strategy, you will notice current quotes from
scientists published in newspapers, journals, books,
and on the web. Controversies generate sound bites.
Keep a file of quotes, along with exact sources, and
the credentials of the person being quoted.

Within churches








Sometimes the “two platoon approach” in churches
takes the form of people in leadership who say they
believe in God as Creator, but who also believe that
no evidence is available for that belief.
They will often treat unguided evolution as a fact,
and will treat others as ignorant if they want to speak
about Intelligent Design or resolving science and the
Bible.
Sometimes they will speak firmly about how they see
no contradiction between Darwinism and Creation.
They are part of the “Defense Platoon.”

Within churches


If their training is in the bio-sciences, they may have
been immersed in unguided evolution as the
explanatory framework for their field. They may
never have heard a clear presentation of any other
view.



Churches have an expectation of brotherly
kindness in discussions. The challenge is to
maintain a kind attitude, while standing firmly
against unguided evolution, and firmly for open
discussion of alternate views.

Churches






Quotes from the “Offense Platoon” of the secular
Darwinists may help to make the case for open
discussion within churches.
Show that contradictory statements are often made
by Darwinists about religion—some saying there is
no conflict, and others using Darwinism to debunk
God, so open discussion should be helpful to the
congregation.
“Stay calm and carry on.” Don’t allow fear of conflict
in discussion to silence discussion.

We should recognize Neo-Darwinist
strategies used to stifle dissent…
and how they work in practice.
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5.

The Two Platoon Strategy to
Marginalize Religion.
NOMA—what it is.
NOMA—how it works in the
real world—the moral decay
problem.
A theory that explains
everything
Common arguments used
against Intelligent Design

Strategy #2. NOMA
Harvard’s Stephen Jay Gould coined the term
NOMA for Non-Overlapping Magisteria,
where
 Magisteria means “teaching authorities.”
This is a form of “separate but equal,”
 EXCEPT the “science” magisterium sets
the standards for the “religion”
magisterium’s level of authority.

Strategy #2. NOMA
Gould’s first commandment is “Thou shalt not mix
the magisteria
 by claiming that God directly ordains important
events in the history of nature,
 by special interference knowable only by
revelation and
 not accessible to science.”
What does this approach achieve for the
Darwinists? How does it attempt to
silence the religious side of the
discussion?

2. NOMA: In Phillip Johnson’s
words,
“If theologians claim that there is supernatural reality,
then they are at war with science.
If they don’t make that claim, then their “magisterium”
has no independent source of knowledge, and can only
borrow from science. Either way they have no
cognitive status.”
 This is a LOSE—LOSE proposition, equal to
accepting the idea that theology has nothing to
do with knowledge.
 Thus, NOMA is another way to marginalize
religion.

Real World Examples
Phillip Johnson continues countering
NOMA by showing the moral bankruptcy
of Darwinism. We humans need
knowledge from the Spiritual realm.
Biological knowledge is not enough.
 Johnson’s real world examples were two
reports in the news of young parents who
murdered their newborns. A Darwinist
tried to give a biological explanation of
why they did that.


3. How NOMA works in the real
world—the moral decay problem.
After two sensationalistic murders made
headlines, a Darwinist named Steven Pinker, at
Massachusetts Institute of Psychology,
endeavored to explain in evolutionary terms
why human beings have a “genetic
imperative” to kill their newborns,.
It has to be an imperative according to
evolutionary psychology, since the field
claims all choices are pre-set by genes plus
environment, and no actual free will exists.

Pinker’s Application:
Pinker rationalized that genes and environment
forced the young people to murder, based upon
his speculation about primitive cultures, brought
forward to modern events, and reported in
evolutionary terms.
Thus, a true moral universal—that it is always
right to protect, nurture, and care for one’s
offspring—was nullified by evolutionary
theory.

If





If the moral universal requiring care for one’s
offspring can be denied by this evolutionary
approach, then any moral can be so denied.
A respected professor published the claims.
Phillip Johnson asserts that “This same

process is used to destroy all moral
universals under the guise of science.”


Moral relativism is claimed as objective truth—
scientific truth.

Surely
Our culture can admit that infanticide is morally
wrong.
But Professor Pinker’s Darwinist approach
nullifies that concept.
This same process can destroy all moral
universals under the guise of science—because
moral laws need a Source, and determinism is
antithetical to any morals. How can anything be
deemed moral or immoral if it is a forced
action—forced by genes and environment?

Determinism
Every deterministic system of thought, whether
secular or religious, kills the belief in moral
universals.
 If a person is forced to a particular action,
calling that action “immoral” is just opinion, and
unfair opinion at that.
 (The Bible is unique, in that it does not claim
determinism, but rather proclaims real human
choice and real human accountability before a
real God. This uniqueness matches our own
perception of making real choices.)


How NOMA works in the real
world—the moral decay problem.
For a time, the Darwinists will say, regarding a
particular moral issue, that religion and
science are separate but equal, except that
science is the realm of fact, and religion is the
realm of subjective opinion.
This implies that religion is not acting upon
knowledge, but upon mere opinion.
Thus apparent moral universals are really just
group opinion.

How NOMA works in the real
world—the moral decay problem
Then “science” makes a claim about a particular
moral issue, and explains it as a genetically
encoded adaptation, not inherently immoral at
all.
Thus science is the ruling realm, based on fact,
whereas religion is subordinate,
• mere subjectivity—
• and another moral barrier bites the dust.

How NOMA works in the real
world—the moral decay problem
“When

the time is right to overthrow
some traditional moral restriction,
evolutionary psychologists will
complete the logic by …
 observing that the moral sphere is
as empty as the religious
realm….After all, how can any
authority be real if it is founded on
unreality?”—p115-6, The Wedge of
Truth.

How NOMA works in the real
world—the moral decay problem


Abortion on demand,
 infanticide of the handicapped,
euthanasia of the elderly
or those who think they are terminally ill,
 Homosexual marriage.
 Family Values=Intolerance or hate
speech… on it goes

One reason the relativists are winning
the public argument is their time on
task in the realm of public education.

How NOMA works in the real
world—the moral decay problem
Time spent on the task of persuasion, with no
other views allowed, can become a form of
brainwashing. It certainly IS a form of
propaganda.
 Add to that: the evolutionary theory is so
helpfully malleable for the purpose of destroying
morality.
 It is a theory that can be molded to any desired
conclusion. Let’s look at Steven Pinker’s
example.


We should recognize Neo-Darwinist
strategies used to stifle dissent…
and how they work in practice.
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The Two Platoon Strategy to
Marginalize Religion.
NOMA—what it is.
NOMA—how it works in the real
world—the moral decay problem.

A theory that explains
everything
Common arguments used
against Intelligent Design

Strategy #4: A theory that explains everything…
In the Steven Pinker infanticide example, the
same theory explains that “survival of the fittest”
benefits, whenever one nurtures one’s
offspring, AND explains that “survival of the
fittest” also benefits from the exact opposite
action.
 Pinker defined both the emotional bond
formation between a mother and her newborn
and the failure to bond, leading to murder, as
normal evolutionary principles.
 It seems that the theory can be molded to fit
any data, no matter what the kind. And it will
still sound SCIENTIFIC!

A theory that
explains everything
really
explains nothing.

Modern American Culture
Expects us to give up God for this!
…For a theory that creates nine months open
season on the unborn,
 and even on the newborn who is handicapped
or premature,
 and euthanasia open season on the elderly,
the handicapped, and anybody else who is
unwanted?


NOTICE that this means NO LIFE IS SAFE. Everyone will
be in one or more of those categories at various stages of
life.

Modern American Culture
Gives us leaders, many in both parties, who
think it is “above their pay-scale” to determine
boundaries for the above life issues,
 but not “above their pay-scale” to export
abortion at taxpayer expense.
 Or to require taxpayers pay for other people’s
abortions through the health care system.
There is a logical disconnect between those
decisions.

A theory that explains everything
really explains nothing.
Shouldn’t the authority establish moral boundaries
before exporting such technology? Doesn’t he run
the risk of judgment before God? Doesn’t he have
a sense of conscience for which he must answer?
“I can’t decide whether this is right or wrong.
Therefore, I will force others to participate in it
through funding.” ????
Obviously, Pinker’s rationalization regarding
infanticide demonstrates that moral boundaries
ARE needed.
What an empty bargain the modernist/ postmodernist
worldviews are! What a bad deal! Do we think
God does not care about these things?

What can we do to shift the culture away
from decay and toward righteousness?
Intelligent Design applied to science has the
potential to UNDO this journey into moral decay for
our society.
 Even the possibility of a Designer brings up the
possibility of moral accountability.
 Morals are real. Accountability is real. This is not
just opinion.
 If humans were inherently good, and not in need of
reminders about accountability, there would be no
market for abortion on demand. Inherent
goodness would not need the abortionist’s knife to
cut off a life.

So HOW DO THE DARWINISTS
Persuade the students
That unguided evolution
From molecules to humankind
is the true reality?

Strategy #5: Common Arguments
used against Intelligent Design
4
Common
arguments
against
intelligent
design.

1.
2.

3.

4.

The Connotation Argument
Science Versus Miracle
The Working Embryonic
Instruction Set
The Monkey at the
Keyboard

Arguments used against Intelligent Design:
The Connotation Argument: Any dissent
from evolutionary naturalism is based
upon religious prejudice.
Either you are a full blown molecules-tohumankind-materialist,
 OR you are a Fundamentalist, who
probably needs religion as a crutch
because of some mental inadequacy.
 And you are probably intolerant too.

Arguments against Intelligent Design:
The Connotation Argument
Answers to that stereotyping dismissal of the
controversy include the following:
1. Most people are not full blown atheists, and
forced materialism in science stifles the
entire middle ground as well as the religious
people. The conflict is not about “enlightened
scientists v. Fundamentalist Kooks.”
2. Religious people are not automatic idiots. It is
possible to have intelligent reasons to believe
God was involved in creation.

Answers to
The Connotation Argument
The original Fundamentalists were people seeking
common ground across various denominations—
looking at the Fundamentals of the Faith about which
Christians agreed. The word became an insult over
time, because of its use by people who rejected
faith. They used it to caricature faithful Christians
with the characteristics of the fringe.
Intolerance from the Darwinist side stands out by
employing name-calling rather than dealing with
substantive issues.

Answers to
The Connotation Argument
A compartmentalized worldview is more likely to
contribute to inadequacy in decision-making
than an integrated worldview.
A worldview that uses survival of the fittest as its
moral base is likely to have problems with
decision-making.
A view such as Professor Pinker’s defense of
infanticide as a biological imperative will not
encourage good decision making among young
adults.

Answers to
The Connotation Argument
If the dogmatic materialists had ever allowed dissent,
some good reasons for belief in a Creator might be
available for discussion.
3. Treating everybody who disagrees with you as
automatically prejudiced and intolerant is itself an
ugly form of intolerance.
4. If someone changes sides because he wants to
be on the respected side rather than the insulted
side, that has NOTHING to do with what really
happened in creation or evolution.
5. Being able to silence the opposition through insult
is not the same as winning a discussion.

So HOW DO THE DARWINISTS
Persuade the students
That unguided evolution
From molecules to humankind
is the true reality?

Strategy #5: Common Arguments
used against Intelligent Design
4
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Arguments against Intelligent
Design:
Science Vs. Miracle –The Darwinists claim that: Science

requires that apparent anomalies be presented as
matters which have not yet been explained
scientifically, and NOT as miracles. Explaining
something as a miracle is a retreat from science,
going back toward superstition.
The answer: “The intelligent design position is NOT
that miracles should be arbitrarily invoked in place
of logical inferences from evidence,
but rather that evidence pointing to intelligent causes,
where present, should not be disregarded due to
bias.”

Science Vs. Miracle: A reminder
of the tools of Intelligent Design:
A series of tests must be passed before
intelligence as a cause should be considered.
1. The event in question must be contingent—or
able to happen in multiple directions—“floppy.”
It cannot be an event with only one possible
outcome due to physical law.
2. The event must be extremely rare!
3. It must match an outside pattern.

Science Vs. Miracle: A reminder
of the tools of Intelligent Design:
2. The event must be extremely rare—with a
suggested boundary set lower than one chance
opportunity in the entire history of the universe
from Big Bang to heat death.
3. The event must match an independently
observed pattern, which was present as a
pattern BEFORE the event.


The pattern must be OBVIOUS.

Mathematic tests exist for each of these items.

Science Vs. Miracle: If all of
those tests are met,
It is scientifically NORMAL to assume intelligent
causation.
Intelligence is the normal bridge between event
and pattern, when the event is both contingent
and rare, and matches an independent,
obvious, external pattern. Intelligence is the
causation predicted when ancient tools are
discovered in Paleo-anthropology, for example.
Where biochemistry meets all those tests,
Intelligent Design is a reasonable explanation,
within the boundaries of scientific inquiry.

Science Vs. Miracle: Dr. Johnson
further explains…
“Far from saying that everything is designed,
design theory says that
 chance,
 law,
 and design
 all operate in the world,
 and that it is possible to distinguish between
innovative changes that require design, and
variations which can be produced by some
combination of law and chance.”

Science Vs. Miracle:




Intelligent Design is silent regarding descriptions of
the Source of Intelligence apparent in nature.
Intelligent Design is not based upon theology, but
upon mathematics.
At most, Intelligent Design is an intellectual bridge
that allows an individual to live an integrated life,
whatever his or her religion. The idea of miracle is
on a different side of the bridge from science, but
NOT outside the realm of potential reality.

Strategy #5: Common Arguments
against Intelligent Design
4
Common
arguments
against
intelligent
design.

1.
2.

3.

4.

The Connotation Argument
Science Versus Miracle
The Working Embryonic
Instruction Set
The Monkey at the
Keyboard

Arguments against Intelligent Design: The
Working Embryonic Instruction Set
Here we have the basic problem we saw with the
player piano example. While the piano is
playing, using the instructions in the piano roll,
the piano can play with nobody sitting before it.
BUT an intelligence WAS involved placing the
instructions onto the piano roll.
3. The Darwinists claim that because the
instructions in a one-celled fertilized ovum work
to produce a fully functional multi-celled
creature, that process proves no intelligence is
required for speciation.

Arguments against Intelligent Design:
The Working Embryonic Instruction Set
The “working-embryonic-instruction-set
argument” is a fairly sophisticated argument.
Yet it is not a particularly good argument.
It says that a single celled fertilized ovum is
capable of becoming a multi-celled creature,
without miracle’s being involved.
Therefore, by analogy, a single-celled precursor
of the ameba is able to become any modern
creature, over time, without miracle’s being
involved.

Arguments against Intelligent Design:
The Working Embryonic Instruction Set
The argument ignores many critical factors…
 Changing from one-celled zygote to fully
formed mammal requires a highly specific
nurturing environment, a womb, to allow the
fertilized ovum to develop into a multi-celled
creature.
The mechanism for that gestational development
is nothing like the mechanism postulated from
amebas to humans.

Arguments against Intelligent Design:
The Working Embryonic Instruction Set
Most critically, the argument ignores is the highly
specified nature of the instructions in the
fertilized ovum that direct its development
during gestation.
Those instructions work without resort to miracle,
but that fact does not tell us anything about
how those instructions came to exist as
instructions.
The player piano can play according to the
instructions on the piano roll, but that does not
mean the instructions on the piano roll got there
by chance.

Arguments against Intelligent Design:
The Working Embryonic Instruction Set
That gestational process does not explain how
the instructions found their way into the DNA
and Ovum’s structure in the first place—
and that is the point where intelligence is implied
by the data.
The process of employment of instructions during
gestation does not explain how instructions
became instructions rather than random
arrangements of inorganic matter or repetitively
the same crystals.

Instructions for gestational
development


The instructions for gestational development are not
analogous to the claims made for unguided
speciation. The instructions for gestational
development are an information system specific to
each organism, but the claims made for unguided
speciation deny the existence of any instructions in
that process. The Intelligent Design advocates are
the ones claiming the involvement of information in
speciation, not the Darwinists. So the Darwinists’
analogy between gestation and speciation is a false
analogy.

Strategy #5: Common Arguments
against Intelligent Design
4
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Arguments against Intelligent Design: The
Monkey at the Keyboard Argument
Suppose you have a target sentence in a
computer, and a program which eliminates
incorrect responses for each letter.
You cause a monkey to sit at the keyboard, and
after a while, “Voila!” the target sentence
appears on the monitor.
Thus an unintelligent monkey produces
information.
4.

Answer to: The Monkey at the Keyboard
Argument
The answer: Suppose you have no
programmer’s mind to create the target
sentence. Suppose you have no programmer’s
mind to program the computer to eliminate
errors. You place a monkey at the keyboard.
What happens then?

Answer to: The Monkey at the Keyboard
Argument

Does an unintelligent monkey produce
information?
Or does an intelligent programmer design
information that even a monkey can
produce?

All
These arguments against Intelligent Design
are specious.
They are logical failures.
Because they are logical failures, their
proponents have to resort to force to keep ID
out of science class.
 The philosophic naturalism assumption so
blankets their thinking that they cannot see the
failure of their logic. It is like a lens that filters
out the possibility of seeing the truth.

When we see intelligent scientists








Losing their grip on the logic of the arguments they
present, we need to consider the phenomenon of
logic and the human mind.
Something is happening within Darwinism that leads
to flaws in logic.
Does starting with closed assumptions damage
logic’s power to reach true conclusions?
Is it possible that even scientists choose an illogical
answer when they fail to consider the possibilities of
an open universe and an Ultimate Cause with Mind?

We need to understand the
Implications of

Darwinism

about
Human
Identity

Implications of Darwinism
regarding the human self.
1. Reductionism
2. Emergent property dualism
3. Implications for logic
4. Implications for free will
5. Implications for justice.

Background Information
Philosophy recognizes 3 possibilities for explaining
human consciousness.
1.
Physicalism (“Only the physical is real.”) is also
called Reductionism (reduction of meta-phenomena
to their physical reality), or Eliminative Materialism.
2.
Property Dualism—“Mind is a property of the brain.”
3.
Substance Dualism—“Mind and brain are separate
substances which are inter-related.” The mind is
expressed in the physical world through brain activity
but is a separate substance from physical brain
tissue.
We will define these terms as we go, and discuss the
implications of the Darwinist approaches—the first 2
views.

Additional Sources




“In Defense of the Soul,” lecture on CD by J.
P. Moreland, Biola University, The Christian
Apologetics Program, and
“Physicalism, Naturalism, and the Nature of
Human Persons” by J. P. Moreland in To
Everyone an Answer, Francis J. Beckwith,
William Lane Craig, and J. P. Moreland, eds.
IVP Academic, 2004

Implications of Darwinism:
Reductionism and the Mind Brain
Dilemma

Also called eliminative materialism and
physicalism—the idea that mental states are
illusion, and that only the physical is real.
To these materialists, the beliefs, thoughts, desires,
sensations, and decisions are a fiction they call
“folk psychology.”
Their claim means that the imagination is itself a
figment of the imagination—a figment of a figment.
Our mental activity is solely explainable by physical
causes, and the sense we have of our own identity
is a luxurious illusion.

Let’s stop and think about that for a moment—or
perhaps I should say “illuse about that.”


It is odd that such an illusion would be a universal
experience. Everyone who thinks they are
conscious and who thinks they are thinking are
sharing in a universal illusion. The physicalism“reality” is that they/we are not thinking at all. The
reality is that each of our brains is experiencing
chemical and electrical stimulation, and that is all—
according to Physicalism. And the type of chemical
and electrical stimulation can vary all over the
surface of the brain, with the same shared illusion as
a result. This sounds more like science fiction than
science—like collective consciousness.

Francis Crick described it thus…
“Your joys, your sorrows, your
memories, and your ambitions, your
sense of personal identity and free will,
are in fact no more than the behavior of
a vast assembly of nerve cells and their
associated molecules.”
Dr. Johnson points out that such a belief
makes one want to ask Dr. Crick why he
imagines his thoughts are rational.

Does Physicalism imply that
Logic is a collective illusion?
Is Physicalism’s Science itself a
collective illusion?
Why should logic or science have any
power in the real world if illusory?
Why should illusion impact matter?

Dr. Johnson points out that this
means
The scientists postulating Physicalism are not
really conscious—they only THINK they are.
 And their boasted rationality is really
rationalization. How can they believe they can
make true statements about ultimate reality if
their very consciousness is just illusion? This
form of “scientific” assessment of the mind
folds into Postmodernism.
 This is the view of Paul Churchland.

Here is an explanation and
refutation of Churchland’s Beliefs.




Posted by Michael Egnor on December 15, 2008
9:05 AM, on his blog.

“The intentionality problem is so profound for
materialists that an entire school of philosophy of
the mind has been created specifically to deal with
the challenge posed by intentionality. It’s called
Eliminative Materialism, and it’s most prominent
advocates are "neurophilosophers" Paul and
Patricia Churchland. Eliminative materialists believe
that the mind does not exist.”

The Eliminative Materialist
Position:




“We are merely brains, and our beliefs, hopes, and
experiences (which comprise our intentionality) don’t
really exist at all.
Our intentional states are entirely material brain
events; our ‘belief’ that we love our children is merely
a certain chemical gradient in our cingulate gyrus (or
whatever). They call the view that beliefs and
intentional states are real “folk psychology,” which
they assert is the mistaken belief-system of
uninformed people who don’t understand that they
are nothing more than material beings.”

http://www.discovery.org/scripts/mt/
mt-tb.cgi/13061
“Eliminative materialist Paul Churchland writes (1): ‘The

important point about the standard
evolutionary story is that the human species
and all of its features are the wholly physical
outcome of a purely physical process...there
seems no need, nor room, to fit any
nonphysical substances of properties into our
theoretical accounting of ourselves. We are
creatures of matter. And we should learn to
live with that fact.’”

“My (Michael Egnor’s) Reply to Dr. Novella’s Critique of
Intentionality as a Property of the Mind”

Critics of eliminative materialism (and there are very
many critics) point out that eliminative
materialism, besides being… well… crazy, is
essentially self-refuting. How can one believe that
there are no beliefs?

Continued:
“If eliminative materialism is true, then a discussion about
eliminative materialism is merely changing chemical
gradients in interlocutors’ brains, without meaning
(intentional) content.
The radical (some would say bizarre) nature of eliminative
materialism is evidence of the depth of the problem that
intentionality poses for materialists. Some materialists are
willing to eliminate the mind in order to deal with
intentionality.”

And what is your conclusion
About the validity of Physicalism?

We need to understand the
Implications of

Darwinism

about
Human
Identity

Implications of Darwinism
regarding the human self.
1. Reductionism
2. Emergent property
dualism
3. Implications for logic
4. Implications for free will
5. Implications for justice.

What do the rest of the Darwinists
think about thinking?




A second approach taken by Darwinists, and
the more common approach, is an idea called
Emergent Property Dualism. The brain is
considered the substance—the thing that is
real. The mind is considered a property that
emerges from the brain. When the brain is
inactive, the mind ceases to exist. Brain death
is total death.
This approach has some unexpected
problems, because it cannot remove the
mystery from the existence of mind.

Implications of Darwinism: Emergent
property dualism
Property dualism views the mind and
consciousness as properties of the
brain, solely caused by physical
events taking place in the brain.
 The brain is seen as a computer that
is very complex, and the mind as
mysteriously emerging from it.


John Searle rejects substance dualism,
but accepts “property dualism.”
He believes the mind and consciousness are
properties of the brain that emerge from it in
some complex, and unexplained manner, due
to the organization of the brain as a complex
organ.
 He believes the mind is still reducible to
physical causes from the brain as a whole.
 Thus our decisions are caused by our brain
chemistry. EVERYBODY is a robot.
Chemistry rules!


Thomas Huxley asked the basic
question this way…
“How it is that anything so remarkable as a
state of consciousness comes about as a
result of irritating nervous tissue, is just as
unaccountable as the appearance of the Djin
when Aladdin rubbed his lamp.”
Others have pointed out that one could expect
computers to develop consciousness under
these theories, or even the universe as a whole
to develop a collective consciousness—bringing
us back to another “god idea.” Funny how
materialism comes back around to that!

Why Brain Tissue and Nothing
Else?






What is the mysterious capacity of living brain tissue
to produce thought?
How can matter have a sense of self? The brain
tissue does not have a sense of self AS BRAIN
TISSUE. It has a sense of self as a PERSON, with
arms and legs and vision and hearing and worries
and fears and joys and loves. But those senses are
not its sense of PERSON either, but of things it
possesses as a person.
The sense of being a person preceded any sense of
the function of the brain by a long stretch of history.

The Biblical View: Biblical
specifics in parentheses
That we are creatures who consist of
(permanent) souls housed in (temporary) bodies
is called “Substance Dualism” in philosophy.
 Consciousness is a separate substance from the
matter of the brain in this view—(God-breathed in
the Biblical view).
 We are not going to discuss this third view now,
but are going to look at implications of the other
views. For the discussion to be complete,
Substance Dualism must be included—see the
first WitnessKit course, Class 3.


Darwinism leaves out Substance
Dualism.
Darwinism has a source for the physical brain.
 Unguided evolution from molecules to humans
has no source for a separate substance called
mind that is inter-related to brain function.
 Often Substance Dualism is left out of
discussion, as though the only two choices
possible are Physicalism or Property Dualism.
 So here again, we see the assumption of
science about naturalism creating a narrow
view of reality.


Back to Property Dualism and its
Implications for logic
The question about logic, if our minds are just
chemicals reacting to other chemicals, is why
should logic work in the real world?
How does logic connect with brain chemistry?
We use logic all the time, to tell what is real from
what is not real. Are we correct?

Back to Property Dualism and its
Implications for logic
If I see an object on a table. I assume the
absence of that object is not occupying the
same space at the same time, such that the
object is both there and not there. I don’t
expect the object to quixotically disappear and
reappear as I view it. Evolutionarily speaking,
why do my perceptions and reasoning skills
match reality?
And how is it possible that all our brains develop
the same simple logic skills, which work in the
real world?

I design an air conditioning system.
I learn abstract principles from books and
apply them to a physical situation. If my
mind is just chemicals in motion, how can I
modify my environment?
How can one illusion design a system to
modify an environment, and then
experience the change by means of the
same illusion?
Is the problem with the experience or with
the mind brain theory?

What about personhood?
Logic does not work during sleep, even though brain
tissue undergoes certain forms of stimulation.
Consciousness is different between waking,
sleeping, and dreaming states. Is personhood
different in those different times? If the person is
presumed to cease to exist at brain death, what is
the person during sleep?
Questions like these tell me that we naturally
assume our personhood is of the substance
dualism type. That is the sort of consciousness we
have of ourselves.

Implications of Darwinism: Implications
for free will
All the materialist theories of mind deteriorate into
determinism.
Free will, according to those theories, is an illusion.
Our choices are set by our genes and environment,
and we cannot make other choices than the ones we
made.
But if I design an air conditioning system, I can design
it more than one way. If I go to vote, I can vote more
than one way. I can choose, with various reasons
and giving different reasons different weights.
When I think back about my life’s decisions, I know I
could have done things differently.

Reality is not deterministic.
Reality is composed of physical law, and
chance, and ALSO REAL CHOICES.
When every materialist theory produces
determinism, my experience tells me
materialism is simply wrong.
If physicalism and property dualism produce
determinism, they are wrong. What is
left? Substance Dualism. Where did the
substance of the mind come from?

Job 33:4
“The Spirit of God has made me and the
breath of the Almighty has given me life.”
My inside knowledge of my own capacity to
make choices
 Leads directly to recognizing the existence
of God.
 A sense of justice is also part of human
“inside” knowledge.

Implications of Darwinism: Implications
for justice.
Here we run into serious cultural problems. If
science tells us everything is determinism, then
justice is not possible, because justice would
involve punishing people for choices they could
not help making.
Further, justice would be futile, because it has no
impact on other people’s choices—their choices
are determined by their genes and environment
and are generally pre-set without regard to
current events.

We know this is absurd.
People make real choices. For example, when
horrendous crimes hit the news, we know the
culprits did not have to choose those evils.
Furthermore, often from the details on the news,
we know they did not have to go to the places
where they were involved in drinking, etc. and
reducing their self-control.
We also know that punishment deters other
crime. People NOTICE. They modify choices.

Substance Dualism says:




Justice is possible and fair and right-Because people make real choices.
If choices are real, people CAN change
course. So justice is possible and constructive
change is possible.

Determinism says:
1.
Justice is not possible.
2. Attempts at justice are tyranny over people
who cannot help their choices.
3. Constructive change is not possible.

Beliefs affect choices.
People become like their beliefs.
 Early in life, people’s beliefs are not wellformed and they can make mistakes, but over
time they will become like their beliefs, for
better or worse.
 Does determinism produce constructive
beliefs? Or does it produce fatalism and poor
decision-making?
 Habits of the mind, based upon beliefs, affect
choices and the possibility for constructive
change.


Judge Roy Moore was right.
We need the Ten Commandments and their
acknowledgement of the true and living God as
an understood basis for our legal code.
 We need “You shall not murder,” with its clear
distinction between guilt and innocence as a
basis for law and justice.
 We need the presence of the Deity understood
as important to law. We need His opinion
allowed in the legal conversation. His opinion is
more important than ours.

The Ten Commandments
Help to define the right Deity. That is why we need
them—not just any deity will do. Not just any
concept of religious laws will do. In fact, some
concepts of religious law would be dreadfully
wrong.
The God we need as a source for the overarching
law behind human law
 Is a GOOD God who demands right behavior
based upon universal principles that apply to
everyone equally.
 A Good God without partiality.
 Those universal principles should apply to rulers
also.

The Freedoms we enjoy
Came from concepts in the Bible.
People who looked to the Bible for
principles were the same people who gave
us our Constitution.
It is not a coincidence that the principles
work to provide freedom within the rule of
law—without chaos or “mob rule,” and
without tyranny or dictatorship.
It is not a coincidence that such government
forms did NOT develop elsewhere.

It is also NOT a coincidence
That places without a Biblical
background find freedom difficult to
implement and maintain.
 The underlying principles in the Bible
about right and wrong and freedom of
conscience have a purifying and
preserving influence on the structures
that keep us free.


The Bible and Reason


Isaiah 1:16-20 16 "Wash yourselves, make yourselves
clean; Put away the evil of your doings from before
My eyes. Cease to do evil, 17 Learn to do good; Seek
justice, Rebuke the oppressor; Defend the fatherless,
Plead for the widow. 18 "Come now, and let us
reason together," Says the LORD, "Though your sins
are like scarlet, They shall be as white as snow;
Though they are red like crimson, They shall be as
wool. 19 If you are willing and obedient, You shall eat
the good of the land; 20 But if you refuse and rebel,
You shall be devoured by the sword"; For the mouth
of the LORD has spoken. (NKJV)

Reason
Reason is a good gift from a good God.
 Reason, properly applied, can lead us
toward God.
 He invites us to use our reason for that
purpose. He invites us to come and
reason together with Him! What a
privilege!


Back to Science: What are the
implications of information as a
separate category from matter?
How do we go from the raw facts
of science to find a God who is
GOOD? Does science tell us
enough if it includes Intelligent
Design? Is religion a leap in the
dark?

Philip Johnson’s Last Question in
The Wedge of Truth
“What if we start with the WORD?”
 What if we start with MIND? With a Personal
Beginning?
 Then what do we need?
We need bona fide, identifiable communication
from the MIND. We need also to know that the
Personal Beginning is GOOD, even though evil
exists in the world. We need to know that
GOOD and evil are real categories, objective
categories.

These needs
Bring us right back to the first WitnessKit course,
to HE IS THERE AND HE IS NOT SILENT and
to THE NEW EVIDENCE THAT DEMANDS A
VERDICT, and the Bible and the WitnessKit
Bible Study.
 It turns out that God has supplied those needs,
and we can, by SEARCHING, find out the
answers. We can search for His supply, and
find it. He said repeatedly: “If you search for
Me with all your heart, you will surely find Me.”

God hides Himself
And invites us to search for Him.
“Truly You are a God who hides Himself,
O God of Israel, Savior!”
Isaiah 45:15

Proverbs 30:5
Every word of God is tested. He is a
shield to those who take refuge in
Him.

Homework
in 3 Sets

Homework Class 22 Set 1
1.

2.

Set up a “card file” system (such as computer
files) for collecting quotes from the Defense
Platoon and from the Offense Platoon of
materialistic Darwinists. If you have noticed
quotes from past lessons, look for them and
place them in appropriate files, with
references.
Consider whether other types of quotation
files might also be helpful, and set up other
files as well.

Homework Class 22 Set 1






Read Romans 1:18-19.
What level of importance does humans’ intuitive
knowledge of God play in God’s emotional response to
people?
Is fear of accountability to a Designer a legitimate fear?
The human conscience rejects the reasoning of the
materialists when viewing issues like infanticide.
Conscience itself assumes the existence of moral rules
regarding persons and life and death. Mental
gymnastics are necessary on the part of the materialists
to overrule intuitive prohibitions on murder. A materialist
worldview cannot produce moral universals because the
worldview reduces everything to material particles and
energy transfers.

Homework Class 22 Set 1






It seems that some universals are wired into the
human conscience that a materialist worldview finds
unaccountable. Describe some of those rules.
In the first WitnessKit course, we have seen that the
human mind’s existence implies the existence of a
source Mind. The human conscience, likewise,
implies the existence of a Source conscience to
whom we are accountable.
How strong is that accountability, according to
Romans chapters 1 and 2?

Homework Class 22 Set 1
Read Chapter 5 in THE WEDGE OF TRUTH.
What is the big question of this chapter?
 If indeed we are “robot vehicles programmed to
preserve the selfish molecules known as
genes,” would not one expect birth control to be
unpopular? Why would the most scientifically
advanced groups be the least procreative? Is it
possible that the Darwinists do not really
believe their own claims?


Homework Class 22 Set 1
If reductionism were correct, would the
human personality be an illusion?
 What are some issues that are affected
by the existence of human personality?


Homework Class 22 Set 1





Is information a form of matter?
Computers hold information that has been
programmed into them by a human mind or
several minds. Computers do not have selfconsciousness and are not alive. Mind does
not emerge from turning a computer on. Do
you see any reason to expect computers to
develop consciousness in the future?
The stakes are very high regarding the way
people see themselves. If they see
themselves as machines, they lose their sense
of inherent worth.

Homework Class 22 Set 1
The materialists make a trade-off. On the basis of
faulty logic that excludes God from science,
 they trade away their souls for prestige among their
elite peers, and they lose their sense of eternal
value. What do you think are some motivating
factors for this trade-off?
 Materialists often list the problem of suffering in the
world as a reason for disbelief in God. How does
survival of the fittest treat the problem of suffering?
Does treating suffering as a means of evolutionary
progress solve the problem of suffering?

Homework Class 22 Set 1
The WitnessKit Bible study describes 3 different
answers the Bible gives to the problem of suffering.
See if you can write those answers in 3 brief sound
bites.
Looking at the difference between those answers and
the answer of survival of the fittest, which belief
system better resolves the problem of suffering?

Homework Class 22 Set 2











What two bases are given in Romans 2:11-16 for
the standard God uses in judging individuals?
Does this mean it is ok for people to make their
own rules about right and wrong?
Read Revelation 20:11-15. What is the deciding
factor as to eternal destination?
What things are written in the books?
Read Revelation 21:7-8. How are those who go
to heaven described?
How are those who go to the lake of fire
described?

Homework Class 22 Set 2






The eternal nature of human souls gives us reason to
search for true answers to the problem of suffering. The
answers need to be true, whether they are comfortable
answers or not. Do the Bible verses about eternal
judgment provide comfortable answers?
The materialists do not believe, usually, in eternal
judgment, but rather in annihilation of the human mind
upon death.
The Bible teaches eternal life for those whom God
forgives and receives into His eternal family, eternal
judgment based upon deeds for the rest. The materialist
approach is usually to assume death of the mind at the
point of physical death of the brain.

Homework Class 22 Set 2






How does the idea of Jesus Christ returning to life
from death impact the discussion? How do neardeath experiences where people resuscitate after
brain death impact the discussion?
Read Chapter 6 in THE WEDGE OF TRUTH.
What is the big question in this chapter?
First summarize the arguments for intelligent design
as listed in this chapter. This list is valuable to keep
in mind when you talk to those who don‘t believe in
God.

Homework Class 22 Set 2






What defense of scientific naturalism was
reported from Kenneth Miller’s book?
\What did Robert Pennock’s book add to the
discussion?
What conclusion did Philip Johnson draw from
the manner of arguing their case used by the
evolutionists?

Homework Class 22 Set 3









Read more about God’s judgment in I
Corinthians 3:11-17.
What will test the quality of each man’s good
works?
For those with the foundation of Jesus Christ,
what happens to their bad works?
What does this imply about the book of life?
Why would that be the case? Read I Peter
3:18 to help answer.

Homework Class 22 Set 3








Read Psalm 103:10-14. When God forgives sins,
what does He do with them? What does that
imply about the fire that burns them up at the
judgment?
What happens regarding the good works?
How does a person begin to build his life on the
foundation of Jesus Christ? Read Romans 10:613.
Read Chapter 7 in THE WEDGE OF TRUTH.
What is the big question for this chapter?

Homework Class 22 Set 3





Who are the balconers and the travelers?
How did Johnson apply these terms to the
origins discussion?
In the section of this chapter called Summing
Up, Johnson restates brief answers to each of
the big questions that defined each chapter.
Go back to each chapter where you looked at
these questions, and briefly write or
summarize Johnson’s explanation.

Homework Class 22 Set 3







How does Johnson define the WORD?
What implications does Johnson draw from
such a beginning?
What implications does Personality in
existence before matter carry into the realm of
scientific inquiry?
What do we need, if we step back to the
balcony and allow a Designer to be within the
realm of possibility?

Homework Class 22 Set 3






Since the proposed Designer is Creator of us all,
communication from that Personality should have
universality. What requirements does Universality
impose on the open discussion of ideas, both
scientific and philosophical?
Does the idea that “If God exists, the elites don’t
need to know about Him” strike you as ironic?
In what ways is “the WORD became flesh and
dwelt among us” (John chapter 1) very good news
if it is true?

Homework Class 22 Set 3






What is the primary question Philip Johnson
believes evolutionary scientists should be
asking?
Why does Johnson say that opening science
to the idea of design would not harm scientific
breakthroughs?
What is the impact of opening science to
design in relation to nihilism in the humanities?

Psalm 1
Blessed is the man who does not walk in the
counsel of the ungodly, nor stand in the path of
sinners, nor sit in the seat of the scornful, But
his delight is in the law of the LORD and in His
law does he meditate day and night.
And he shall be like a tree planted by rivers of
water that brings forth its fruit in its season. Its
leaf shall not wither, and whatsoever he does
will prosper.

