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LOOK AT ALL THESE
“CHRISTIAN" VIEWS OF THE ORIGIN

OF THE UNIVERSE: PROGRESSIVE CREATIONISM,
GAP THEORY, FRAMEWORK HYPOTHESIS,
DAY /AGE THEORY, THEISTIC EVOLLUTION.
WHAT DO YOU BELIEVEZ :

Quodlibetal Blog

Musings from Anywhere by Dr. Richard G. Howe

=

by Dan Lietha
- 7]

ﬁl Hame About

It's Worse Than | Thought . .o

Over the past vear or so, a colleague of mine has been telling e of his concerns about how
Presuppositionalism (or some watered-down version thereof) infuses the thinking of
certain popular Young-Earth Creationists if not Young-Earth Creationism in general.
Though he himself is an Old-Earth creationist, he eame to me with his concerns because,
being a Classical Apologist, he knows that 1 am both a classical apologist and a Young-
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“Shouldn't you take
outside ideas and

e i} reinterpret [the Bible]?

No, you can't do that."

“All versions of the gap
theory impose outside
ideas on Scripture and
thus open the door for
furthel; compromise.”
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Defended by a Bible Teacher

It is good to see Bible teachers who defend Answers in Genesis against those in the church
who compromise God's Holy Word with man's fallible refigion of millions of years. A Bible
teacher from the Grace To You ministry in California recently wrote a biog swating the

following:

Dwring the course of my vaniows exchanges with a classic apologist commenter,
he directed me to an arsicle written last july by Dr. Richard Howe, a professor
at Southern Evangelical Seminary.

In that article Dr. Howe expresses his concern with the apologetic enterprise of
Ken Ham in defending the Genesis narrative and ultimately the historic,
Chrisnian fath He clasms Ham's warer-downed presuppositionalism utiized w
make his presenwations is bankrupt, fraught with problems, and is

self-refuting

His critigue, however, provides for us some practical insight into how wosfully
inconsistent and compromised classic apologists can be ['ll work my way

through his man arguments and offer a rebutal

It is encouraging to see solid Bible teachers coming to the defense of those who stand on
the authority of God’s Word, while around us is a sea of compromise in the church today. |

encourage you to read the rest of his well-written blog post
Thanks for stopping by and thanks for praying,

Ken




“Presuppositional apologetics is
the method of defending the
Christian faith that relies on the
Bible as the supreme authority in
all matters. ... | will show below
that it is logically inescapable
that indeed the Bible must be the
ultimate standard even when
evaluating its own claims. ... For
the presuppositionalist, the Bible
is the ultimate standard for all
things, even its own defense."

[Jason Lisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian Research
Journal 11, No. 2, (Fall 2013): 65, emphasis in original]
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TIM CHAFFEY ¢ JASON LISLE

| CREATIONIS;
ON TRIAL

THE VERDIET ISSLNS
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Jason Lisle
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"When someone
‘reinterprets’ the
clear meaning of
the words to
accommodate
outside notions, it
simply means he
does not believe ,

Tim Chaffey the words." Jason Lisle

[Old -Earth Creationism on Trial: The Verdict is In / 4
(Green Forest: Master, Books, 2010), 110-111]




"When someone
‘reinterprets’ the
clear meaning of
the words to
accommodate
outside notions, it
simply means he
does not believe

Tim Chaffey the words." Sonlisle

[Old -Earth Creationism on Trial: The Verdict is In /
(Green Forest: Master, Books, 2010), 110-111]

They are confusing

using “outside ideas”
to interpret the Bible

with
using "outside ideas”

to Juelge e [Elole.
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“Then Joshua spoke to the LORD in the
day when the LORD delivered up the
Amorites before the children of Israel, and
he said in the sight of Israel: 'Sun, stand
still over Gibeon; And Moon, in the Valley
of Aijalon.’ So the sun stood still, and the
moon stopped, till the people had revenge

upon their enemies."
Joshua 10:12-13 NKJV
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"When someone
‘reinterprets’ the
clear meaning of
the words to
accommodate
outside notions, it
simply means he
does not believe
Tim Chaffey the words."

[Old -Earth Creationism on Trial: The Verdict is In
(Green Forest: Master, Books, 2010), 110-111]

“Supporters often
used a hyper-literal
reading of Joshua
10:12-13 to buttress

their position [of

geocentricism].
However, it is quite
obvious that Joshua
was simply using
observational
language.”

[Old -Earth Creationism on Trial: The Verdict is In
(Green Forest: Master Books, 2010), 62]
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"When someone
‘reinterprets’ the
clear meaning of
the words to
accommodate
outside notions, it
simply means he
does not believe
Tim Chaftfey the words."

tionism on Trial: The Verdictis In
laster Books, 2010), 110-111]

"Supporters often
used a hyper-literal
reading of Joshua
10:12-13 to buttress
their position [of
geocentricism].
However, it is quite
obvious that Joshua
was simply using
Tim Chaftey °‘,’::gl 2 Z‘;”,,a’

[O/dE hC anlsma n Trial: The Verdictis In
(Gre H er Books, 2010), 62]
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It is only "quite obvious" to
us today precisely because
of the development of the
science since the
17th Century.

Thus, it is because of the
science since the 17th
Century that we "reinterpret”
the "clear meaning of the
words"” "accommodate” the
"outside notions".
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RICHARD BLACKWELL

BEHIND
THE S C ENE S AT
GALILEO’S
TRIAL

Inchuding the First English Tranalation
of Melchior Inchofer’s Tracioas syilepticus

== .5
galifeo goes fo jail
AND OTHER MYTHS
ABOUT SCIENCE AND RELIGION

EDITED BY RONALD L. NUMBERS

13



“Shouldn't you take
outside ideas and
"“i}‘ reinterpret [the Bible]?
4= No, you can't do that."”

by Francis A. Schaeffer
the God whois these

Y

FranC|s Schaeffer
(1912-1984)
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. (1912-1984)

ffer ilicitly
ass mesjthat
humanfinitude
\precludes certain
knowledge

—

‘a

‘Einitelmanjinithe
externalluniverse;’being
finite;y has'no'sufficient,
reference point if he
begins absolutely and
autonomously from
himself and thus needs
certain knowledge. God
give us this in the
Scriptures.

[Erancis Schaeffer, The God Who Is There (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity, 1968), 93, republished in The
Complete Works of Francis Schaeffer: A Christian
Worldview, Vol. 1 (Westchester: Crossway, 1982);
100:101]

Einiteimaniinithe
externalluniverse;’being
finite;y has'no'sufficient,
reference point if he
begins absolutely and
autonomously from
himself and thus needs
certain knowledge. God
give us this in the
Scriptures.

[Erancis Schaeffer, The God Who Is There (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity, 1968), 93, republished in The
Complete Works of Francis Schaeffer: A Christian
Worldview, Vol. 1 (Westchester: Crossway, 1982);
100:101]
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‘Finitelmanlinithe
externalluniverseybeing}
finite;yhas'no’'sufficients

di |em ma between reference point if he

begins absolutely and

flnlte man'beginning autonomously from
absolutely and himself and thus needs

" G i i certain knowledge. Godl
autonomous y rom nimse give us this in the |

Scriptures.

[Erancis Schaeffer, The God Who Is Ther (D wn
the SCI‘Iptu res. Grove: InterVarsity, 1968), 93, republished in
Complete Works of Francis Schaeffer: A Chri z
Worldview, Vol. 1 (Westchester: Crossway, 1982), |
100:101]
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CGreg-Bahnsenn
(1948-1995)

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

Van'Tils
APOLOGETIC
ADINGS [ ANALYSIS

This is a troublesome
conception of Christian
philosophy. ... The
philosopher is placed in
the privileged position of
laying down for the
exegete how the Bible
may and may not be used,
how its teaching must be
broadly conceived, and
what the Bible can and
cannot say. ... Philosophy.
is thereby rendered
rationally autonomous ...."

[Van Til's Apologetic: Readings and Analysis
(Phillipsburg: P&R, 1998), 50]
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(1948-1995)
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The deadly assumption
here is that some
philosophical reasoning is
possible or intelligible for
the unbeliever without
presupposing the
Christian worldview. That
makes philosophical
reasoning autonomous
after all, and the
apologetical case is lost
from the very start.”

[Van Til's Apologetic, 50]

CHRISTIAN @
APOLAETICS
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"... philosophy is
essential is establishing
the foundation for
dealing with unbelievers
who might bring up
certain challenges,
including the challenge
that truth is not
objective or the
challenge that only the
natural sciences are the
source of truthiabout
reality-*

[Christian Apologetics Journal 11:2 (Fall 2013): 8]

CHRISTI AN @.
APOLGZ}ETICS
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"But if the Lord
commands all of His
people to be ready to
defend their Christian
faith, it is difficult to see
how Howe's ‘first level’
can obtain. ... His point
is that ‘philosophy is
essential in establishing
the foundation for
dealing with unbelievers
...(8):Butithat'surely.
cannot be the case.*

[Christian Apologetics Journal 11:2 (Fall 2013): 50]
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"... philosophy is
essential is establishing
the foundation for
dealing with unbelievers
whoymighfbrnglue
certainfchallengesh

including the challenge
that truth is not
objective or the
challenge that only the
natural sciences are the
source of truth about
reality.”

[Christian Apologetics Journal 11:2 (Fall 2013): 8]

"What Howe's ‘first
level’ of apologetic
methodology does,
therefore, is establish an
elite group of academics
and intellectuals who
alone can protect the
rest of us from the
challenges and
objections that are
brought against our
faith.*

[Christian' Apologetics Journal 11:2/(Eall 2013):8]

"But if the Lord
commands all of His
people to be ready to
defend their Christian

faith, it is difficult to see
how Howe's first level’
can obtain. ... His point
is that 'philosophy is
essential in establishing
the foundation for
dealing with unbelievers
. (8). But that surely
cannot be the case.”

[Christian Apologetics Journal 11:2 (Fall 2013): 8]
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A child can know what a flower is.
She knows that a flower is not a person.

However, to delve deeper into the
physical nature of a flower, one would
need to understand botany.
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To delve deeper still, one would need to
understand chemistry (to understand,
e.g., photosynthesis).

And to delve deeper still, one would need
fo understand physics.
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Suppose we wanted to account for a number of other
aspects of the flower and the human.

What makes a flower a flower and what makes a human
a human are their respective natures.

Metaphysics

24



We can know that one is a flower and the other is a
human by our senses.

Epistemology

We value the human over the flower because of the
different kinds of things they are.

Ethics

25



We insist that others value the human over the flower
and hold them accountable when they do not.

Political Philosophy

We know that neither the flower nor the human can
account for their own existence but are created by God.

Philosophy of Religion

)
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*God has a personal spirit body (Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19); shape (Jn. 5:37); form
(Phil. 2:5-7); image and likeness of a
man (Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1 Cor.
11:7; Jas. 3:9). He has bodily parts such
as, back parts (Ex. 33:23), heart (Gen.
6:6; 8:21), hands and fingers (Ps. 8:3-6;
Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7), mouth (Num.
12:8), lips and tongue (Isa. 30:27), feet
(Ezek. 1:27; Ex. 24:10), eyes (Ps. 11:4;
18:24; 33:18), ears (Ps. 18:6), hair, head,
face, arms (Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19; Rev.

Finis Jengings Dake "§ 5:4-7; 22:4-6), and other bodily parts.”
1 902?1‘987 Dake, NT, p. 97-

(Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19) (Jn. 5:37)
(Phil. 2:5-7)
(Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1 Cor.
11:7; Jas. 3:9)
(Ex. 33:23) (Gen.
6:6; 8:21) (Ps. 8:3-6;
Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7) (Num.
12:8) (Isa. 30:27)
(Ezek. 1:27; Ex. 24:10) (Ps. 11:4;
18:24; 33:18) (Ps. 18:6)
(Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19; Rev.
Finis Jen@\gs Dake 5:1-7; 22:4-6)
1902?1‘987




"And they heard the sound of
the LORD God walking in the
garden in the cool of the day,

and Adam and his wife hid
themselves from the presence of
the LORD God among the trees
of the garden.” Gen. 3:8

“God is Spirit, and those
who worship Him must
worship in spirit and truth.”
John 4:24
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“For since the creation
of the world His
invisible attributes are
clearly seen, being
understood by the
things that are made,
even His eternal power

and Godhead ..."
Rom. 1:20a

tersince the creatic
“the world Hi<
invisiShe attribu’ér; are
clearly 52er4 seing
understc4 by the

J

even ks eterna, poawer
i Godhead ...

Rom. 2°2bA
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Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)
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"The two opponents in an
apologetical encounter are
thus intellectually living by
two different ethical
standards, but they are
also arguing according to
conflicting final standards
for knowledge itself. They
disagree on the ultimate
authority that should be
used to warrant or justify.

what a person believes as

true.”

[Van Til's Apologetic: Readings and Analysis
(Phillipsburg: P&R, 1998), 91]
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"The Christian's justification
for induction lies entirely
within the Christian's
presuppositions. Specifically,
the Christian presupposes
the infallibility and authority
of the entire Bible, wherein
lies the answer:to this
problem. If the One who
wrote it can make no
mistakes, then it is the
nature of God that we
presuppose which provides
the needed justification.”
[Jamin Hubner, The Portable Presuppositionalist:

Biblical Apologetics in the 215t Century (n.c.,
RealApologetics.Org Scholarship), 132]

"The Christian's justification
for induction lies entirely
within the Christian's
presuppositions. Specifically,
the Christian presupposes
the infallibility and authority
of the entire Bible, wherein
lies the answer:to this
problem. If the One who
wrote it can make no
mistakes, then it is the
nature of God that we
presuppose which provides
the needed justification."
[Jamin Hubner, The Portable Presuppositionalist:

Biblical Apologetics in the 215t Century (n.c.,
RealApologetics.Org Scholarship), 132]

AImesduniversallamong
[Rresuppesitionalisty(inlnyg
experience)lislthatitheydconcede
lphilesophicalliproblemsgthafarise
outodmoderniohilosophyd(erg™
ElimersIskepticismlabolfindlction)
andfthentseekftolshovgdhovgoniy
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Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

|
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‘Gordon Stein
(1941-1996)

[Dr. Stein] He says that |'do notihavelan
answer to these questions [aboutithe
nature of natural law;: the uniformityiofi

nature] either. Well | certainly.doItisijust:

that he doesn’t like the answeriThe
answer is that God created.the . worldfand
this world reflects the uniformity;thatihe
imposes on it by his governing; andiour
thinking is to reflect the same consistency,
or logical coherence thatis'in.God’s
thinking. How do we learn about those
things? He revealed himself to us. Again,
these are simple answers andithelsorts;ofi
things that Sunday.school.childrenilearn:
But you know. | have yettoifindiany;
reason not to believeithem:

34



T heﬁo blem of Czonfu.;};\ig
w /770/’&/: Rebellionlagainst
é w/fh£p /sfemological
wDis connec 7‘/0/7 ‘frrom A’ea//fy

Bad 8

\“‘ ]
L ———

[he Péfj?)b/em of gg{_zfusmg
&3/ e Lpanscendental J
2 ﬁfgumenffof codlwith
g a*Tmnscendenfa/

| BN

ﬁfgume,nf for Log/c
— e, I} i 3 * My

35



T/)e Pmb/emaﬁ

h‘\“ﬁi

/77a/n fa/n/ng, fhaf

g Log\!/'c /S | (/‘{eafed
.l

Revelation
and Reason

K S @0 T (YT TPIHSINT

LANE G. TIPTON

N

36



5::“-3
LK

t:\:
‘.‘
- 4

“When!it/is said; for
example; thatiGod!cannot
resolve a bona fide
contradiction; the natural
question'is, why;:not2!lfithe
answer. given is that logic
caries with'it'such:force;
such.compelling consentiin
andiofiitselfithat! God'is
subjectitolit; welmust
disagree with:such: a:claim:
Logicy like allielselsave' God
himself, is created."

[K. Scott Olinphint, "Cornelius Van Til and the
Reformation of Christian Apologetics," in Revelation
and Reason: New Essays in Reformed Apologetics,
eds. K. Scott Oliphint and Lane G. Tipton
(Phillipsburg: P&R,2007):/284-285]
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Ifllogiclisineigoiclindedginkthelnatliielof
beingl(ealiylitselthenliowicoliditiie
Riestippositionalisiinitial yAlogically

Riestippesitionalismisincekihislis)jisi¥an
efthellawloinenscontiadictionis

“When!it/is said; for
example, that:God!cannot
resolve a bonaifide
contradiction, the natural
question:is, why:not2:If the
answer given is that logic
caries with it such force,
such compelling consent in
and of itself that God is
subject to it,; wel must,
disagree with such: aiclaim:
likefalllelse
lhimse!l4isleieatedis

[K. Scott Olinphint, "Cornelius Van Til and the
Reformation of Christian Apologetics," in Revelation
and Reason: New Essays in Reformed Apologetics,
eds. K. Scott Oliphint and Lane G. Tipton
(Phillipsburg: P&R, 2007,)::284-285]

jlijhististalfallacylofifalseldilemma
\whichlthenlleadsitol®liphints
nonzsequitigthatilogiclisicreated®
liihelchoiceslarelnot{confinedto)
either

logic caries with it such force,
such compelling consent in and
of itself that God is subject to it

(o] ¢

logic is created.
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‘Whenitiis said; for.
example; thatiGod/cannot:
resolve a bona fide
contradiction; the natural
question'is, why not?Z:|fithe
answer: given s that logic
caries with it:such force,
such compelling consent in
and of itself that God.is
subjectito’it welmust,
disagree with such'a claim:
Logiclike allielselsave God
himself, is created."

[K. Scott Olinphint, "Cornelius Van Til and the
Reformation of Christian Apologetics," in Revelation
and Reason: New Essays in Reformed Apologstics,
eds. K. Scott Oliphint and Lane G. Tipton
(Phillipsburg: P&R,2007): 284-285]

“When!it/is said; for
example, that:God!cannot
resolve a bonaifide
contradiction, the natural
question:is, why:not2:If the
answer given is that logic
caries with it such force,
such compelling consent in
and of itself that God is
subject to it,; wel must,
disagree with such: aiclaim:
Logicy like alllelselsave: God
himself, is created."

[K. Scott Olinphint, "Cornelius Van Til and the
Reformation of Christian Apologetics," in Revelation
and Reason: New Essays in Reformed Apologetics,

eds. K. Scott Oliphint and Lane G. Tipton
(Phillipsburg: P&R, 2007,)::284-285]

NoJ€hristianitheis tiwithiwhom]l
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distastefulifogthelChristianitheist
tolconsidedthafGodiwouldlhave]

tolbelsuibjectitofanythingfelset

@liphinithenfseeksktolforcelhis]

lieadegtoloptifodthelconclision
thatllogiclisicieated?

\Whatiwelrecognizelasithe)
threelfundamentallslawss
offlogic

sdthellawjoffnonz
Sdthellawjoffexcluded
dthellawfoflidentity,

areJgrounded]infthelnature
offbeingf(existence)litselfs
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“When!it/is said; for
example, that'God!cannot
resolve a bonaifide
contradiction, the natural
question:is, why:not2:If the
answer given is that logic
caries with it such force,
such compelling consent in
and of itself that God is
subject to it wel must,
disagree with such: aiclaim:
Logicy like alllelselsave: God
himself, is created."

[K. Scott Olinphint, "Cornelius Van Til and the
Reformation of Christian Apologetics," in Revelation
and Reason: New Essays in Reformed Apologetics,
eds. K. Scott Oliphint and Lane G. Tipton
(Phillipsburg: P&R, 2007,)::284-285]

InfclassicalltheismYGodlis
Substantialfexistencelitself

(ipSim[esselsubsistens)!

jihusRtheselfundamental
glawsgofilogiclarelthe
naturefofiGodlHimselffand®
thusY¥cannotibelcreated®

40



