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Fheism

Agnosticism

the viewithat
says+=God
exISts¥

vAfrom the Greek
wordlyvooic
(gnosis) meaning
‘knowledge;

vawithithe/negation
ol (a)imeaningnot;
oL NO;

vithe suspension of:
judgment.onthe
question of God's
existence




Agnosticism

Atheism

the \view that
saysklminet
sure.whether
Godlexistss

vAfrom the Greek
word|0coc|(theos)
meaning 'God:

vawithithe/negation
ol (a) meaning¥not;
Ol 'NO;!

vAthe world view that
denies the
existence ofiGod




. the view:that
Atheism says “God

dees not
exist
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Richard Dawkins

Sam Harris

T & U PR

Daniel Dennett

Christopher Hitchens
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Popular
Atheism

What Is
Popular
Atheism?




Who Are the
Popular
Atheists?
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Great

Chr|stopher
Hitchens

DARWIN'S

DANGEROUS IDEA

DANIEL C. DENNETT

MICHAEL SHERMER

Wiber of WHY PEOPLE BELIEVE WEIRD THING

_ What Is

ATHEISM?

A
Short
Introduction

DOUGLAS
E. KRUEGER

h

JOHN R. SHOOK

GE)D

| DEBATES

A 21st Century Guide for
Atheists and Believers
(and Everyone in Between)




ATHEISN\

THECASE [ ilptritet WHY
AGAINST [ BECAME AN
GOD | The'";};in F:f Pcrson’z;li»sms er to | ATH EIST

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

\p\ular A'thelsm»?
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belief. Rather, it

is the lack of a
belief in God.
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We are all atheists:about
' most Gods. I'm just an
atheist about one more
God than you.

Extraordinary claims
' require extraordinary §
evidence. |
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Science flles you to the
moon. Religion flies you
into buildings
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Ax:al Tllt The
Reason for the
Season
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Science is all we
need to understand
fruths about reality
(including whether

God exists).
N ] L

36
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Christianity has
always stood
against the
advances of
science. The case of]
Galilc-,jg_‘ig proof.

37
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Christianity has
reacted against
science because

science has displaced

man from the center

of the ‘universe.
jis"‘*i

38
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The Blble was
written by the same
people who said the

earth was flat.

e
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Most sc:entlsts are

atheists therefore

the belief in God is
not scientific.

P

40

20



Virtual particles pi'ove
that something can
come from nothing.

41

If God created biological
complexity of the world,

He must be no'less

complex:
AR\ yeZar
%,,ﬁ»

=2

42
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If everyth
cause, then God
needs a cause.
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Who made God?
Who designed the

Atheists can be moral
without believing in God.
Therefore God is not

necessary for morallty
THe Ak
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Argument

mgf_

f Atheism is not a. i

belief. Rather, it &
is the lack of a |

belief i in God E
!ﬂ ! | bt THE
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a-the-ism

[ey-thee-iz-uhm]

ﬁ& a lack of belief
*EF in the existence of

fm | God or gods

Thatis the entire @
meaning of atheism.
Athetsm s not s religion, It is not a belief system,

Atheism is nothing sinister, and nothing to fear
When it comes to Zeus, we are all stheists,

s al Mever Stop Thinklng

53

I am an

atheist

You claim that
a “god” exists,

I don’t

believe

you.

It's really that simple.

54
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‘,Greg Bahnsen .'

1948-1995

“"There is no athel
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ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST
GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

"Atheism, in its
basic form, is not a
belief: it is the
absence of belief.
An atheist is not
primarily a person
who believes that a
god does not exist;
rather, he does not
believe in the
existence of God."”

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God
(Buffalo: Prometheus, 1989), 7]
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“From the mere
fact that a person
is an atheist, one
cannot infer that

this person
subscribes to
any particular
positive belief”

[Smith, Atheism, 21, cf. p. 27]

“"From the mere
fact that a person
is an atheist, one
cannot infer that

this person
subscribes to
any particular
positive belief”

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God
(Buffalo: Prometheus, 1989), 21]

“If atheism is
correct,

> man is alone

> there is no god

» for knowledge, man
must think for himself

» for success, man must
work

» for happiness, man
must strive to achieve it

> all of these are sole
responsibility of man

30



The Debate between Theists & Atheists
JP MORELAND AND
KAI NIELSEN

with Contributions by:
* Peter Kreeft * Antony Flew *
* William Lane Craig ‘
* Keith Parsons * Dallas Willard * |

61

"After all, ‘atheism’
means simply the
lack of belief in
God (and not, as is
commonly
supposed, the
denial of God's
existence).”

[J- P. Moreland and Kai Nielsen Does God EXxist?.
The Great Debate (Nashville: Thomas Nelson
Publishers, 1990): 179 republished as Does God
Exist? The Debate Between Theists and Atheists
(Buffalo: Prometheus Books, 1993): 179]

Keith'Parsons;

.
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What Is

ATHEISM?

A
Short
Introduction

DOUGLAS
E. KRUEGER

"The term 'atheism’ is
from the Greek atheos.
The prefix 'a’' means
‘without,' and the Greek
theos means 'god,’' so
atheism means simply
'‘being without god.’
Theism asserts that
there is a god, so
atheism is the view
which does not assert
that there is a god."

[Douglas E. Krueger, What is Atheism? A Short
Introduction (Amherst: Prometheus, 1998), 17]
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Notice that Krueger
moves from the alpha
"The term ‘atheism’ is negating 'gOd' (WhiCh
il would mean ‘without
et e e god" or ‘not-god)
* eing without god. to the alpha negating

Theism asserts that

there is a god, so the assel‘ﬁon (WhiCh
atheism is the view Ty W— T
which does.not asseﬂ%eans the absence Of

that there is a god." .
e the assertion of god
instead of the absence

of god).

What's at stake in

the definition,of

atheism?
.

33



- Howan
Evangelical
Preacher Became
One of America’s
Leading Atheists

“Theists claimithat
therelis'a god;
atheists'do not.".
Iniany argument,
the burden of
proofision the one
making'the.claim:*

[Dan Barker, Godless: Howjan,Evangelical,
Preacher Became One of America/s!Leading
Atheists (Berkeley: Ulysses Press;2008);:104]
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glhheistsibelievelin
whilelatheistsido’not
havelsuchlalbelief S Many;
theistslinsistithatiitlisithe}
responsibilityiofithe
atheistitolofferdevidence
justifyinglhisilack{of
belief{inlGod ¥ But{isithe
theistssidemandirationaliZ
Mustithelatheistijustify,
hisilackiofibeliefiiniGodi%
Or.does the'burden rest
with the theist?2=

[BACHUohnsonWThelAtheistiDebater's|Handbooki
(BuffaloRrometheus|Books1 983) #1411

the
- Atheist

Debater’s
Handbook

= by B. C. Johnson:
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First, this
definition
conflicts with
the standard
academic
definition of:
atheism.

"According to the most
usual definition, an
‘atheist' is a person
who maintains that

there is no God, thatiis,

that the sentence '‘God
exists' expresses a
false proposition.*

[Paul Edwards ed. in chief, The Encyclopedia of Philosophy;(New:York:
Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1967): s.v. "Atheism," p. 175']
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“[A]Jtheism is not to be
identified with sheer
unbelief.... A child who ..
has received no
religious instruction ...
is not an atheist—for
he is not denying any
theistic claims.”

[Emest/Nagel, *Philosophical Concepts of Atheism" in Critiques of God: ' E 'm est N ag el
Making the Case Against Belief in God, Peter A. Angeles, ed. pp. 4-5] q h
{901-1985)

Second, this
definition
entails an

absurdity if not
an outright
contradiction.

37



"Is the proposition that God exists
true or false? You are a theist if.and:
only if you say that the proposition
is true or probably true, you are an
atheist if and only if you say, that it
is false or probably false, and you
are an agnostic if and only:. if.you
understand what the proposition'is,
but resist giving either answer, and.
support your resistance by saying,
'The evidence is insufficient' (or.
words to that effect).*

* from

[Theodore M. Drange "Atheism, Agnosticism, Noncognitivism;
https://infidels.org/library/modern/theodore_drange/definition:html;

accessed 01/15/19]
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Science flies you to
the moon. Religion

flies you into
buildings
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ScCi e Nnce
flies \/Outh moon

- Re||g|on \
{ ! thesyo%l gidmgs

; 1
3 )
h‘ _..-A l“.".

78

39



BB ALVANCE WLRNING

Ragest S Fertal
SEQENT STRELT
L)

Science flies you to
the moon.

40



Religion flies you
into buildings.

Religionfisjbad®

science flies you to

R?Iigion flies you
Into builgin gs.

41



Religion cares for
the injured, sick,
and hungry.

42



Religion cares for
the injured, sick:
and hung"y-

&
R
{

°

Science causes
wide-spread death
and destruction.

Science Causes

wide-spread death
and destructiop,

43



Government protects
the innocent and
establishes justice.

The private sector

robs and pillages

the innocent and
flouts justice.

44



Goyernmentisfgood®
lhelpiivatelsectodisibad®

the innocent and ‘
establishes justice. m

The private sector
contributes to
community
flourishing.

BILL&MELINDA
GATES foundation
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Government
murders the

innocent.
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Thus, depending on
your selection of the
evidence, you
could argue:

Seiencelisfgeeds Religionisigoods
Religionfisibad® Sciencelisibads

Goyvennmentisfgeods libelpiivate}sectodisfgeeds
ljhelptivatelsectoisibad® Goyennmentisibadt

LINDA |
i LL%I\.Q-FES foundation

47



h o () ey

% @‘é’fﬁ:?‘ ‘I;g?@

507 Gm B SRR
‘Scientif;

s ocientificy

N1 ZasS FPlrs

Arguments

!‘\ \:(-.n'(:.crmc:: ."
AT«

95

Science is all we need

to understand truths

about reality
(including whether

God exists).
N g

96
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ATHEISTS

IN SCIENCE
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100

“The presence or.
absence of a
creative super-
intelligence is
unequivocally a
scientific question,
even if itis not in
practice—or not
yet—a decided
one."

[The God Delusion, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
2006), 58-59]
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102

"Science is a
method for
deciding whether
what we choose. to
believe has a basis
in the laws of
nature or not."

[in Joel Achenbach, "The Age of Disbelief," National
Geographic (March 2015): 40]

L Marcia McNutt l
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104
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Stephen Hawking #~ =\
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106

"How can we understand the world in which
we find ourselves? How does the universe
behave? What is the nature of reality?
Where did all this come from? Did the
universe need a creator? ... Traditionally

these are questions for philosophy, but
philosophy is dead. Philosophy has not kept
up with modern developments in science,
particularly physics."

[Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinow, The Grand Design (New York: Bantam Books, 2010), 5]

7 DANIEL C. DENNETT
DaniellDennett 0
% ¥ RN S
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“Science, and the
technology it
spawns, has been
explosively practical
... —but that doesn’t
mean it can answer

all'questions or
serve all needs.
Science does not
have the monopoly
on truth.”

[Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural
Phenomenon (New: York: Penguin, 2006), 370]

“Perhaps some cancer:
cures are miracles. If
so, the only hope of

ever demonstrating this
to a doubting world
would be by adopting
the scientific method,
with its assumption of:
no miracles, and
showing that science
was utterly unable to
account for. the
phenomena."

[Breaking the Spell, 26]
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110

“Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility.
for elaborating a
comprehensive and coherent
worldview based on
experience, reason, and

science, and for defending

science’s exclusive right to

explore and theorize about
all of reality.*

["The Need for Naturalism in a Scientific Age" https://centerforinquiry.org/.
blog/the_need_ for_naturalism_in_a_scientific_age/, accessed 11/02/19;
emphasis added]
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112

“The presence or
absence of a
creative super-
intelligence is
unequivocally a

scientific question,
even if it is not in
practice—or not
yet—a decided

o] [

[The God Delusion, 58-59]
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QELIGION

ogether We can

ogether We can

find the cure,

QELIGION

find the cure,

As readable and vigorous a defense of Darwinism as
he Ex 1

RICHARD DAWKINS

The Blind
Watchmaker

Why the evidence )fmiluu‘)n reveals
a universe witHgot de sign

"Unlike some of
his theological
colleagues, Bishop
Montefiore is not
afraid. to state that
the question of
whether God
exists is a definite
question of fact."

[The Blind Watchmaker, 37-38]
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116

=helpresencelor
absence ofia
creative'super-
intelligence'is
unequivocally a
scientific question,
even if itis not in
practice—or not
yet—a decided
one."

[The God Delusion, 58-59]

"Unlike some of
his theological
colleagues, Bishop
Montefiore is not
afraid. to state that

the question of
whether God
exists is a definite
question of fact."

[The Blind Watchmaker, 37-38]
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answering questions

118

What methods for

does Dawkins

propose?

dliherelistanfanswento
evenyssuchiquestion
[aboutiGodiandimiracles],
whether or notiwe'can
discover it in practice, and
it'is a strictly scientific
answer.lhe methods we

should use to settle the
matter, in the unlikely
event that relevant
evidence ever became
available, would be purely.
and entirely scientific
methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59:]

dliherelisianfanswenrto
evernyisuchiquestion
[aboutimiracles]iwhether;
or.notiwe canidiscover it
in practice, and'itiis'a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59:]

59



What methods for
answering questions
does Dawkins
propose?

119

According to
Dawkins, should
scientific methods be

used only for certain
kinds of questions or
for every kind of
question?

120

evenyisuchlquestion
[aboutimiracles]jiwhether
or notiwe can'discover it

in practice, and'itis'a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should

use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]

everylsuchlquestion
[aboutimiracles]iwhether;
or.notiwe canidiscover it
in practice, and'itiis'a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]
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According to
Dawkins, should
scientific methods be
used only for certain
kinds of questions or
for every kind of
question?

121

Is this statement
here provable by
“purely and entirely

scientific methods"?

122

every/such question
[aboutimiracles]jiwhether:
or notiwe can'discover it

in practice, and'itiis'a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should

use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59:]

everylsuchlquestion
[aboutimiracles]iwhether;
or.notiwe canidiscover it
in practice, and'itiis'a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59:]
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123

Since Dawkins'
statement is not
provable by "purely
and entirely

scientific
methods,"” what

kind of method
must be used?

124

QuT not'we can

IS a strictly scientific
&aswerlhe methods we
should use to settle the
matter, in the unlikely
event that relevant
evidence ever became
available, would be purely
and entirely scientific
methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion 59.]

dliherelisianfanswenrto
eMﬁéStion
[aboutiGodiandimiracles],
whether orinotiwe'can
discover it in practice, and
it is a strictly scientific
answer.The methods we
should use to settle the
matter, in the unlikely
event that relevant
evidence ever became
available, would be purely.
and entirely scientific
methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59:]
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UTherelis islanfanswert
evenyisuchiquestion
[aboutiGodiandimiracles],
whether orinotiwe'can
Why can't that discover itiin practice, and

it is a strictly scientific

methOd be Used fOl’ answer.ihe methods we

questions about should use to settle the

matter, in the unlikely
God and miracles? event that relevant
evidence ever became
available, would be purely.
and entirely scientific
methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59:]

125

"Science is a
method for
deciding whether
what we choose. to
believe has a basis
in the laws of
nature or not."

| &7
. &
[in Joel Achenbach, "The Age of Disbelief," National
Geographic (March 2015): 40] Marma McN utt
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> Presumably, Marcia
McNutt believes her own
statement.

> If so, what scientific
method did she use to
decide whether this belief

“has a basis in the laws of
nature or not"?

> Further, exactly what
“laws of nature"” could
possibly be the basis for
this belief?

127

"Science is a
method for
deciding whether
what we choose. to

believe has a basis
in the laws of
nature or not."

[in Joel Achenbach, "The Age of Disbelief," National
Geographic (March 2015): 40]

128

“Science is a
method for
deciding whether
what we choose. to
believe has a basis
in the laws of
nature or not."”

in Joel Achenbach, "The Age of Disbelief," National
Geographic(March 2015):40]

self-refut
7
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130
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Stephen Hawking \Leonard Miodinow/

(1942-2018)

9

"How can we understand the world in which
we find ourselves? How does the universe
behave? What is the nature of reality?
Where did all this come from? Did the
universe need a creator? ... Traditionally

these are questions for philosophy, but
philosophy is dead. Philosophy has not kept
up with modern developments in science,
particularly physics."

[Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinow, The Grand Design (New York: Bantam Books, 2010), 5]
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=ISelection|Effect=
flyouldraglalinetithrough
wmiheawaterofithe' lake. in

Order'yz"ogather datalabout
B ihelrelativelsizes!ofithe

Smarinellifexinvariably. any,
lifeithatiis either too small
or.too large will not be
caught in the net.

131

WeYseelthisfallacy often
e When:physicalists

Ycompletelyimissithe

NevidencelfodGod because
S=they:iare'being
scandalized by their own

presuppositions.

132
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AT ISR

If God created the

biological complexity.
of the world, He must
be no less complex.

134
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136

QELIGION

pogether we can

find the cure,

find the cure,

RICHARD DAWKINS

The Blind
Watchmaker

Why the evidence )fmiluu‘)n reveals
a universe witHgot de sign

BY THE AUTHOR OF THE SELFISH GENE

“But of course any
God capable of
intelligently
designing something
as complex as the
DNA/protein
replicating machine
must have been at
least as complex and
organized as that
machine itself."

[Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker: Why the
Evidence of Evolution Reveals a Universe Without
Design (New York: W.W. Norton & Company,
1987), 141]
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138

“However
statistically
improbable the
entity you seek to
explain by invoking

a designer, the
designer himself
has got to be at
least as

improbable."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 2006), 114]
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140

Letter
to a
Christian

Nation
SAM HARRIS

THE END OF FAITH

“*Any being capable of
creating a complex
world promises to be
very.complex: himself.
As biologist Richard
Dawkins has observed
repeatedly, the only.

natural process we
know. of that.could
produce a being
capable of designing
things is evolution.*

[Sam Harris; Letter. to a Christian Nation (New,
York:\Vintage! Books; 2008); 73]
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This reasoning is
based an assumption
of physicalism (the
view that maintains

that everything that is
real is physical).

142
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But there is no reason
to think that minds
which are capable of
creating complex

objects and
processes must
themselves be
complex (i.e.,
composed of parts).

143
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Eurtherithis s
assumptlon iSI
- ,based on'a
: commltment to

Darwinism:

145

Butlis’ Danwinismis

[as) certaln as/many®
of them suppose;?

146
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Dani_I}Der_'etf; A

Dani_I}Der_'etf; A

€D DarwiNs
DANGEROUS IDEA

EvoLuTioN AND THE MEANINGS OF LIFE

| Ve ol
DANIEL C DENNETT

AuThHon 0F CONSCIOUSNESS EXPLAINED

“There are vigorous
controversies swirling
around in evolutionary
theory, but those who

feel threatened by
Darwinism should not

take heart from this
fact. ... The basic

Darwinian idea ... is

about as secure as any
in science ... ."

[Daniel C. Dennett, Darwin's Dangerous Idea, p. 19]
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Victor J. Stenger. -

. (1935-2014) ‘

Victd/ictoptdirStenger

. (193519351 2014 '

0D

[HE FAILED HYPOTHESIS

How Science Shows
that God

Does Not Exist

"In terms of the same
strict standards of
empirical evidence
that apply in all the

natural science,

Darwinian evolution is
a well-established

theory that has
passed many: critical
tests."

[Victor J. Stenger, God: The Failed Hypothesis, p.
50.]
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Letter
to a

Christian
Nation

“SAM HARRIS"

THE END OF FAITH

‘Here is whatiwe
know::" There'is no
question thatthuman
beings evolved from
nonhuman;ancestors
.. There'is'no reason

whatsoeverito
believeithat{individual
speciesiwere created
initheir present
forms:*

[SamiHarris} Letter tol alChristiant Nationy pp= /1]
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Danlel‘ Iennett'.,

Syrian Refugees: Fllght Into the Unknown

DANGEROUS IDEA

EvoLuTioN AND THE MEANINGS OF LIFE

DANIEL C DENNETT

AuThHon 0F CONSCIOUSNESS EXPLAINED
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"If you insist on teaching
your children
falsehoods—that the
Earth is flat, that 'Man' is
not a product of evolution
by natural selection—then
...we will ... describe your
teachings as the
spreading, of falsehoods,
and will attempt to
demonstrate this to your
children at our earliest
DaniellDennett!® TR
% ! o d [Daniell Dennett, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea: Evolution

and the Meaning of Life (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1995), 519]

155

wihelbasiclPanwinianlidealeisiaboltias!

securerasiany/inisciencer

Challenging evolution is on par
with believing in a flat Earth.

S:Danvinianjevolutionlisia

well-established!/theory:

“There'is'no'question’. "

Challengingevolution’ision: parwith
challenging the Moon landing.
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About Scentists FAQ Download  Resouces Contact Donate

>( A SCIENTIFIC DISSENT
FROM DARWINISM

“We are skeptical of claims for the ability of
random mutation and natural selection to
account for the complexity of life. Careful
examination of the evidence for Darwinian theory

should be encouraged.”

There Is Scientific
Dissent From Darwinism.

Scientific journals now document many scientific problems and criticisms of evolutionary
theory and students need to know about these as well. .. Many of the scientific criticisms
of which | speak are well known by scientists in various disciplines, including the
disciplines of chemistry and biochemistry, in which | have done my work"

Philp . Skell, Member National Academy of Scences, Emeritus Evan Pugh Professorat Pennsylvania State Uriversity

@n 2 me 0 s M e M et s e
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About

Scientists

FAQ Download Resources Contact Donate

>( A SCIENTIFIC DISSENT
FROM DARWINISM

“We are skeptical of claims for the ability of

random mutation and natural selection to
account for the complexity of life. Careful
examination of the evidence for Darwinian theory
should be encouraged.”

i 35‘ Did you know that'a growinginimber of scientiﬁioubt the Darwinian ..
e ., i& N I - Wat
%
Jih

159

There Is Scientific
# Signthe List

Dissent From Darwinism.

& Download the List

"Scientific journals now document many scientific problems and criticisms of evolutionary

theory and students need to know about these as well. ... Many of the scientific criticisms
of which | speak are well known by scientists in various disciplines, including the
disciplines of chemistry and biochemistry, in which | have done my work."

Philip S. Skell, Member National Academy of Sciences, Emeritus Evan Pugh Professor at Pennsylvania State University

chn fin fra hun idn isr ita jpn kor. nid prt rus esp tur
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Observations

This doesn't prove that
Darwinism is false.

Observations

This doesn't mean that all
these signers repudiate
evolution entirely.
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Observations

It does mean that statements such as

Ehelbasicipanwinianlidealeeisiaboliias] Challenging evolution is on par

securelasianylintsciencers with believing in a flat Earth.

kDanwinianievolutionlistal Challenginglevolutionlision! parwith
well-establisheditheory challenging'the Moon'landing.

“There’is'no’question’ ="

are unwarranted.
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everything needs a

cause, then God
needs a.cause.
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How an
Evangelical
Preacher Became
One of America’s
Leading Atheists

“Everything had a
cause, and every.
cause is the effect of a
previous cause.
Something must have
started it all. God ... is
the eternal first.cause
... the creator.and
sustainer. of the
universe.

Da’n

Barker

Barker
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“The major premise of
this argument
‘everything had a
cause,’is contradicted
by the conclusion that
‘God did not have a
cause.You can't have

it both.ways. If
everything had to have
a cause, then there
could not be a first
cause.”

[Dan Barker, Godless: How an Evangelical Preacher
Became One of America's Leading Atheists
(Berkeley: Ulysses Press, 2008), 113-114]

Da’m Barker

ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST

GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH
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lLetter
to a
Christian

Nation

‘SAM HARRIS

THE END OF FAITH

“Every existing thing has
a cause, and every cause
must be caused by a prior
cause, which in turn must
be caused by a still prior
cause, and so on, until we
reach one of two
conclusions: (a) either we
have an endless chain of
causes—an infinite
regress, or (b) there exists
a first cause, a being that
does not require a causal
explanation.

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against
God, (Buffalo: Prometheus, 1979), 236]
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“Everything that
exists has a cause;
space and time exist;
space and time must,
therefore, have been
caused by something
that stands outside of.

space and time, and
the only thing that
transcends space and.
time, and yet retains
the power to create, is
God.”

[Sam Harris; Letter. to a Christian Nation (New,
York:\Vintage Books; 2008);72]
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BREAKING

THE

SPEL

DANIEL C. DENNETT
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176

ennett’s
N

“The Cosmological
Argument, which'in
its simplest form
states that since
everything must
have a cause the

universe must have
a cause—namely,
God—doesn't stay.
Pk simple for long.*

[Daniel C: Dennett, Breaking the: Spell, (New,York:
Penguin Group, 2006), 242]

How an
Evangelical
Preacher Became
One of America’s

Leading Atheists

Da’n Barker
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“The old cosmological
argument claimed that
since everything has a
cause, there must be a
first cause, an
‘'unmoyved first mover."*
Today no theistic

philosophers defend
that primitive line
because'if.everything
needs a cause, SO
does God.*

[Dan Barker, Godless, 130]
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Onejversion's

\

ays that whateverL
must have a cause.

-
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Cosmological |
Argument

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG ﬂgar}‘ﬁ_ane Craig

Lo
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i v""‘:'-’
Another :

=
versionjsays that every,
- -

being' must have a'cause!
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GAVEN KERR, OP

Aquinas’s Way to God

The Proofin De Ente ef Essentia
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"Off the top of my head, the
big one (but by no means
the only one) was [Feser's]
point that no respectable
theologian or theistic

philosopher has ever made
the claim, 'everything has a
cause.’ Yet various new
atheists have proceeded to
attack that straw man of
their own making. JeffreyyJayglowder

185

"I remember, when reading
The God Delusion by
Richard Dawkins, where he
attacked that straw man
and cringing. There are

many different cosmological
arguments for God's
existence and none of them
rely upon the stupid claim,

nm

‘everything has a cause.
[http://www.patheos.com/blogs/secularoutpost/2014/02/17 [feser- insults- Jeﬁrey Jay LOWder

readers-of-www-infidels-org/#comment-1248907824 d 11/07/17]
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Bertrahd Russell

1872-1970

\

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

Bertrand
Russell

Why |l Am Not
a Christian

and other essays on religion and related subjects

“Perhaps the simplest
and easiest to
understand.is the
argument of the First
Cause. (Itisimaintained.
that everything we seelin
this world has'a cause,
and as you go back in
the chain of causes
further and further you
must come to a First
Cause, and to that First
Cause you give the name
of God.) ...
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“That.very simple
sentence showed me; as
I'stillithink; the fallacy;in
the'argument of the First
Cause. If everything must

have a cause, then God
must have a cause:*

[Bertrand Russell, Why | Am Not a Christian and
Other Essays on Religion and Related Subjects:
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1957), 6-7]

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

189

Perhaps these atheists
are perhaps taking
their cue either from
the famous Scottish
philosopher David i
:

Hume. v

David Hume
(1711-17i76)
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192

DIALOGUES
CONCERNING
NATURAL
RELIGION

GREAT BOOKS IN PHILOSOPHY

In his Dialogues
Concerning Natural
Religion, Hume
comments through
the mouth, ofithe
interlocutor.
Demea,

David Hurﬁe

.
(1711-1776)

David Hume
(1711-17.76)
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“Whatever exists
must have a cause
or.reason ofits
existence; it being
absolutely,
impossible for.
anything to
produce!itself; or.
belthe cause ofiits
own existence:

[DialoguesiConcerning! Natural: Religion.
(Amherst:Prometheus;1989):173]

In defense of.
Demea/s original
argument notice

the wording:

i

\
[ &
v

i
David Hume
(1711-1776)

i

\
[ &
v

o7
Ve

David Hume
(1711-1776)




“Whatever exists
must have a cause
or reason of its
existence; it being
absolutely,
impossible for.
anything to
produce!itself; or.
belthe cause ofiits
own existence:

[DialoguesiConcerning! Natural: Religion.
(Amherst:Prometheus;1989):173]

“What was it, then,
which determined
Something to exist
rather. than
Nothing, and
bestowed being.on
a particular.
possibility,;
exclusive ofithe
rest?.

|
\
=
[
¥

i
David Hume
(1711-17.76)

|
\
=
[
¥

&
i

David Hume
(1711-17.76)




“External causes,
there are supposed
to be none. Chance
is'a word without a

meaning: Was!it

Nothing? But that
can never.produce

any;thing:.

“We must, therefore,
have recourse to a
necessarily existent
Being, who carries
the REASON of: his
existence!in himself,

i

\
-
[
v

&7

David Hume
(1711-1776)

i

\
-
[
v

&7

David Hume
(1711-1776)




fand who cannot be
supposed not to
exist, without an
express
contradiction. There
is,.consequently,

such!a Being; that
is, there!is:a Deity-*
[Dialogues;i74]

&4

David Hume
(1711- 1776)
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R R L RTTER BNy | f"

Van Tils

APOLOGETIC

| READINGS @ ANALYSIS |

Greg Bahnsen!
1948-1995 »'%
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"How should we
understand the
fundamental premise in the
cosmological argument
'Everything has a cause’ (or
'Every object has an origin,’
or, better, ‘Every event has
a cause')? If this is taken as
a universal metaphysical
principle ... then the
embarrassing conclusion
reached by the apologist
would'be that God too has
a cause or origin.*

G reg Ba h nserl‘ Van Til's Apologetic: Readings and Analysis

1 948_1 995 . gl:igiil:jgiburg: P&R;1998), 617-618, emphasis|in
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203

THE CASE
AGAINST

GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH
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-~
G%’Fge L

"Reason and faith
are opposite, two
mutually exclusive
terms: there is no
reconciliation or

common ground.
Faith is belief
without, or in spite
of reason.”

[George H. Smith Atheism: The Case Against
God, 98]

THE NEW YORK TIMES BESTSELLER

THE

ReriGiON,

TErROR,

AND THE

Furure OF REASON
"Ihlsmannnpnmmbook.

us think,
‘ut few are willing to sy
—Natalic Avgier, New Tbrk Times Book Review

FAI'T H

SAM HARRIS

‘WITH A NEW AFTERWORD
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"Rellglous EIOS
thelbelieflin
historicalland|
metaphysicall

propositions
withoutisufficient
evidence:.®

[Sam Harris; The End|of. FaithiReligion¥Terror; and:
the Futurelof Reason! (NewaYork: WAWA Norton)
2004),232]

ZFaithlisithelmortar,
thatifillsithelcrackslin
the"ef ldence and the
gapslin the) Ioglc and

thuslitlis faithithat

keeps theiwhole

terrible’edifice of

religiousicertainty,
still looming

dangerously.over.
our.world

[SamiHarris; i The End of Faith: Religion, Terror, and
thel Euturelofi Reason (NewaYork: W. W. Norton,
2004)3233]
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Richard Da

»

A\
wkins
_'\t g

“Faith is an evil
precisely because
it requires no
jJustification and

brooks no
argument. ... Faith
can be very, very
dangerous."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (Boston:
Haughton Mifflin, 2006), 308]
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Granted, some religious people
have been part of the problem:

This largely due to the fact that
they have misunderstood the
proper relationship. between

faith and reason.

212
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Reason

Believing Believing

something on | something on
the basis of the basis of
demonstration. authority.

214
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Consider
Fermat's
Last Theorem.

G |

Pierre de Fe‘l;.mat

-0
Z
X
L
y
Pythagorean Theorem

x2+y2=z2
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Annals of Mathematics, 142 (1995), 443-551

Modular elliptic curves
and
Fermat’s Last Theorem

By ANDREW WILES*

For Nada, Clare, Kate and Olivia

Cubum autem in duos cubos, aut quadratoquadratum in duos quadra-
toquadratos, et generaliter nullam in infinitum ultra quadratum
potestatem in duos cjusdem mominis fas est dividere: cujus rei
demonstrationem mirabilem sane detezi. Hanc marginis exiguitas
non caperet.

Pierre de Fermat

Introduction

An elliptic curve over Q is said to be modular if it has a finite covering by
a modular curve of the form Xo(N). Any such elliptic curve has the property
that its Hasse-Weil zeta function has an analytic continuation and satisfies a
functional equation of the standard type. If an elliptic curve over Q with a
given j-invariant is modular then it is easy to see that all elliptic curves with
the same j-invariant are modular (in which case we say that the j-invariant
is modular). A well-known conjecture which grew out of the work of Shimura
and Taniyama in the 1950’s and 1960’s asserts that every elliptic curve over Q
is modular. However, it only became widely known through its publication in a
paper of Weil in 1967 [We] (as an exercise for the interested reader!), in which,
moreover, Weil gave conceptual evidence for the conjecture. Although it had
been numerically verified in many cases, prior to the results described in this
paper it had only been known that finitely many j-invariants were modular.

In 1985 Frey made the remarkable observation that this conjecture should
imply Fermat’s Last Theorem. The precise mechanism relating the two was
formulated by Serre as the e-conjecture and this was then proved by Ribet in
the summer of 1986. Ribet’s result only requires one to prove the conjecture
for semistable elliptic curves in order to deduce Fermat’s Last Theorem.

*The work on this paper was supported by an NSF grant.
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Reason

Believing Believing
something on | something on
the basis of the basis of
demonstration. | divine authority.

219

“For who cannot see
that thinking [reason]
is prior to believing
[faith]? For no one

believes anything
unless he has first
thought that it is to be
believed.

[On the Predestination of the Saints, 5, as cited in Norman L. Geisler, ed. Aug U St| ne

What Augustine Says (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1982), 13]

354-430

220
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EThoselthings!are said. to be
presentjtolthelunderstanding
whichldo!not exceed its
capac:ty"so that.the gaze of
understandmg may, be fixed

lonjthemForia person gives
assentito'such things
becauselofithe witness of his
lownlunderstanding and not
becausejofisomeone else's
‘testimony.

221

ZThoselthings, however,
whichlare!beyond the power
lofiourdunderstanding are said
tolbelabsentifrom the senses

'mind. Hence, our

understanding/cannot be
fixed.on them.

222

£
Sr-— i) '
" Tho&r#és Aqumas

1225-1274

m‘k%’
" “Thomas Aqumas
12251274
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ZAslalresult. we cannot
assentitoithem on our own
witness, bution that of
someonelelse: These things
properly.called the

objects of faith."

,_reply transt'JamesiV: McGlynn' (Indianapolis:
2495250]

~
’
i

Thomas Aqumas
12251274

223

elwho believes

assent to things that
larelproposed.to him
ibylanother;person,

landiwhich'he himself

~
’
i

doesinot see." f P”’

9eply trans’ James\V: McGlynn! (Indianapolis: ' Th OmaS AqUInaS
D 1225- 1274
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gSincelmanican only know the
thingsithat/he does not see
himselfibyitaking them from
anotheriwho!does see them, and
sincelfaithlislamong the things
\weldolnotisee, thelknowledge of
thelobjects of.faith must be

lhanded/on/byioneiwho sees them
himselfiNow; this'one is God,
Who! perfectly.comprehends
Hlmself sand. naturally sees His
essence.

[.1],tran§. \/ernonlJ!| Bourke} (Notre Dame: University of
e R, R0 12251274

225

known lth certainty, through hlS ,works by the
Ilght of human:reason,___e_\gven lf thls knowledge L[. l

Iii 4 ‘[Categézveatge! Ez lic (!IJ!rl
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INSTITUTES
e CHRISTIAN
RELIGION 233N

“Therefore in reading
the profane authors,
the admirable light of:
truth displayed in them
should remind us, that
the human mind,
however much fallen
and perverted from its
original integrity, is
still adorned and
invested with
admirable gifts from its
Creator."

[Institutes of the Christian Religion,2.2.15, trans.
Henry Beveridge, (Grand Rapids: William B.
Erdmans), 236]

: Johp Calvin
@509-1564
\ . > ¥

: Johp Calvin
@509-1564
\ . > ¥
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THE

WORKS OF
JOHN OWEN

volume four

"There are sundry cogent
arguments, which are
taken from external
considerations of the
Scripture, that evince it
on rational grounds to be
from God. ... and ... are...

necessary unto the
confirmation of'our faith
herein against
temptations, oppositions,
and objections."

[Johni®Owen;#The Reason|ofi Faith}# inkThe:Works of;
John Owen; volt 4} (Edinburgh:iThe Banner ofiTruth
Trust,$1967),:20]

John Owen
1616-1683

John Owen
1616-1683
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"Men that will not listen to
Scripture ... cannot easily
deny natural reason ....
There is a natural as well
as a revealed knowledge,

and the book of the
creatures is legible in
declaring the being of a
God ...."

Ste p h e n C h a I’n OCk [Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of
God (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 27.
1628-1680 ( P 27
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234

CLASSIC REPRINT SERIES

Discourses UponN
THE EXISTENCE
AND ATTRIBUTES

ofF Gop

by
Stephen Charnock

"Men that will not listen
to Scripture ... cannot
easily deny natural
reason .... There is a
natural as well'as a
revealed knowledge,
and the book of the
creatures is legible in
declaring the being of a
God ...."

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence
and Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979),
27]

5

k7

Stephen Charnock
1628-1680

75
' r

Stephen Charnock
1628-1680
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"God in regard of his
existence is not only the
discovery of faith, but of
reason. God hath revealed ™)
not only his being, but .
some sparks of his eternal ”
power.and godhead in his -

works, as well as in his ‘
word. ... It is a discovery ‘J
of our reason ... and an

object of our faith ... it is

an article of our faith and
an article of our reason.”

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence Ste p h en C h arnoc k

and Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979)

27] ' ’ ' 1628-1680
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It can be demdnstrated It had to be reveaied to us
historically that Jesus Christ; what was'different about His
was crucified. ! death from the other two

men who died that day.
REASO©N

FAITH
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The truth that Jesus died for,our sins had
to be revealed to us by God. But notice
that it is'-no less a FACT than the fact that
he died. They are.both facts. The
difference is how we discover them.
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YIEBSE

A BELIEVER AND AN ATHEIST DEBATE )

Antony Flew
1923 - 2010

TERRY MIETHE AND ANTONY FLEW

BY HA!
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¥ 1923 - 2010

Antony Flew
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The Debate between Theists & Atheists

P MORELAND AND
: NIELSEN

with Contributions by: —— = .h.-'-
* Peter Kreeft * Antony Flew * Kai Nielsen
» William Lane Craig *
* Keith Parsons * Dallas Willard »
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A Defense of

J.

J.B Moreland

243

Christianity (!
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> /Moreland

Ebpwarp FESER
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STEALING

from

G&D

Erank Turek
Frank Turek

245

Q"P"" J, WARNER
&Jlm Wallace WALLACE

AUTHOR OF
COLO-CASE CHRISTIANITY
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AH.6 R-O.S -

DESIGNED
THE IDESIGNER?

A Rediscovered Path
to God’s Existence

1
IGNATIUS

AND OTHER MYTHS
4 ABOUT SCIENCE AND RELIGION
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ATHEISM
AND ITS

SCIENTIFIC
PRETENSIONS

249

CHRISTIANITY MEET
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" GALILEO,
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«
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RICHARD BLACKWELIL

BEHIND B
e SCENES 1 |8
GALILEO’S B

TRIAL

Inchiding the First English Translation

of Melchior Inchafer's Tracta s syilepticus
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Cosmological
Argument

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG
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BLLIAM LANE PETYIE

The

Cosmological

ﬂia‘r}\\rLane Craig
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GAVEN KERR, OP

Aquinas’s Way to God

The Proofin De Ente ef Essentia

257

‘Robert J. Spitzer
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]AMES E DOLEZAL

a—

IS IN GOD
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the collecteo papers

Jose D h Owens OF Joseph owens
(1908-2005) John r. catan
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An Introduction to
Natural Theology

MAURICE R. HOLLOWAY
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Please Visitithese)WeblSites:

ThejVirtual of; G. Howe,
http://[richardghowe.com/

Evangelical Seminary
http://ses.edu/
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