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A Review of Dhilip Yancey, Reaching for the
Invisible God

Reaching for the Invisible ¢
early chapters, a confession of ‘
the involvement of a deity in our liv
lous, well:informed and unevasive than any that I have ever read or
heard from a religious communicant who remained one afterwards.

1 Unfortunately the book leads
to no conclusions, but instead
gives what amounts to the

;od by Phillip Yancey contains, in the
'pcrsmml, cxpcricntlal reasons to doubt
es. These chapters are more scrupy-

Why is it that our Zen Buddhist response, “Un-
experiences are ask the question.”
precisely the same as Other books have covered
what we would eXpeCt the problem of how pain

: could exist if there is a good
if there were no God? and powerful god. This book

addresses a different question

that can easily be confused

- with the “problem of pain” if

care is not taken. Why is it that our experiences are precisely the same
as what we would expect if there were no god? The author has often
suspected that this is the case Z:tx‘z references many renowned =
spiritual giants as having admitted what is tantamountythe same

I give him credit that he does not take an attitude of hand-waving
dismissal. But he docs'take the action of dismissal to conclude the
problcm- Having admltte%izﬁwn lack of observations to support the
belief in an involved go.d,( recommends taking one’s mind off of it'
TIPS God. (pages line ; 219 line 27) I wonder how he would react
. one began to wonder abou't Jesus and was told “Take your min
lff;QTS It is the opposite of resolving a problem,
off 1t

rand that Rcaching for the Invisible God is not a book ©f
I undcfs ¢ rather falls into the genre of inspirational writing: [ am
aPOlOgcnc-s’cssaY not to blame Mr. Yancey for failing to prove the
writing thlSt A god — 2 goal he never set out to achieve — rather,
inVOchmcn one of the mos.t fothrlgh't religious speakers to 2 p‘llcc(::d
add 2 booO . 3 deity, as described in SCI‘.lptLer‘, is not being cfcpen;?the
evidence t followers: This is an f:XPlO“‘“On of the inner worklﬂg;s
by its © S?mSion so prevalent in sermons and inspirational books:
d of p¢*



. alization and
Ration

¢ descriptions of 2 s °f§
1ostf[y 0 1 what We cxpcncnc; in life.
to fit Wi of in gods. It does not
: ¢
¢ than requires; thrcadcrs' If we should expect
! d for an explanation,

tion of g0 .
for? In other words, is the

tion?

Logical Entailment

book consists 11

X st of the :
iy 1tortion

god that requires 1€ss col

This merely allows, rathe

| tract
resolve the problcm that v.wll at S
no observations that require ou

' anation
what have we come up with an.cxpflor aqucs
god hypothesis an answer looking

is game

2 : s
sualize any debate as a t¢ :
" / e time. One

played with two balls at the sam ,
ball is evidence in support of player oncs
conclusion. It’s rare to find an cxplanatlf)n or
description that has no contradictory evi-
dence to account for, so the other ball is the
evidence which supports the other player’s
conclusion.

The two-pronged approach to persuasive
writing consists of returning both of these
balls. Part one is presenting evidence which,
if the author’s conclusion is wrong, must be accounted fo

attempt to logically require belief. Part two is accounti
evidence that runs counter to the author’s

ith conclusion.
but without part one, part two is rationalj it

zation.

An example: the motion
paranoid hypothesis that 3
fake constructed to deceiy

picture The Truman Shor
person’s entire world m.
e th'at person. Truman

to allow it, since the evide

is an answer looking for
4 questj
On.

You can imaginc end| i
accoquatc outlandish ;sgs:;eg)l's to allow you
have minds like yours, < ¢ explanatio
being fed fake Sensory ey er't ¢y only se
apply Occam’s Razoy ¢, i I€nces, as de
equally supported by the se. It states
In other words, prefer :V d



. > uxu'li('(,‘
Now compare this to the |

2 ini uperfi
of explaining why (past a U}

cial examination) the world looks
as if it doesn’t have deities, 0! “'h‘_\'
nmhing h‘\ppcns that really needs
gods and goddesses for an explana

tion.

That is the p\n'l»ns( which
Reaching for the Invisible (f({«i
works to serve: it is a work of
imagination to craft an unnecessary
explanation so impervious that no

... a work of
imagination to craft
an unnecessary
explanation so
impervious that ng
possible experience
could controvert it
and none is needed
to support it.

possible experience could contro-
vert it, and none is needed to
support it. The very premise of the :
book is the absence of any logical entailment of a supreme being
provided by our first-hand experiences. Without having been previously
given the expectation of God, audiences would enjoy Left Behind in
the same way as The Truman Show, The Matrix or The X Files: in
which characters receive the very first experiential evidence of a back-

' ground context which they never

previously needed.

Divine Hiddenness

ThC pur
that it is p
believer o

It is possible to
persuade a true
believer of the
emptiness of faith
entirely on its
own terms,
without geolosy,

tology, Big- 58
paleon >¢ shown trehglous truth

Bang COSﬂ?OlogYJ FaRy hich she 00 Create doyble
hilOSOphlcal s and Which Sherohe Would not

Pose of this essay is to show

fosfsllble to persuade a true

: the emptines i

entirely op i p s of faith

cosmolog ptology, Big-Bang

for 'ltheisly’ Phllosophical arguments
.( n, or g vy

believers tG.Xtual criticism. A

for determin-

: _ Seleatrts
truth claip, Whig} Vity, R,
l\

. "‘ l 2 o &
at eism O.r- : :i:l)zn)ltctlmw“ O conpy; ¢ this trig)
| criticism. ond conteny py IR
textua nance led ¢q my. gl COgnitive dissg.

¢conversigp,
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(13
s “the problem of
i shers refer tO a £ divi
hat philoso} “she prOblc:m of divine

alled qvisible God had to be

is |S n()t w
for the I

in, th ik e
Ag:ill * it is similar tO what 18 € a
pain,” but L5 - ot that Reaching

.« » The fact t > hat, if any supreme being exists,
hiddcnnc&*-” ipports the hypothesis L1
R, all st ‘
written at ¢

1 5 SC

i -hand.
o who can be qucstloncd first

’s Fishy
[ inerrancy ask us to explain in

» For this they usually present evidence for creation,

biblical prophecy and the historical rgsurrectnon osf tI:;su(s).i [fitvtcontntf :::
‘oncede that the preponderance of evidence seem p f

Z\?;::fl; it does not), we are still being asked to rc.mtc'rpffct l(:ur l:rst-
hand experiences in light of evidence none of which is fresher than

about two-thousand years old.

of anyon

Clues that Something

So what do apologists for literal biblica

. ad?
their “part one:

When sources of evidence contradict
each other, we must decide which one to
reinterpret in light of the other. Age does
not immediately rule out evidence, but a
basic principle by which we all live our
lives is that first-hand experience tends to
be more reliable than second-hand testi-
mony. When we do consider testimony, we
see whether the implications bear out in
experience. If the testable claims of
religion are entirely in the distant past and
the indeterminate future, this makes it easy to believe
not true. For generations to sincerely perpetuate an errol
cffective setup could there be? This is why it is importa
worldview: “What am I supposed to expect to experien

FUR

metaphysical naturalism? [f |
supernatural,” how would |
examples of a world in whic
interaction from a supernat
rection from the dead! P
Walking through wa|jg
prayer! Prescience, extr
supernatural realm eXis
should expect to eXper

claim, “There is ne
know if it were
h, if the stories we

ural realm. Levitatio
restidigitation of I
Fire descending fr

d-sensory perception
1S, the bible shows
Ience as a result. I



hings seem toO only happen under highly
things

> X1 cause these o ) ; ;
not exist because «s. Modern life does not contain such wonders

suspicious circumstanc

Jaim that their lives do contain syc},
) lov double spc;\"\ to Cle i
Some empioy A acles” as the same events which would
events, by redefining mirac ¢! o: childbirth, recovery from discasc, (‘ L}j)
3 alistic universe.
happen in a naturalistic unt ' bad it ete, SOMESRS T
fﬂﬁ‘i‘ng in love, repentance from a W l(.kt.d Ilfg., . e \5'
itnessed miraculous events described in scripture, ¢ literal
witnessec ac ~ ey 2 X 14 .
and historical, would consider this chlfcncd dCﬁllltC;Qntan 1.nsultft0
true miracles. It is interesting that the frequency ARG cnsuyl(: :
reports of truly counter-natural events 10 pOpEl.at.lonf SCCIT; tt}? ¢ 1n
direct proportion to the ignorance and unsophistication o 1 ose
populations. We find ourselves pushing back God, as an explanatory
hypothesis, to whatever we have still no knowledge about- yet.

Another watered-down definition of “miracle” is “uncanny coinci-

dence.” The study of statistical probability shows that we should expect
to encounter uncanny coincidences all the time. We should not be
surprised, or read any deep signifigance into them, since they are so
commonplace. In a recent world series game, a bird flew in the way of

a pitch and was hit by the ball in mid-air. The odds against this were
astronomical. Why didn’t the believers in the stands |

crying, “This is a supernatural intervention
intention into coincidences because we tep

d to rememb

er those
benefited us and forget the countless ones which did not. O t,hat
razor should be applied when we are tempted to cre . Occam’s
essary layer of causation. ate an extra unnec-

eap to their feet
’? We read a benevolent

Here is an excerpt from an e-maj| conre
< -
who asked me, What experience coylqg y

’ 4 . ou hav
you that it was personal interaction fyo God>»c that would convince

claim. I would need to firg,
§: jtaz‘;f:;guously as possible: State
an u

the ¢ly;
laim 4 SPecificayy
ccrtain phenomena, X, whicp, Tam y

-

WY

5 xplamed by the existence and active iexpcﬁe i \

fvise powerful and loving person
7

. Who ¢
anVCd mover of reality.
u

Ven
thc fi
HOW’S th

ous?
8

¢ for 3 hypothesis? Is it sufficiently i,
Clﬁc

D — T TR




: Jaim 1.
e for and against claim

ne the Evidenc |
wsider the evidence for and

E: I-'\'.mn'
A Find .~\Ir<-m.m‘
against them. |
> ‘ 2. [ was h.zllm'in.'zring/drcnmmg X.
: I caused to happen myself.

ve explanations and col

3 X was something which

4. X is a hoax.

I have exercised arbitrary selectiveness 1n my perception,

attention, and memory to X which I would not apply every-

! where else.

6. I misinterpreted X. I only thought X happened because of my
own logical fallacy, Y. For instance, I misunderstood the nature di
of statistical probability. g

S 3

7. X was sent from space aliens. ;")
R: Rate, according to the
C: Criteria of adequacy, all of the
H: Hypotheses against each other.

There are five criteria of adequacy. The first one is testabi
of the explanations falsifiable at least in principle? If any
would we be able to tell? Whichever ones are unperceiva
much false as simply useless, and this counts against th
never have an experience that will support or contradic
never affect us, so who cares? ;

The second criteria is fruitfulness. Which hypoth
{10vc1 predictions that can be confirmed with inve
increase their independent corroboration.

Third is scope. How much explanatory power es
other things?

s !

‘ Fourth is parsimony, which is a fancy way of s
require the assumption of the fewest unexplainéd
ences? Such influences include entities, process
have not perceived, and have no other support

o=

Fifth is conservatism. Which claim contradict
of reliably established experiences?

So to answer your questjon I had t© think ofar
would count as X. I now phave decided what on¢

. N




Theorem hasn’t been solved 11 350 i If God gives me 4 shory
mathematical proof of Fermal ’s Last Theorem, which states « 0 the
nth power + y to the nth pow er = Z LO the nth power,” then (',Carly '
hypothesis I beats the others ¢1'-“ "’” maybe 6, but space alieng
wouldn’t even know who Fermat is.) No human I'<m)ws the solutioy,
much less me. I don’t even ””(/(.,.s-r.m(l the cquation, so it would hm,,(_

to be coming from God

Unfortunately I just found out that I‘unm.t § 1/«151_”7(0rcm was
"’ v " 24 Y el = - g ™ 4
solved in 1993. So let’s use Goldbach’s Conjecture {nsrcad, which
states. “Everv integer n greater than 5 is the sum of three primes.”

Mr. Yancev is extremely knowledgeable and sophisticated, having
been cxposcd to a di\'crsé number of appr()aChCS to the frl}strat'ion of
attempting to interact with God. Aside from personal‘testlmomes from
friends, the author mentions Soren Kierkegaard’s fideism,(54) Contact
by Carl Sagan(27), the Turing Test of artificial intelligence pioneer
Alan Turing(29), The Road Less Traveled by M. Scott Peck(), and The c’j
Variety of Religious Experiences by William James. I identified count-

less of Mr. Yancey’s statements reflecting what he seems, I think, to
have learned from these sources.

As a result of setting out to craft a god-concept which fits into his
experience, he approaches the functional equivalent of Deism. One of
the few phenomena which Mr. Yancey has observed is mystical feelings
in himself and others.() This is precisely what almost all of the contra-
dictory religions claim for support as well. For instance, Mormons
accept the “burning in t‘he bo§om” as direct communication from God.
If we are going to cx.plam their sensations as brain activity without an
outside source, that 1s 2 sword that cuts both ways.

1. Ifmy subjective internal experi-
: ven to me by God, what

ces arc gl e
0 other religions? Just

are thos€ Of

; - iry with no outside An .

prai® a,cs\;’;;,thcirs and not mine? Why gOd Co.ncept
sOu-rcche source satanic? Again, why ich fits into
Cl): il:stand pot mine? experience

theé

. yirtuous to accept claims on approa'ches the
o i

55 If it evious to being pr()vi.dcd funCtiOna[
trust pe endent corroboration,
ind€

gy equi
with 1 wrong for those with faith DqL_"Valent of
why 15 ltthCr than my own? e]SI’T].
o

10




cintcrprctcd in light o,

>4 > - ‘. » -~ m o > r
«t-hand experiences be
first-l [ oAl

Should my

e - PP W
3 .ond-or-third _hand testimony? For ho
seC .
b wvidence In s §
Should I direct my attention to any evidence 1 I l{p?()rt of my faith
% C p ) ; s s L
= laims? Why then, when I begin to doubt what I be 1eve,; should |
( < O A

take my attention off of it? For how long should I give my faith

claims the benefit of the doubt?

[f the answer is “forever,” why am [ not applying this to conspiracy

2 ' ' .cdotal alt ; :
theories, get-rich-quick schemes and anecdotal alternative medi-
cine?

6. What makes motivational reasons a test of truth? When are motiva-

tions sufficient to replace substantiation in support of a belief?

! Faith Abused as a Mental Block

The only negative aspect to the book is the endorsement of belief “in /
the teeth of evidence.” ( ) Regarding his support for “paranoia in i
reverse,”(66) the author gives this jaw-dropper: | j«

“ —

A skeptic will respond that I have just presented a classic rationaliza-
tion: beginning with a premise, I proceed to manipulate all evidence

in support of that premise. The skeptic is right. I begin wit ‘, :
premise of a good and loving God as the first principle oftﬁm o7
verse; anything contradicting that experience must have another €=

planation. | '
Again:(263) " The skepti

Once again, a skeptic might ac- to antago

cuse me of flagrant rationaliza- L,

tion, arguing backwards to ev1den._;€ ‘
make evidence fit a prior con- is an outr
clusion. Yes, exactly. i

The skeptic objects to antago-
nism toward evidence because it is
tant reasons that Phillip Yancey ma
evidence wherever it leads. Firstist 1at BE
which have moral consequences. This wil

section. | . only:
Another reason is that rational dlsc9uir:c j
settling disPUTEs K A claims “G(.)d sa[lmt C,Ontradicts |
and B claims “Allah said something td Rational arg®
that settles it,” then nothing is settie ’

an outrage. Th?re‘
y not exempt hims¢
hat beliefs motivatd s
¢ elaborat™



precious because it’s the only real ff)‘rcc of social cohesion. Evyep
though our rational conclusions differ, the .only sqcccssf‘ul alternatjye
methods are deception coercion and emotional distraction,

Further, how does playing intentional n.m?d games on oqcsclf ad-
vante the Roly cause? Unrepentantly admitting and endorsing Manipy-
lation of evidence implies “nn»contcst’i not only to followers of coptrs.
dictory religions, but to every shade of paranormal crackpot. Withoyt
that “no C():ltcst," it is a double standard rendering evangelism hypo-
critical: I’'m not accountable to evidence but you are. Critical thinking
is the only preventative of real paranoia and victimization of the
gullible. Surely most believers in God would cringe to hear faith
defined as a mental disorder: “paranoia in reverse.”(66)

This does not automatically entail naturalism. There are many
religious apologists who claim to be evidentialists. They do not have to
take their doctrines as presuppositions, but believe that the evidence
leads to their conclusions.?

“Faith” as a Stop-Gap Measure

So what is the proper place of an act of the will in our minds? It

ought not to be an act of the will to submit to an a priori conclusion. It

ought to be an act of the will to submit to the process of following the
evidence wherever .it leads, and an act of the will to accept what has
been found, including change, no matter how disappointing.

Of course we can’t avoid a certain weakened form of “faith.” We
must constantly make ChOiC.es, even when we don’t possess the infor-
mation we need, and some information has resisted the discovery
efforts of the greatest minds. Even taking no action is a choice, so it is
incvitablc that we WI.I Lt f.irsft’ have to do the best we can without

o justify it This is a form of faith. Whatever degree of
have, i the dcgfee to W_hiCh we are responsible to hold our
of ccountable fo question. Childr ¢n begin with no knowledge,
beliefs 2 ¢ cope with this through faith in thejr parents. As adults,

ger 50 dependent, but the limits of oy knowledge require
e no 10 erts and specialists Who we accept based on evidence of
use ‘C‘XP' The longer we live, the more we should learn, which

their crcdirl:;u ces this dependence as well.

A s -—



. . & ¢ -
faith /optimism/couras . .
o ® ® & q aCtlng as lf;
- ~

justified knowledge . ° < not knowledge

cossscscus Pl

action decision

ignorance

evidence

when we have to act as if we know, it is easy to
confuse it with actual knowledge.

This variation of “faith” is called trust. It is an expedient coping tool,
which is only appropriate when the limits of knowledge leave no o
alternative. It should be joyfully discarded whenever it becomes pos-
sible to reduce the ignorance that made it necessary. The distinction
the attitudinal position: whether faith is something to be celebrate
a regrettable stop-gap measure. i

e

In contrast, the information provided by faith, as tradition:
defined by supernaturalist teaching, is not tentative or ope
Itis wrong to mistake either of these kinds of faith for
claim held without being able to justify it acts as a s
that can be defended. o

Elrst, this is willful resistance to lcarning,,'am;
Painful to unlearn beliefs which we cherish,“

:)Ou[: siclﬁshncss and'pl’ridc, or our emotional
: gings. Second, it is avoidance of perso
O point the finger and say “pe told me so
Person from responsibility for wron |
ool is misused it becomes ap, illégitig :
of holding our position to revision is
outside source to serve thege function
become available, is abdication.a

3 o




The Difference Between Description and
Prescription

The author admits that the main I‘C‘?S(m o stays: w f,hc fold “js the
lack of good alternatives, many Of which I have .mCd: (38) He states
that the only alternative to transcendent centrality of human beings in
the universe is nihilism.(257) This 1s a common unsupported assump-
tion claimed* by Christian authors. Some pC(,)PlC havc_ concluded that
life has no mc.m'ing because there is nO god. fh.cy believe so because
they have not vet rkcc()gnim‘d this as an assumption and challenged it.

Positive ways of living have often been attached to cosmological
truth claims, but they are not a necessary basis for each other. I can
begin to demonstrate this by rewriting, for instance, Reaching for the
Invisible God to not attach cosmological truth claims at all. All that it
loses is comfort, which is not a test of truth value. The following are
my own statements to which Mr. Yancey would probably offer support,
with qualifications. They are followed by page numbers from his book.

Choosing a brave emotional attitude toward disappointment is a
demonstrably desirable way to live life.()

It is socially productive to give trust to those who have earned it, and
the benefit of the doubt to the rest.()

Loving actions do not need loving feelings to be justified.(88)

Acceptance of calculated risk is healthy. When faced with two equally
supported alternative actions, it is wise to risk the optimistic one.

47) 45
Growth comes through adversity.() 7 57 _ 2.93, 28 )

Many mor¢ could follow..Altt;oug.h these sentences are prescriptive
h claims of useful emotiona attltgdes and paths of action, each can
truth ¢ i defended without asserting descriptive truth claims of
be rationa ycosmic justice or a perfectly wise, powerful and loving
eternal life, do they result in descriptive claims of any kind, except to
parcnt. Nor oA attitudes for descriptive beljefs because they can
se who mis tion.®
tho . che same ac
result 11 4] beliefs do not even carry irreplacable usefullness for
So CosmOIOglC dictory prescriptive truth claims can be comparcd and
i ntrah other rationally. Use the acronym SEARCH. State
eac the Evidence for and against it. Repeat with
IIg,lcThcn Rate, according to the Criteria of adequac,

2inst
l‘atcd ag Exam



There are five criteria ()fadcq““;‘)\c])}:. r}:Nitability: “Are
» » 3 ¢ . : lc

hey falsifiable even in principle?” I‘rmtﬁllnLS: L lqnc makes the

tnCy teais « e ’ S i«h O

nost unexpected predictions?” Scope: “Which i Plains mores”

i «Which one requires the fewest assumptions of unknown

s Conservatism: “Which one contravenes less of our estab-

cach Hypothesis.

Simplicity:

mysteries?’
. .

lished knowledge?

God Suffers the “Death of a Thousand
Provisos”

Motivation to believe is not sufficient to replace substantiation for a
helief. Fortunately, it is selectively applied by sane believers only to
claims which are harmless and palatable. This is inconsistent, but .
preferable to embracing madness. This is why Mr. Yancey’s body of
works taken as a whole is a refreshing antidote to the application of
religious teaching in making predictive claims. Respected authorities
reduce God’s involvement to a mere intangible “comforting presenc
without this model, more people will continue to withhold medical
treatment from their children, handle poisonous snakes, and ruit

lives with impulsive decisions made under the unexamined “urgi
God.”

People usually become apologists from an a. ‘ nir
tain integrity. Unlike many pulpiteers, their ca i
them if they declare their doctrines unaccou
dards of credibility that are applied to stage
have to write books narrowing our expec
meaning to, they train us to cxpectasar
spiritual plane, precisely nothing disﬁn
not only previous to faith, byt previous ]

Reaching for the Invisibje Godig ol
with rational outreach to the faith o ND0C
view of their deity’s comm“ﬂicaﬂ l\l
Christians are cornered, God i m‘;l: n

ally at the hands of his oy, follon it

98
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Here are some of the promises to the believer ,

the Christian bible. Consider what it is that woy|q
count as a violation of these promises to you,
Isaiah 41:10: “I will strengthen you, [ will help you, I will uphold

you with my victorious right hand.”

Psalm 91: “He who dwells in the shelter of the Most High, who
abides in the shadow of the Almighty, will say to t,hc LORD3 ‘My
refuge and my fortress; my God, in whom I trust. For he will deliver
you from the snare of the fowler and from the deadly pestilence; he will
cover you with his pinions, and under his wings you will find refuge;
his faithfulness is a shield and buckler. You will not fear the terror of
the night, nor the arrow that flies by day, nor the pestilence that stalks
in darkness, nor the destruction that wastes at noonday. A thousand
may fall at your side, ten thousand at your right hand; but it will not
come near you. You will only look with your eyes and see the recom-
pense of the wicked. Because you have made the LORD your refuge,
the Most High your habitation, no evil shall befall you, no scourge
come near your tent. For he will give his angels charge of you to guard
you in all your ways. On their hands they will bear you up, lest you
dash your foot against a stone. You will tread on the lion and the adder,
the young lion and the serpent you will trample under foot. Because he
cleaves to me in love, I will deliver him; I will protect him, because he
knows my name. When he calls to me, I will answer him; I will be with
him in trouble, I will rescue him and honor him. With long life I will
satisfy him, and show him my salvation.”

Luke 6:38: “...give, and it will be given to you. A good measure,
prCSSCd down, shaken.togCFher, running over, will be put into your lap;
for the measure you give will be the measure you get back.”

e 3.10: “Bring the full tithe into the storehouse, so that there

be food in M house, and thus put me to the test, sayeth the
may £ hosts; 5¢€ if I will not open the windows of heaven for you
e r you an overflowing blessing »

and pour doW? fo



2 Corinthians 9:6 and 8: “The point is this: tlr}coosl::w\:’l;o SO“.,; .
sparingly will also reap sparingly, and the on¢ w"1 ' OL; w(i)tl;lntl ?“y will
also reap bountifully.” “And God is able tO el lf y b of CVU}}:-
blessing in abundance, so that by always having enough of everything,

: ork.”
you may share abundantly in every good wor
»rd is on those who fear him,

P 33:18-19: « - eve of the L« .
Sy Y the =48 O deliver their soul from

on those who hope in his steadfast love, tO
. . . ”
death, and to keep them alive in famine.

Proverbs 3:5-6: “Trust in the LORD with all your hcarF, and do not
rely on your own insight. In all your ways acknowledge him, and he
will make straight your paths.”

Psalm 31:19-20: “O how abundant is your goodness that you have
laid up for those who fear you, and accomplished for those who take
refuge in you, in the sight of everyone! In the shelter of your presence
you will hide them from human plots; you hold them safe under your
shelter from contentious tongues.”

James 5:14-16: “Are any among you sick? They should call for the
elders of the church and have them pray over them, anointing them
with oil in the name of the Lord. The prayer of faith will save the sick,
and the Lord will raise them ups; [italics mine] and anyone who has
committed sins will be forgiven. Therefore confess your sins to oné

another, and pray for one another, so that you may be healed. The
prayer of the righteous is powerful and effective.”

Mark 16:17-18: “And these signs will acc

by using my name they will cast out demons, they will speak in new
tongues; they will pick up snakes in theijr hands, and if thcym ik

deadly thing, it will not hurt them; they i | gl
and they will recover.” [Notice six uscsyof ay their M '

not “might.”] ‘
Have you ever had experiences which you .
might be breaking thege Promisats "
pastor, P€ rh’aps YOou were given an
that it didn’t apply, wha¢ ShOU'id

experience, or Never exparigne v;:
promises Were true? or g gpeut B

ompany those who believe:



Footnotes

1

2

I have phrased it here more explicitly than he did.

William Lane Craig is reputed to be one of these. Strangely, in his
book Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetics (1994), he
writes “Should a conflict arise between the witness of the Holy
Spirit to the fundamental truth of the Christian faith and beliefs
based on argument and evidence, then it is the former which must
take precedence over the latter, not vice versa.” No matter what this
may reveal of his internal state, he publicly exerts on the religious
community a positive influence for honest and sincere objectivity.

For more development on this, see the essay The Ethics of Belief by
William K. Clifford, and two books, The True Believer: Thoughts

on the Nature of Mass Movements and The Ordeal of Change by
Eric Hoffer.

Ravi Zacharias based an entire book on this assumption, titled “Can
Man Live Without God?” In it, he ignored atheists or humanists

who believe that life has meaning, and who don’t foolishly worship
mankind.

See “Faith as a Stop-Gap Measure” below.




‘4 a
Methodology of Mental piligenc

' '‘ms | im or question.
specifically and clearly define terms in acla

. . o become aware of
Cultivate self-awareness. Habitually attemptt

onceptions and biasing factors.

Pl(‘(

rtional to the
3 Set the standard of satisfactory proof propo s
controversy of the claim, its relevance to decision-making,

requir
importance of the decisions affected. Extraordinary claims require

extraordinary evidence.

4 Assign comparative weight to standards of credibility. Accumulate
observations of their reliability by holding them accountable to as

many other standards as possible.

5 Seek out the strongest contradictory hypotheses and alternative
explanations, and attempt to understand their perspectives.

6 All other things being equal, prefer explanations which require the
fewest assumptions of unexplained or hypothetical factors.

7 Motivation to believe is not sufficient to replace substantiation foed
belief.

t
8 The burden of proof is on they who assert. Suspendedjudg‘?‘“"en

must be the default position.

Clearly specify the conditions under which an explanatio® ¢
description could be falsified.

10 Add qualifiers to conclusions to proportion the strength of
convictions to the strength of the evidence.

"

S.
Clearl yestion
11 Yy ldentlfy Speculation and aCknOWledge unresoWed
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