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Final Speech

My final speech will be about philosophy; specifically, epistemology: the theory  of knowledge; how one knows anything at all.  Another term for this is: worldview; how one views the nature of existence.  There is only one worldview (epistemology) that makes human experience meaningful.  There are only 4 general types of worldviews: monism, dualism, atomism, and pragmatism.

Pragmatism is the belief of unbelief -- as it were.  The basic idea is, "no-one knows for sure, so why care?"  The problem with this belief is that it isn't really a belief at all, but a lack of one.  As the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy describes the pragmatic maxim, "...‘our idea of anything is our idea of its sensible effects’ (EP1: 132)." In other words, universal concepts (ideas) are merely reflections of sensory experience.

Atomism is the belief that everything can be broken down into an infinite number of pieces.  In other words, atoms are all there is to reality.

By implicit definition of these two worldviews, they are materialists, or believing that there is only physical matter.  The problem with this worldview is that it cannot account for things such as the laws of logic, universal concepts, the uniformity of nature, morals, personal freedom, or human dignity.

The laws of logic are immaterial; they are not physical things that can be seen or smelt, or touched.  Perhaps an atomist -- whom typically believe that everything came into existence from some variation of the big bang, and all life on earth evolved from the primordial soup -- would contest something to the effect of, "Well, that's just how the brain thinks," or "that's how the brain thinks it should think."  The issue is that -- if human thought is nothing but the manifestation of electrical/chemical responses in the human brain -- why are there unchanging standards for logical processes?  Why doesn't everyone's brain have a unique method of thought?


Another possible objection to this is that it's merely a standard from human observation.  Who set these standards?  Why don't they ever change, in a randomly-created, ever-changing universe?


Universal concepts are another aspect of human experience that an atomist cannot account for.  "Concepts are not material objects. (Bahnsen)"  They are abstract and immaterial.  They cannot be accounted for in a materialistic, atomist worldview.


If I meet George and write his name on a piece of paper, then destroyed that paper, and every paper that read of him -- even his birth certificate -- he'd still be George.
{Jokingly}: Well, maybe not to the government...


A scholarly objection to this might be: "well, it exists only as a conditioned response to external stimuli."  However, even if no-one said it or thought it, and all written representations him were gone, he'd still be George.  The concept of "George-ness," if you will, still exists.

The uniformity of nature is a fact that cannot be accounted for -- outside of one, particular worldview.  The fact that physical laws are always constant -- when all other factors are removed -- doesn't make sense based on the scientific proposition that the universe came into existence by a freak act of randomness and it's constantly changing and evolving.


Morals are inexplicable in this proposed existence, as well.  "The problem is that evolutionists have no logical reason to believe in any sort of moral imperative within their worldview. (Lisle, 48)"  A very common moral is that it's wrong to kill innocent people.  Says who?  In the worldview of evolutionists, it's "survival of the fittest" and always has been.  Why then would it be wrong or even unfair to assert one's fitness beyond those less so fit?

Another common moral is that it's wrong to teach Children creation.  Again, however, in a world that has come into existence as known today by the weaker of a particular species dying off, why would it be wrong to lie to children?  After all, adults are bigger, stronger, faster; why is this "wrong"?


Furthermore, where did this concept of "wrong" come from?  If one contested that it was just intuition or the way they "feel," then what does that fall on?  How would this one know that their intuitions or feelings are right?  One would have to use the feeling or intuition, itself, to fall back on again. "Well, I feel that I should feel that..."  It must resort to infinitely regressing upon itself.

Perhaps another would offer that it's a social standard, or average "gut feeling."  However, if this is true, we'd have absolutely no right to criticize another culture's life.  We do anyway; we fight in things like the Vietnam war, or even protest the fighting of that war for reasons similar to "that ain't right."


Personal freedom is yet another aspect of human existence that doesn't make sense within an evolutionary worldview.  The very ideas of individuality, or distinguishable traits and behaviors aren't conceivable of the belief that matter is the only thing that exists.


If the individual's behaviors are made up simply of electro-chemical reactions in their physical brain, which is constructed by genetics and experiences, then behavior and even thoughts or attitudes about anything would be ultimately predictable.  Yes, it would take an unbelievable amount of research and intense calculation to deduce the thoughts of an individual, but examining the air-content and what they'd eaten today would be able to give at least a fair prediction of their thoughts.

Lastly, there is human dignity.  In the animal kingdom, there is nothing that even resembles a funeral.  If something dies, others go on without taking much notice.  However, when a human being dies, something significant has happened.  "We will no longer enjoy that particular generation of matter"?

The simple fact that there are courts of law is another example of human dignity.  Why do we feel it necessary ensure a conviction before incarcerating a person, or fining them, or -- in some states -- giving them a death penalty? 

Monism is the belief that all things are interconnected and part of the same essence.  Many of whom practice Hinduism, New-age thinking, Harry Krishna, Buddhism, Christian Science, Janism, or Sikhism are monists.  By definition of the monism worldview, one couldn't eat meat, as it would be a violation of this essence; if one protests something to the effect of, "We should have dignity for all living things, not just humans," then even being the strictest form of a vegan isn't doing that.  One would have to stop eating all things and even stop breathing, for when you breathe, you kill microbes in the air.  Should we respect all life on earth by not breathing or eating?  Should we just die to pay dignity to all that is around us?

The simple fact is that -- outside of dualism and the belief in the Christian god -- humans cannot make rational sense of some of the most basic parts of human experience.

 A true Christian can make all of these things meaningful, however.  We have the laws of logic because we're created in God's image (Genesis 1:26) and God cannot lie (Numbers 23:19); moreover, the scripture he's given to us reveals the patterns of his thoughts.  Universal concepts are implementations of the spiritual mind and therefore can exist outside of the physical realm.

Uniformity found in nature is of God's promise to mankind in Genesis 8:22, "While the earth remaineth, seedtime and harvest, and cold and heat, and summer and winter, and day and night shall not cease."  I've never found a farmer that produced a crop without ever planting a seed, nor anyone who -- outside of a science-fiction novel or movie -- had not experienced heat and cold, summer and winter, day or night.  Also, Jeremiah 33:25 refers to "ordinances of heaven and earth" -- this infers that God has set this uniformity to be "automatic," as it is experienced.

Morals are also quite easily inferred by the law given to us; that which defines "right" and "wrong."  Where is the unbeliever's justification for these things?
Resources
Steup, Matthias. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy ed. Edward 
N. Zalta, 2005. Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford 
University. Accessed: 10-31-2009. 
<http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/epistemology/>
Bahnsen, Greg. [Video] Problems for an Unbelieving Worldview.  Accessed: 5-31-2009.
<http://www.youtube.com/user/gregbahnsen>

Parallel Bible: King James Version, Amplified version.  
Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2005. Print.
Lisle, Jason, PhD. The Ultimate Proof of Creation: resolving the 
Origins Debate. Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2009 Print.
I've used: <http://www.BlueLetterBible.org/> extensively for many years to analyze the original Hebrew & Greek texts.
