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Byl, John 

 

War of the Worldviews: 

Christianity and its 

challengers1 
 

ecently there has been much vocal opposition to Christianity. I would like 
to briefly describe two main worldview challengers to Christianity, examine 
their underlying worldview presuppositions, and make a case for defending 

the Christian worldview. 
The prime current challenge comes from naturalism. Naturalism claims that the 

only valid knowledge comes from science, which supposedly can explain every-
thing in terms of purely natural causes. Religious belief in the supernatural is thus 
dismissed as irrational. A prominent spokesman for this is the British biologist 
Richard Dawkins, who has recently written The God Delusion (2006). Earlier, Daw-
kins had asserted: 

 
(religious) faith is one of the world’s great evils, comparable to the smallpox virus 
but harder to eradicate.2  
 
A recent opinion poll in Great Britain indicated that 43% of the public agreed 

with this assertion. Both the US and the European Union have banned the teach-
ing of intelligent design in public schools. This means that what may be taught 
regarding origins is limited not just to evolution but to purposeless evolution, without 
any reference to God. 

A second important challenge comes from post-modernity, with its belief that 
there are no absolute truths but only human constructions. This is described by 
Steve Bruce in his book God Is Dead: Secularization in the West (2002). Here, too, 
God has been deemed to have no place in society.  

As a result of these two challengers, Christianity has been marginalized. Many 
people act as if God is dead. The notion that God is dead or a delusion, as the 
above books suggest, is not new. More than a century ago the philosopher Frie-
drich Nietzsche (1844-1900) wrote: 

 
 

                                                 
1 Lecture delivered on September 17, 2009 at the Reformed Theological Seminary, Sarospa-

tak, Hungary. 
2 Dawkins, Richard: “Is science a religion?”, The Humanist 57, 1997/1. 
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God is dead, we have killed him… 
science has killed him. . . science has killed Truth.  
 
Note that Nietzsche, who is an early fore-runner of post-modernity, asserts 

that science is to be blamed for challenging both God and truth. Since science is 
widely perceived to play a major role in attacks on Christianity, it is worthwhile 
that we briefly examine the nature of science.  

 
The Nature of Science 

How did science “kill” God? It was alleged that science had done so in two ways: 
(1) naturalist explanations of the world seemed to make God unnecessary and (2) 
science had made biblical miracles implausible, thus undermining belief in the Bible.   

It is a widely-believed myth is that science is factual, objective, and rational, 
whereas religion is mythical, subjective, and irrational. If science and religion are 
viewed in such terms, it is a foregone conclusion that, whenever the two conflict, 
science will always trump religion. 

The reality, however, is not so clear-cut. Philosophers of science now acknowl-
edge that science, too, has a large subjective element. For example, in science we 
must always distinguish between the hard data—the things we actually observe—
versus subjective theories that are devised to explain and extend the limited data. 

The difficulty here is that scientific theories are not simply derived from the da-
ta. In practice, the data always under-determine the theories. This means that many 
different theories can explain exactly the same set of data. Consider, for example, 
the observed fact that the light from distant galaxies is reddened. The more distant 
the galaxy, the more the light tends to be shifted towards the red. Why does this 
occur? Many theories have been advanced. It has been proposed that galactic red-
shifts are caused by: 

  
• expanding space 
• motion through space 
• gravity 
• decreasing speed of light 
• shrinking atoms 
• increasing mass of particles 
• tired light 
 
Which is the correct theory? Since more than one theory can explain the data, 

it is clear that the choice must be made on other, non-observational factors. The 
philosopher of science Carl Hempel writes: 

 
The transition from data to theory requires creative imagination . . .  
Scientific hypotheses and theories are not derived from observed facts,  
but are invented in order to account for them.3 
 

The Hungarian philosopher of science, Imre Lakatos, goes even further. He asserts: 
                                                 
3 Hempel, Carl G.: Philosophy of Natural Science. Englewood Cliffs, NJ, Prentice Hall, 1966. 15. 
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Scientific theories are not only equally unprovable, and equally improbable, but 
they are also equally undisprovable.4 
 
Lakatos contends that no scientific theory can ever be conclusively proven, 

since we have no justifiable criteria that can definitely establish such truth. Since, in 
principle, an infinite number of theories are possible, the probability of any par-
ticular theory being correct is one out of infinity, which is zero. Nor can any theory 
ever be conclusively disproven, since it is always possible to “save” a theory by 
inventing suitable secondary theories. 

To illustrate the last point, Lakatos tells the following story: 
 
The story is about an imaginary case of planetary misbehavior. A physicist of the 
pre-Einsteinian era takes Newton’s mechanics and his law of gravitation, (N), the 
accepted initial conditions, I, and calculates, with their help, the path of a newly 
discovered small planet, p. But the planet deviates from the calculated path. Does 
our Newtonian physicist consider that the deviation was forbidden by Newton’s 
theory and therefore that, once established, it refutes the theory N? No. He sug-
gests that there must be a hitherto unknown planet p´ which perturbs the path of 
p. He calculates the mass, orbit, etc., of this hypothetical planet and then asks an 
experimental astronomer to test his hypothesis. The planet p´ is so small that 
even the biggest available telescopes cannot possible observe it: the experimental 
astronomer applies for a research grant to build yet a bigger one. In three years’ 
time the new telescope is ready. Were the unknown planet p´ to be discovered, it 
would be hailed as a new victory of Newtonian science. But it is not. Does our 
scientist abandon Newton’s theory and his idea of the perturbing planet? No. He 
suggests that a cloud of cosmic dust hides the planet from us. He calculates the 
location and properties of this cloud and asks for a research grant to send up a 
satellite to test his calculations. Were the satellite’s instruments (possibly new 
ones, based on a little-tested theory) to record the existence of the conjectural 
cloud, the result would be hailed as an outstanding victory for Newtonian 
science. But the cloud is not found. Does our scientist abandon Newton’s theory, 
together with the idea of the perturbing planet and the idea of the cloud, which 
hides it? No. He suggests that there is some magnetic field in that region of the 
universe, which disturbed the instruments of the satellite. A new satellite is sent 
up. Were the magnetic field to be found, Newtonians would celebrate a sensa-
tional victory. But it is not. Is this regarded as a refutation of Newtonian science? 
No. Either yet another ingenious auxiliary hypothesis is proposed or . . . the 
whole story is buried in the dusty volumes of periodicals and the story never 
mentioned again.5 
 

In the same vein, the American philosopher Willard Van Orman Quine has concluded: 
 
Any statement can be held true come what may, if we make drastic enough ad-
justments elsewhere in the system. The totality of our knowledge or beliefs, from 

                                                 
4 Lakatos Imre: The Methodology of Research Programmes. Cambridge University Press, 1980. 19. 
5 Lakatos Imre: “Falsification and the methodology of scientific research programmes”, in 

Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. Imre Lakatos & Alan Musgarve (eds.), London, 
Cambridge University Press, 1970. 100-101. 
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the most casual matters of geography and history to the profoundest laws of 
atomic physics or even of pure mathematics and logic, is a man-made fabric 
which impinges on experience only along the edges.6  
 
This brings us to the question, how should we choose scientific theories? Which 

competing theory is most likely to be correct? We might prefer the simplest (or most 
useful, or most beautiful, etc.) theory. However, this raises the further question: how 
do we know that simple theories are more likely to be true? This is just an assumption 
reflecting how we think about the world. Ultimately, we have no certain means of 
separating true theories from false ones. We choose theories that fit in best with our 
worldview--our most basic assumptions about the world (see Figure 1). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Factors that determine our choice of scientific theories. 
 
Thus, in science, only the actual observational data can be accepted as scientific 

facts. Once we try to explain and extend such facts we must rely on theories, our 
choice of which will be largely determined by our prior worldview commitments. 

 
Science and origins 

Note, in passing, that this has some implications for debates about origins. 
Since all scientific observations are made at the present time, any conclusions about 
origins must rely on theory. There were scientists present at the beginning, so only 
God knows what really happened. The origins debate is thus not about facts, but 
their proper interpretation. Here it is not a case of science versus Christianity but, 
rather, a case of naturalist explanations versus Christian explanations.  

 
What is a Worldview? 

Thus far I have stressed the importance of worldviews in interpreting scientific 
data. Now we shall examine more closely the question of what a worldview is. Our 
worldview is our way of looking at the world and making sense of it. It consists of 

                                                 
6 Quine, Willard V.O.: Theories and Things. Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1981. 
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our most basic beliefs concerning God, the world, and ourselves. Typical 
worldview questions are: 

 
• Who is God?   
• What exists?    
• Why does the world exist?  
• What is man?   
• What can we know?   
• What should we do?  
• What can we hope for? 
 
These are very deep questions, dealing with philosophical issues such as reli-

gion, ontology, teleology, epistemology, anthropology, ethics, and eschatology.  
Many people today find philosophy boring. However, how one answers these 

philosophical questions can have major consequences for life. Deeply held ideals 
can lead to drastic action. Philosophy is hard work, requiring deep thought, but it is 
essential for developing a cohesive worldview. A carefully articulated worldview 
not only helps us to live a purposeful life but also gives us a solid platform from 
which to critique other worldviews. 

One’s worldview consists of a story (an overarching account of the history of 
the world) and a set of accompanying assumptions or presuppositions answering the 
main worldview questions. One’s worldview acts as spectacles through which we 
interpret and make sense of our experiences. It also acts as a map, giving us guid-
ance and direction as we make important decisions.7 

 
Assessing worldviews 

Nobody is neutral. Everyone has a worldview even though not everyone is 
aware that they have a worldview. How are we to judge between opposing 
worldviews? Since each side has its own presuppositions and sees things through 
its own set of worldview spectacles, it may seem impossible to convince someone 
that their worldview is flawed.  

However, there are a few characteristics that every viable worldview should 
have. For example, a worldview should be internally consistent. Its presuppositions 
should not lead to contradictory conclusions. Second, one’s worldview should be 
consistent with the experiences it is trying to explain. Third, one’s worldview should 
be liveable. For example, how can you communicate to people if your worldview 
asserts that language has no meaning? Finally, your worldview should be able to 
account for such things as common sense and science. 

 
Naturalism 

What are the worldview presuppositions that underpin naturalism? To answer this, 
consider the following quote from the naturalist historian of science, William Provine:  

                                                 
7 This is discussed more thoroughly in Byl, John: The Divine Challenge: On Matter, Mind, Math 

and Meaning. Edinburgh, Banner of Truth Trust, 2004. 



Byl, John 

32 Sárospataki Füzetek 

Evolutionary biology tells us there are no purposeful principles in nature, no gods 
and no designing forces that are rationally detectable. . .  
Second, there are no inherent moral or ethical laws. . . 
Third, human beings are marvelously complex machines. 
Fourth, when we die, we die and that is the end of us, no hope of everlasting life.  
Free will simply does not exist, evolution can’t produce a being that is truly free 
to   make choices . . . 
The universe cares nothing for us . . . There is no ultimate meaning for humans.8 
 
Such is the somber creed of naturalism. It terms of our fundamental worldview 

questions, naturalism’s answers can thus be summarized as follows: 
 

Story: Everything came about from nothing, through random evo-
lution.

Ontology: The ultimate reality is matter, operated upon by purposeless, 
natural causes.

Anthropology: Man is an accident, who has no soul and no life after death. 
Knowledge: All knowledge is empirical, acquired through our sense; there 

is no divine revelation. 
Ethics: There are no universal norms, no mathematical truths. 
Religion: God, if he exists at all, is irrelevant to us.

 
Assessing Naturalism 

How well does naturalism account for reality? Reality is very complex. The 
British physicist Roger Penrose, in his book Shadows of the Mind, argues that we can 
distinguish between three different worlds (see Figure 2). The first world is the 
material world, consisting of the things we see and feel. The second world is that 
of our mind. It consists of thoughts, beliefs and emotions. The third world is the 
ideal world of timeless truths. This concerns such things as knowledge, understand-
ing, wisdom, and their underlying norms. Typical of this abstract world are such sim-
ple truths as “2 + 2 = 4”. I shall refer to this third world as that of mathematics. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 Provine, William: “Progress in Evolution and Meaning in Life”, in Evolutionary Progress. 

(Matthew H. Nitecki (ed.), Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1988. 47-74. 
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Figure 2. Three Worlds and Three Mysteries (Penrose 1994:414).  
 
These three worlds have three mysteries associated with them: how do they 

interact with each other? How does the objective physical world of flowers, wine and 
thorns relate to our subjective inner experiences of beauty, joy and pain? How does 
mathematics interact with the worlds of matter and mind? Why do mathematical laws 
play such a large role in the physical universe? The physical universe seems to emerge 
mysteriously from the mathematical realm. The second mystery is how the physical 
world of matter can produce perceiving minds. The final mystery, which brings us full 
circle, is how a perceiving human mind can arrive at abstract mathematical truths. 
These are among the most profound questions confronting humanity. 

There are many more questions that arise for naturalism. Consider, for exam-
ple, the following: 

 
1. Math to matter 
• Why does the universe exist? 
• Why does it have order & uniformity? 
• Why is it mathematically intelligible? 
• Why does it have a particular mathematical form? 
• How are mathematical forms actualized? 
 
2. Matter to mind 
• How can purposeless matter give rise to purposeful life? 
• How can chance give rise to complexity? 
• How did information arise? 
• How can matter become conscious? 
• The unity of the self 
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• How do non-physical factors influence the mind? 
• What transforms mental choice to physical action? 
 
3. Mind to math 
• Why should we trust our minds? 
• How can non-physical absolutes exist? 
• How can “is” give rise to “ought”? 
• How do we access universal truths? 
• Why is math applicable to the material world? 
 
Materialism has great difficulty explaining the mere existence of mind, let alone its 

rationality. It has no place for non-physical things such as logic, mathematics, or 
abstract knowledge. It can “resolve” Penrose’s three mysteries only by dismissing the 
mental and mathematical worlds as illusions. Penrose himself is not a materialist. He 
takes the mathematical realm as the most real, the other two worlds being mere 
shadows of it. Yet, Penrose comes no closer to resolving his mysteries. Nor do other 
forms of naturalism or post-modernity. 
 
The danger of self-refutation 

Naturalism faces also the danger of self-refutation. Consider the following as-
sertion by Nobel-prize winning biologist Sir Francis Crick: 

 
The Astonishing Hypothesis is that “You”, your joys and your sorrows, your 
memories and your ambitions, your sense of personal identity and free will, are in 
fact no more than the behaviour of a vast assembly of nerve cells…9 
 
Crick believes that all your thoughts and beliefs are just illusions, caused by 

nerve cells. There is something strange about this assertion. If all your beliefs are 
illusions caused by brain neurons, as Crick believes, where does that leave Crick’s 
belief that all beliefs are illusions?  

Or consider the following statement by philosopher Derk Pereboom: 
 
Given our best scientific theories, factors beyond our control ultimately produce 
all our actions ….we are therefore not morally responsible for them.10 
 
Pereboom contends that our actions are wholly governed by the laws of phys-

ics. Hence we are not morally responsible for any of them. Thus a murderer, for 
example, should not be held morally accountable for killing. Therefore Pereboom 
urges that judges should not give him a severe punishment, such as death or prison 
confinement. Instead, the courts should aim at modifying his criminal behaviour, 
perhaps through rehabilitation programs.  

Leaving aside the perplexing question of how moral and rational oughts can 
function in a world completely determined by physical laws, Pereboom’s reasoning 
still seems incoherent. He affirms that, even though we are not morally responsible 
                                                 
9 Crick, Francis: The Astonishing Hypothsis. New York, Touchstone, 1994. 3. 
10 Pereboom, Derk: Living Without Free Will. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2001. 1. 
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for our actions, they can be judged to be morally good or bad. Further, Pereboom 
clearly expects courts and judges to respond to moral oughts. Yet, if we are not 
responsible for our actions, as Pereboom claims, surely this applies equally to 
judges as well as criminals. How, then, can Pereboom venture to instruct us in how 
we ought to treat criminals? In doing so he presumes that we are in fact morally 
accountable, thus contradicting his central thesis. 

When trying to convince somebody that one’s worldview is true, one must 
presume that there exist such things as purposeful selves, reliable minds, mental 
causation, rational norms and objective truth. Otherwise, we could not engage in 
rational discussion. However, these are all things that naturalism denies. Thus any 
rational argument for naturalism is ultimately self-refuting, since it must presume 
to be true things that it in fact denies. 

Finally, regarding our ultimate purpose, William Provine affirms, “There is no 
ultimate meaning for humans.” Similarly, Richard Dawkins writes, 

 
We are machines built by DNA whose purpose is to make more copies of the 
same DNA…That is exactly what we are for…It is every living object’s sole rea-
son for living.11 
 
On the other hand, Dawkins also stated, “Darwin made it possible to be an in-

tellectually fulfilled atheist.”12 One wonders, how can Dawkins be intellectually 
fulfilled if his sole purpose is to reproduce copies of his DNA? 

 
Post-Modernity 

In the modern world, human reason elevated itself above God and claimed so-
vereignty. This entailed that human reason could criticize all beliefs. Critical human 
reason, once uncorked, is an insatiable acid that dissolves all absolutes, whether in 
religion, ethics, science or logic. Inevitably, however, human reason must eventual-
ly criticize also itself. Then reason unmasks itself as unreasonable, eroding even its 
own foundation and thereby causing modernity to self-destruct.  

Naturalism, having banished God, Who upheld all universal norms, is now rea-
lizing that it is left with no sound basis for objective knowledge. As Nietzsche had 
foreseen, the death of God inevitably entailed the death of Truth. Critical human 
reason, applied to itself, destroys the very possibility of finding Truth. Consequent-
ly, modern man, instead of attaining god-like knowledge and wisdom, ends up with 
only the frustration of a hopeless quest. 

In our post-modern era, many people have given up on formulating a coherent 
worldview. Whereas modernity asserted that the Biblical story was wrong, post-
modernity rejects the notion that there is a story at all. The postmodern world 
lacks any real meaning and substance. It is a hopeless, pointless absurdity.  

The story of modernity and its demise into post-modernity reminds one of the 
story of the tower of Babel (see Genesis 11). As Middleton & Walsh13 suggest, the 
                                                 
11 Dawkins, Richard: “Christmas Lectures for Young People”, London, Royal Institute, 1991. 
12 Dawkins, Richard: The Blind Watchmaker. Harmondsworth, UK, Penguin, 1991. 6. 
13 Middleton, J. Richard & Walsh, Brian J.: Truth is Stranger Than It Used to Be. Downers 

Grove, IL, InterVarsity Press, 1995. 16-17. 



Byl, John 

36 Sárospataki Füzetek 

tower built by modernity has human autonomy as its foundation. The first floor is 
science, which gives understanding. The second floor is technology, which gives 
power. The third floor is economics, which gives purpose for scientific and indus-
trial progress. The fourth floor is consumerism, feeding superficial pleasures and 
driving the economy. This modernist tower, with its pretensions of reaching into 
heaven, is, like its pagan predecessor, undermined by a confusion of language. This 
time, however, no divine intervention is needed. Post-modern man himself blows 
up his own tower by emptying his language of any meaningful content.  

 
The Christian worldview 

Central to the Christian worldview is the notion of a sovereign, all-knowing, 
tri-personal God Who has revealed Himself through the Bible. This God is the 
creator of everything, even logical and moral absolutes. All of history unfolds ac-
cording to God’s eternal plan. In this plan man, who was created in God’s image, 
plays a major role serving and glorifying God. Man was created good but, through 
his own choice, fell into sin. Through God’s grace in Jesus Christ, some are re-
deemed. After physical death, our soul lives on, to be re-united with a renewed 
body on the Day of Judgment. Thereafter we shall receive our eternal reward. 
Whereas naturalism leaves us with no meaning for life, Christianity maintains that 
“the chief end of man is to glorify God and enjoy Him forever” (Westminster 
Shorter Catechism). 

Regarding our fundamental worldview questions, Christianity’s responses can 
be summarized as follows: 

 
Story: God created the universe good, man fell into sin and spoiled 

it, Christ will redeem man and the world.
Ontology: God is the ultimate reality; He is all-powerful, all-knowing. 

He sets physical laws and performs miracles.
Anthropology:
  

Man is created in God’s image to serve Him. Man consists 
of body and soul.

Knowledge: We acquire knowledge through our senses and by divine 
revelation (the Bible).

Ethics: God sets and upholds all moral absolutes, mathematical 
truths, etc.

Religion: We are to praise and serve God in all our thoughts, words, 
and deeds.

 
Christianity and science 

How does Christianity relate to science? We note first that Christianity enabled 
science. The cultural mandate (“replenish the earth and subdue it”, Gen.1:26) pro-
vided motivation to study God’s creation. The Reformation stressed everyday life 
and the importance of all occupations. A Christian view of knowledge affirms that 
God upholds the universe and universal norms, such as deductive logic, and that 
God is the ultimate author of the Bible. Scientific theories, on the other hand, are 
fallible human inventions. Hence scientific theories should agree with the higher 
sources of knowledge as found in observation, logic and Bible.  
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Many founders of modern science appealed to a Christian worldview. Consider 
what the following scientific giants said about God: 

 
Johannes Kepler (1571-1630): 
I give thanks to Thee, O Lord Creator, Who hast delighted me with Thy makings and 
in the works of Thy hands have I exalted.14 
 
Galileo Galilei (1564-1642):     
The laws of nature give clear testimony of a lawgiver… Nature is written in the lan-
guage of mathematics.15     
 
Isaac Newton (1642-1727): 
This most beautiful system of sun, planets, and comets could only proceed from the 
counsel and dominion of an intelligent and powerful Being.16 
     
All three scientists believed that the God of the Bible had created the universe ac-

cording to a rational plan, that God created man in His image, and, hence, that man is 
able to discern the rational structure of the universe. God thus provided the cohe-
rence between the worlds of matter, human minds, and mathematics, thereby solving 
Penrose’s mysteries. 

Without belief in the absolute God of the Bible nothing in the world makes 
sense. Although unbelievers are still able to reason, their reasoning powers can be 
justified only on the basis of the Christian worldview. This conclusion is echoed by 
the physicist Paul Davies, who writes, 

 
Even the most atheistic scientist accepts as an act of faith that the universe is not ab-
surd, that there is a rational basis to physical existence manifested by a law-like order 
in nature that is at least in part comprehensible to us. So science can proceed only if 
the scientist adopts an essentially theological worldview.17 
  
In short, only the Christian worldview provides an adequate basis for rationali-

ty and objective knowledge.  
 

Why (Post) Modernists Reject Christianity 
The conclusion just reached provokes a question. If Christianity is in fact 

rationally superior to other worldviews, why is it not more widely accepted?  
Naturalism 

Consider first of all naturalism. Given the lack of evidence for naturalism, its 
inability to explain the deeper mysteries of the universe, and its self-contradictory 
nature, why do so many scientists persist in their support of naturalism?  
                                                 
14 Kepler, Johannes: Epitome of Copernican Astronomy & Harmonies of the World. (1621) Am-

herst, Prometheus Books, 1995. 240. 
15 Galilei, Galileo: “Letter to the Grand Duchess Christina” (1610), in Discoveries and Opinions of 

Galileo. Stillman Drake (translator and editor). New York, Doubleday Anchor Books, 182. 
16 Newton, Isaac: The Principia: Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy. (1687) Trans. B. 

Cohen & A. Whitman, Berkely, University of California Press, 1999. 939-943. 
17 Davies, Paul: “Physics and the Mind of God”, First Things. 1995 (August/Sept): 32. 
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Among those scientists who have thought things through deeply, some are 
forthright enough to admit that their materialism is grounded in faith, rather than 
evidence. Thus, for example, Harvard biologist Richard Lewontin, a materialist, 
acknowledges: 

 
Our willingness to accept scientific claims that are against common sense is the key 
to the understanding of the real struggle between science and the supernatural. We 
take the side of science - in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its constructs, in 
spite of its failure to fulfil many of its extravagant promises of health and life, in spite 
of the tolerance of the scientific community for unsubstantiated just-so stories, 
because we have a prior commitment to materialism. It is not that the methods and 
institutions of science somehow compel us to accept a material explanation of the 
phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, we are forced by our a priori adherence to 
material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that 
produce material explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive, no matter how 
mystifying to the uninitiated.18 
 
Lewontin is refreshingly candid about the weaknesses of (materialistic) science. 

He admits that it is primarily a question of presuppositions. Scientists are not neutral. 
They do not merely follow the evidence, regardless of where it might lead them. On 
the contrary, they interpret that evidence in terms of their adopted worldview. 

Yet, knowing the shortcomings of materialism, why does Lewontin not 
reconsider his commitment to materialism? If it is primarily a matter of faith, why do 
materialists not weigh other, more viable options? Why do they cling so tenaciously to 
materialism? Materialists often retort that, whatever weaknesses materialism may have, 
it is the best we can do. There is, allegedly, no rational alternative.  

In truth, however, any alternative is rejected from the start. This is clear from 
Lewontin when he adds: 

 
Moreover, that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the 
door...To appeal to an omnipotent deity is to allow that at any moment the 
regularities of nature may be ruptured, that miracles may happen.19 
 
In a similar vein, philosopher John Searle intimates that some philosophers and 

scientists deny that our thoughts control our actions because they fear what they see 
as the only alternative: 

 
How is it that so many philosophers and cognitive scientists can say so many things 
that, to me at least, seem obviously false? ... 
I believe one of the unstated assumptions behind the current batch of views is that 
they represent the only scientifically acceptable alternatives to the anti-scientism that 
went along with traditional dualism, the belief in the immortality of the soul, 
spiritualism, and so on. Acceptance of the current views is motivated not so much 
by an independent conviction of their truth as by a terror of what are apparently the 

                                                 
18 Lewontin, Richard C.: “The Dream of the Human Genome”, New York Review of Books 

XXXIX, 28 May, 1992: 31. 
19 Ibid. 
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only alternatives. That is, the choice we are tacitly left with is between a “scientific” 
approach, as represented by one or another of the current versions of “materialism”, 
and an “antiscientific” approach, as represented by Cartesianism or some traditional 
religious conception of the mind.20 
 
This suggests that, at heart, the commitment to materialism is driven by a deep, 

religious motivation.  
The strong appeal of this irrational factor is voiced quite frankly by naturalist 

philosopher Thomas Nagel: 
 
I am talking about...the fear of religion itself. I speak from experience, being strongly 
subject to this fear myself: I want atheism to be true and am made uneasy by the fact 
that some of the most intelligent and well-informed people I know are religious 
believers. It isn’t just that I don’t believe in God and, naturally, hope that I’m right in 
my belief. It’s that I hope there is no God! I don’t want there to be a God; I don’t 
want the universe to be like that.…  
My guess is that this cosmic authority problem is not a rare condition and that it is 
responsible for much of the scientism and reductionism of our time. One of the 
tendencies it supports is the ludicrous overuse of evolutionary biology to explain 
everything about life, including everything about the human mind.21 
 
The feared alternative is theism, particularly Biblical theism. Thus, at bottom, at 

least some naturalists own up to being driven by a deeply entrenched desire to avoid 
God, even if that commits them to an irrational, self-refuting worldview.  

 
Post-modernity 

What about post-modernity? Post-moderns, professing to attach little weight 
to rationality, might simply shrug off any charges of irrationality. The influential 
postmodern philosopher Richard Rorty, upon being interviewed on his views on 
religion, commented: 

 
I do not think that Christian theism is irrational. I entirely agree...that it is no more ir-
rational than atheism. Irrationality is not the question but rather, desirability.22 
 
Post-modern man, like his modern predecessor, is propelled by the burning desire 

to avoid paying tribute to his Creator. Man wants to reinterpret the universe in terms 
of his own standards, no matter what the cost may be. 

We saw that materialist William Provine lamented, “the universe cares nothing for 
us...there is no ultimate meaning for humans”.23 Post-modernity is, if anything, even 
more pessimistic and disillusioned. The existentialist Jean-Paul Sartre complains:  

 

                                                 
20 Searle, John: The Rediscovery of the Mind. Cambridge, MA, MIT Press, 1992. 3-4. 
21 Nagel, Thomas: The Last Word. New York, Oxford University Press, 1997. 130-131. 
22 Cited in Louthan, Stephen: “On Religion – A Discussion with Richard Rorty, Alvin Plantin-

ga and Nicholas Wolterstorff”, Christian Scholar’s Review XXVI, 1996/2: 178. 
23 Provine, 70. 
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Atheistic existentialism…states that if God does not exist…then man is only what 
he conceives himself to be. Man is nothing else but what he makes of himself…   
The existentialist thinks it very distressing that God does not exist, because all possi-
bility of finding values in a heaven of ideas disappears along with Him.  Dostoevsky 
said, ’If God didn’t exist, everything would be permissible’. Hence, man is forlorn, 
because neither within him nor without does he find anything to cling to.24   
 
The cost of eliminating God is immense. It entails spiritual, moral and philo-

sophical bankruptcy. The death of God entails the death of values, which, in turn, 
entails the death of humans as humans.  

Man seems to be driven by an innate thirst for genuine truth, beauty and 
meaning. Man’s inability to find these, on his own, is a source of great frustration. 
Even Nietzsche could not forget the God he had so vigorously rejected. In his last 
set of poems, Dionysus Dithyrambs, Nietzsche sadly acknowledges the weariness and 
loneliness of life without God: 

 
No! Come back, 
With all your torments! 
All the streams of my tears 
Run their course to you! 
And the last flame of my heart-- 
It burns up to you! 
Oh, come back, 
My unknown God! My pain!  
My last…happiness!25 
 
Likewise, the philosopher Bertrand Russell, who resolutely rejected God, nev-

ertheless confessed in his autobiography: 
 
The centre of me is always and eternally a terrible pain—a curious wild pain—a searching 
for something beyond what the world contains, something transfigured and infinite.26 
This is a remarkable confession. Russell was a full-blooded naturalist who in-

sisted that there is nothing beyond this material world. Nevertheless, he is troubled 
by a great desire for something more. Where does this desire come from? It could 
hardly have come via naturalist evolution, since a frustrated desire has little survival 
value. Nor does it seem plausible that material properties can give rise to transcen-
dental quests.  

A transcendental desire points to a transcendental Being. The Christian answer 
is that God, Who created man in His image, created him with the need for divine 
fellowship. Man has within his soul a God-shaped void that can be filled only by 
God Himself. This echoes the earnest words of the psalmist,  

 
 

                                                 
24 Sartre, Jean-Paul: Existentialism and Human Emotions. Secaucus, NJ, The Citadel Press, 1957. 22. 
25 Nietzsche, Friedrich: Thus Spoke Zarathustra. tr. R.J. Hollingdale, New York, Penguin, 1961. 261. 
26 Russel, Bertrand: The Autobiography of Bertrand Russel. Vol.2. Boston, Little Brown & Co., 

1968. 95-96. 
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As the hart pants after the water brooks,  
so pants my soul after thee, O God;  
my soul thirsts for God,  
for the living God.  

(Psalm 42:1-2)  
 
Thus man’s apt punishment for rejecting God is to be left with an unquencha-

ble thirst for the transcendental Absolute. 
 

The Long War against God 
If God alone can satisfy man’s deepest needs, why does man not turn to God? 

Man’s initial downfall was his desire to be like God, prompted by Satan’s seductive 
words, “ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil” (Genesis 3:5). His punishment 
included a darkened mind, trapped in self-delusion and pride.  

This became the common plight of all men. As the apostle Paul writes: “And 
even as they did not like to retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to 
a reprobate mind…” (Romans 1:28). Man, seeking to become divinely wise, be-
comes enslaved by the empty delusions of his own fertile imagination. In the end 
times man’s depraved condition becomes even worse: “God shall send them 
strong delusion, that they should believe a lie: that they all might be damned who 
believed not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness” (II Thessalonians 2: 
11-12). Fallen man, instead of humbly serving His creator, fights a bitter war 
against God and His Truth. 

As Christians, we must be actively engaged in this warfare. This entails first 
that we should be fully prepared: 

 
Put on the whole armor of God, that you may be able to stand against the schemes 
of the devil…the belt of truth, breastplate of righteousness, shield of faith, helmet of 
salvation, and the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God. (Ephesians 6:11-17) 
 
Second, we must be alert to the fact that this war has much to do with ideas 

and their consequences: 
For the weapons of our warfare are not of the flesh but have divine power to destroy 
strongholds. We destroy arguments and every lofty opinion raised against the opinion 
of God, and take every thought captive to obey Christ. (II Corinthians 10: 4-5)  
 
This requires that we be very discerning, submitting all our thoughts to the test 

of Scripture: 
  
Do not be conformed to this world, but be transformed by the renewal of your 
mind, that by testing you may discern what is the will of God, what is good and ac-
ceptable and perfect. (Romans12:2)  
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Conclusions 
In conclusion, let me stress again the following key points that I want to make: 
 
• Science is worldview-driven. 
• Worldviews are based on presuppositions. 
• Naturalism and Post-modernity fail to yield satisfactory answers to funda-

mental questions and are ultimately self-refuting. 
• Christianity gives life coherence, meaning, purpose and hope 
• Ultimately we must make a heart choice – do we obey God or rebel 

against Him? 
 
In sum, we can make proper sense of reality only if we abandon our vain pre-

tensions of human wisdom and recognize it for the foolishness it is. True wisdom 
consists of humble submission to the revealed Word of our sovereign Creator.  
Only God, through His written Word, can endow our lives with genuine purpose, 
meaning and direction. Only thus can we look forward with firm confidence to-
wards a glorious future, when all things will culminate in “good to them that love 
God, to them who are called according to his purpose” (Romans 8: 28). 

Finally, I leave you the challenge to think carefully about your worldview. What 
are your most basic beliefs and values? What are your priorities? Try to articulate 
your worldview presuppositions. Are these consistent with your Christian confes-
sion? Remember that worldviews come as package deals, as all-encompassing sys-
tems. Compromising Christianity with naturalism, or some other worldview, intro-
duces an inconsistency that will eventually undermine your commitment to God. 
Our aim should be to follow the words of Jesus, “You shall love the Lord your 
God with all your heart, mind, soul and strength” (Mark 12:30). 
 
 


