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Introduction
In this issue, I am going to begin an adventure into the world of online atheism.  You will see how a number of atheists think and act.  If any of you have ever run into atheists online - and they knew you were Christian - you probably know that they can get pretty nasty pretty quickly.  I've come across them on Facebook (FB), on Twitter, and in a few comboxes of atheist blogs.  You'll be able to read their arguments and my responses to them.  I'm going to start out slow by sharing with you an exchange I am just beginning with an atheist named Jules Pere, who sought me out on the FB page for the Bible Christian Society.  Judging from the pictures on his FB page, he appears to be around 16-18 yrs. old, but those pictures could just be a screen for his real identity.  But, I'm going to assume he's a teenager until I find out otherwise. He also seems to be European and a native French speaker, although he is very capable in English.  Now, before anyone says, "John, that's not fair to go after a teen," I will say three things: 1) I'm not absolutely sure he is a teen; 2) He came after me; and 3) His thinking is in line with a lot of teens and young adults these days, so if you have any of your own, you might be able to find something of use here.

I will post his comments, followed by mine, and then my strategy - why I said what I said.

Jules Pere
"F---ing idiot.  God is a childish delusion passed down to you by your parents.  There is no proof for anything said in the bible.  There is no such thing as a talking bush.  Gay people are not evil.  If you deny evolution you are no less than a clattered mong."  (And he did indeed have that first word spelled out.)


John Martignoni
“F---ing idiot.” Very nice 1st post - you are obviously a gentleman and a scholar...

"God is a childish delusion passed down to you by your parents" - how do you know what my parents did or did not pass down to me?  Do I know you?

"There is no proof for anything said in the Bible."  Really? A Jewish historian and a Roman historian both mention Jesus. Pontius Pilate is confirmed by other sources. The existence of John and some of the other Apostles are confirmed by non-biblical sources. So, you are obviously wrong as I have just shown. You might want to check your facts before you make such wide-ranging, unsupportable, and rather ignorant statements.

"There is no such thing as a talking bush."  I agree.

"Gay people are not evil." Do you know all gay people?  If so, not a single one of them is evil?

“If you deny evolution you are no less than a clattered mong."  Don't know what a "clattered mong" is, but where have I ever denied evolution?  You know, before you make an absolute jackass out of yourself by saying things about people who you know nothing about, you ought to do a little research, don't you think?


Strategy
Notice how he starts off?  Real class act.  There are a whole lot of atheists out there whose attitude towards Christians can be summed up in his first two words.  They often fancy themselves as “enlightened humanists” or as “good people” and they view themselves as maybe at least one rung up the evolutionary ladder from us feeble-minded Christians.  Yet, they are often rude, crude, boorish, arrogant, and downright nasty at times.  So much for the “higher” order of nature...

So, I immediately let him know that a scholar and a gentleman he was not.  And then I address each of his points, but not in the way he wanted me to.  He obviously thought he was yanking my chain and was waiting for me to spend a good deal of time responding with arguments to all of his points - which he would then shoot down with his brilliant mind - but I don’t play that game.  I’m not going to argue with someone just for the sake of arguing.  Before I put in any time, I want to know if it will be time well spent.  So, after my initial response, I’m going to stick it to him, as you will see in a moment, to see how he responds.  Then, based on his come back to that, I’ll decide whether or not to continue the conversation.  

No matter who it is you are talking to - atheists, Protestants, cafeteria Catholics...whoever - you have to first decide if they are willing to listen to you or not.  If they’re not, then shake the dust from your sandals and move on.  I have no problem dealing with even someone who hates me, or hates my faith, as long as they are willing to listen and truly consider what it is I have to say.  But if they are just trying to get a rise out of me so that they can laugh with their buddies at the blankety-blank idiot Christian, they are not going to get any of my time or energy.    

So, I answered his questions, just not in the way he thought I would, and in those answers, I asked him a few questions that were designed to put him a bit off of his game.  How does he know what I do or don’t believe?  How does he know what my parents did or didn’t teach me?  How does he know what I think about “gay people”?  He’s making a whole lot of unsubstantiated assumptions about me, so let’s get those out of the way first, before we ever start talking about God and evolution and such.  And you should do the same in your conversations with non-Catholics.  Respond in ways that they may not be expecting.  Before giving a direct answer to a question, make sure you’ve addressed the inaccurate assumptions that quite often accompany the questions. 

 

Jules Pere
“Jesus existed, I didn't deny that.”  Do you think evolution is real or not?”


John Martignoni
I'll tell you what I think. I think you have not earned the right to have me answer your questions. I think you're a 15-yr. old who thinks he's hot stuff so he comes on FB and cusses at people and says idiotic things that he has no clue as to whether or not they're true, but he thinks that makes him a man. If you're serious about having a conversation, I will be happy to have one with you and enlighten you about a few things. But, before that happens, you will 1st apologize for your obscenity. After that, I will answer your question, and then ask you one of my own. Otherwise, I'll call the folks I know at FB and have them remove your account...


Strategy
So, he admits Jesus existed, which a lot of atheists will not do - and to which I will come back to in the future if this conversation goes more than a round or two, but I’ll just save it for now.  Notice, though, that he didn’t make any kind of direct response to my questions.  So, I gave him  answers to his questions right off the bat - even though they were not the kind of answers he was expecting - but he did not give a response to a single question I asked him.  So, this is where I stick it to him a bit to test him and see how he will respond.   


Jules Pere
Fair enough, I apologise for unnecessarily swearing.  Aye so can we make discussion?

 

John Martignoni
Very good.  I accept your apology and I thank you for making it.  That is the sign of a mature personality and, to be honest, I wasn’t expecting it.  So, yes, we can have a discussion.  You want to know if I think evolution is real or not, eh?  I will give you a direct answer, and then I will explain that answer.  The answer is, no, I do not believe in evolution.  At least, not in the sense of macro-evolution, or inter-species evolution - one species evolving into a completely separate and different type of species.  I do indeed believe in micro-evolution, or intra-species evolution - where a species can evolve adaptations given different environments or different factors within an environment.  

However, and this is key, my belief in God has nothing to do with whether or not I believe in evolution.  I know that’s not what you’re expecting, but that is indeed a fact.  My faith allows me to believe in evolution or not believe in evolution.  There are Catholics who believe in evolution and those who don't.  Each is in good standing with the Church, since the Church has no definitive teaching on that particular subject.  After all, that is a matter of science, not religion. The reason, therefore, that I do not believe in evolution is because I have not yet seen enough scientific evidence to convince me of it.  Oh, there is some evidence, but not enough to adequately explain the questions that I have about it.  But, I’m open to being convinced, if the evidence presents itself.   

For example: Here’s just one question for you to ponder that gives me pause about accepting evolution: An animal can either see, or it can’t see.  There is no in-between.  So, how did animals that can see, evolve from animals that cannot see?  I mean, you can’t see without an eye, but why would an eye evolve in an animal that can’t see?  Makes no sense.  So, at some point in the process, a non-seeing parent would have to give birth to a seeing offspring.  That would be, in and of itself, a huge evolutionary leap.  That’s not hundreds of small changes over millions of years, that’s a radical change from one generation to the next.  But, that’s not how evolution supposedly works.  So it’s questions like that which keep me from accepting the consistency of evolutionary theory.  Now, if there is an intelligence behind evolution that has, in a sense, programmed evolution into nature’s genetic structure, I can accept that.  But, blind random evolution, without any guide behind it, without any purpose behind it, I just don’t see how that could be possible.

Now, my question for you.  The theory of evolution presumes the existence of matter.  Where did matter come from?  And, what scientific evidence can you give me to back up your answer?  


Strategy
I truly was surprised at his apology.  So, I have to give him credit for that.  

There is a glimmer of hope here for a worthwhile conversation.  So, I answer his question, directly and succinctly, and then give the reasoning behind my answer - and actually ask him a question or two in the explanation of my answer.  Then I ask my own question.  And, I will not move off of this question until he answers it.  Where matter came from, when there is no God to bring it into existence, is one of the basic problems of atheism.  They just assume matter.  It literally is just...there.  It’s kind of like asking a Sola Scriptura person where their Bible came from, since there is no list in the Bible of which books should be in the Bible.  Also, notice that I emphasize that my belief, or lack thereof, in evolution, has nothing at all to do with my faith.  This is a crucial area of misunderstanding and ignorance among atheists.  They assume, because that’s the caricature that much of the media portrays, that all Christians are basically fundamentalists who read the Bible in a literalist manner.  They cannot fathom that a Christian could believe in Christianity and evolution at the same time.  Their thought process is that it is either Adam and Eve or evolution for the Christian - but it can’t be both.  Well, that may be the way it is for Fundamentalists and such, but reconciling the two is not a problem for Catholics.  So that tends to leave the atheists a bit surprised. They simply have no clue when it comes to Catholic teaching. We’ll see how Mr. Jules Pere reacts to that.  

Lastly, what I just mentioned about atheists thinking it is either Adam and Eve or evolution but cannot be both - that is actually a problem with a lot of kids in our Catholic schools.  They are being taught about Adam and Eve in theology class, and then they are being taught about evolution in science class, but no one is reconciling science and religion for them.  So, they come out of Catholic schooling thinking that there is a tension between theology and science - either the theology is true, or the science is true, but it can’t be both.  Well, what happens is, most of them come down on the side of science which causes them to lose their faith because they think it is an either-or proposition, when it’s not.  Our Catholic schools are doing a horrible job, in many instances, of integrating faith and reason in a way that prepares our kids to adequately respond to the atheist/materialist challenges that our teens, college students, and young adults are facing out there. 
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Jules
Thanks a lot for replying!! I myself have thought a lot about how matter was itself first created, because before the Big Bang, there was no space, no time, no nothing. So out of that, how did something happen? But then I thought it would be the same for god, i.e. if he does exist, was he born? If so, what created him? Did he just appear? Has he been living forever? 
And for evolution, I myself can't say I know enough about it to properly say I'm 100% sure about what it really is, but from what I think so far (what I've been taught in biology in school), it's random mutation in genes that lead to variation. Then, the better adapted individuals survive and pass on their genes, and for your example of the eye, I think that over generations, the animal would have extremely basic light receptors (called rods and cones) but would gradually evolve through natural selection, so that the animals with the better eyesight are more easily able to find food, escape prey, etc.  And I just don't think there's a purpose to life, I think it's even a bit sad, but I think we're lucky to be here literally, and we have no more purpose than an ant. It would be interesting to talk with other Catholics who believe in evolution for me as well to widen my viewpoint.  Also, there are atheists who don't believe in evolution (they actually provide less good reasoning than you).  To clarify about the eye, the light receptors would gradually be added to by colour and more advanced movement receptors. 
Also what I think is one of my main arguments against pure belief, is that things that were considered miracles back centuries ago can now be explained by science, for example, the virgin birth!!! Shocking, but an abnormal chromosome mutation (estimated to be at 1 in 12 billion) (yep) can lead to a sperm cell and an ovum being produced in the uterus, leading to pregnancy without sexual intercourse!!  It's called parthenogenesis.  And I think the reason evolution takes so long is because since it's random mutation, it takes millions of years cause there are millions of mistakes. 
And I'd just like to say, thank you for excusing my outburst and rudeness.
 

John
No problem at all - I have to give you credit for having the humility and the courage to apologize - it's something that unfortunately not a lot of folks seem willing to do these days, so that is certainly to your credit.  

Let’s take this one thing at a time. First, let’s start at the top.  I will say something regarding God and the beginning of the universe. First of all, are you aware that it was a Catholic priest who devised the Big Bang Theory? Catholics and science go hand-in-hand with each other. Secondly, something cannot create itself right? So, a rock can't create itself, a bird can't create itself, and so on. Which also means, big picture, that matter cannot create itself. So, something other than matter, must bring matter into existence. So, the non-material must bring the material into existence. Also, in science, we know that every effect has a cause. So, if we start tracing each effect to its cause, and keep going farther and farther back into time we have two possibilities, either: 1) there is a series of causes and effects that stretches back for an infinite amount of time - no first cause, or no beginning, in other words; or 2) there is at some point in the series of causes and effects, an uncaused cause from which all cause and effect emanate. Something that did not come into existence, but that has always existed. Something that is, in fact, existence itself, which brought the universe into existence. Out of those two choices, the first one is actually impossible. You know, through common sense, that everything has to have a beginning. Plus, the series of causes and effects cannot go back for an infinite amount of time, because that would mean that it would never have gotten to where we are.  We would not exist. So, logic tells us that the universe was begun by a non-material uncaused cause. That is what we call God.

 

Strategy
I think this may be the first time I've ever had anyone actually apologize to me when I've called them out for exhibiting behavior that was less than polite.  And if this guy is indeed a teenager, as it seems more and more likely to me that he is, well, so much more to his credit.  Furthermore, he actually answered the question that I asked him...at least, he made an attempt to answer.  Another rare phenomenon for me to experience.  I don't know how all of this will end up, but at least he appears to be serious about having an actual conversation.  I hope it continues along these lines.  

Okay, he mentioned a few different topics in his reply.  As I do when talking with Protestants, I don't want to try and answer every topic he brings up all at the same time.  Let's take 'em one at a time...maybe two...and see how it goes.  And, just as I emphasize how Catholics and the Bible go together with Protestants, I want to emphasize with an atheist that Catholics and science go together.  I will probably end up emphasizing this over and over again.  Find out what it is that the other guy takes as his authority, and align yourself with that authority.  With atheists, it's science.  With Protestants, it's the Bible.  And, as Catholics, we are not just saying that science is in our blood, or that the Bible is in our blood, we have the proof.  


Jules
Possibly the most intelligent explanation I have ever heard, and that is actually very convincing, and I mean in a good way.  But then what is the non-material?   

John
I appreciate the kind remark about my explanation, and no worry, no offense taken.  Excellent question: "What is the non-material?"  That is along the lines of one of THE questions: What is God?"  

The non-material can basically fall into two categories: 1) non-material things; and 2) non-material beings.  Non-material things would be, for example, something like an idea.  Do ideas have physical boundaries - height, weight, depth, etc.?  No.  Can you see an idea?  You can see the fruit of an idea - an invention, a poem, etc. - but can you see the idea itself?  No.  Now, a materialist would say that an idea is merely an electrical impulse firing through the neurons of your brain.  Maybe so, but what about concepts such as freedom, love, rights, hope, truth, and so on?  Are these merely electrical impulses traveling through the mind (well, no such thing as a "mind" in a materialist-only universe) - traveling through the brain?  Is freedom not an objective reality?  Would a materialist who was locked in a jail cell, and who demanded to be set free, be satisfied with the jailer's response of, "Freedom is all in your head, there's no such thing!"?

Still, though, the materialist might say, “Yep, all those things are simply in one’s brain as electrical impulses.”  Which would mean that they essentially have no argument for the existence of such a thing as human “rights”.  Rights are non-material.  If they only exist as impulses in a person’s brain, if they are not objective realities in and of themselves, then no one has any rights.  There is no right to life.  To happiness.  To freedom of speech.  To freedom of religion.  To freedom...of any kind, period.  Pretty grim world we would be living in.  

But, what about truth?  Here is where the materialist has all sorts of problems that they just can’t claim can be solved by an appeal to electrical impulses firing through neurons in the brain.  What is the material universe governed by?  Non-material laws of physics.  These laws are true.  The law of gravity is true.  The laws of thermodynamics are true.  The laws of chemistry are true.  The laws of mathematics are true.  Has anyone ever seen gravity?  Does gravity have height, weight, length, width, or depth?  What about time?  Is time real?  Is it material?  What about truth?  Does it have spatial dimensions?  Is it a material item?  What about the mathematical concept of pi?  You can’t slice it because it isn’t material.  But it’s true!  It exists!

So, I contend the existence of non-material things - concepts, laws, truth, and such - that every single human being is aware of and affected by, whether they will admit that they objectively exist or not. It is a scientific fact that the non-material exists.

And, if there are non-material things, then why not non-material beings?  Angels...demons (fallen angels)...God?  Let’s not focus yet on what (or rather Who) I, and billions of others throughout time, have called God.  Let’s start with what you and I have already discussed.  Matter cannot create itself, which means the material universe cannot create itself.  It had to be created by...“something”.  Furthermore that “something” had to be non-material.  Why?  Because matter cannot create itself and there cannot be an infinite regression back through time of matter coming into existence.  So, something other than the material had to bring matter into existence.  The only thing other than the material, is the non-material.  

So far so good.  What else do we know about the “something” that brought the universe into existence?  Well, it cannot have a cause.  If it had a cause, then we are stuck with the same problem already discussed - you cannot have an infinite regression of causes and effects because, being infinite, it would never have arrived at where we are, and thus we would not exist.  So, the cause of the universe was itself, uncaused.  The uncaused cause of which Aquinas, and Aristotle before him, spoke of.  

Also, judging from the order we find everywhere in the universe, one can rightly speculate that this “something” is something which has an ordered nature.  I would also claim that this “something” seems to possess an intelligence by which it ordered the material universe.  Can one explain such precision in the laws of physics, chemistry, math, and so on as just blind chance?  I guess you could, but from a statistical standpoint, what are the odds of that?  I mean think about it - a million monkeys sitting in front of a million keyboards, typing away for a million years would never reproduce a Shakespearean play; nor even a Shakespearean sonnet; and probably not even a single line of a Shakespearean play or sonnet.  
Yet, the tiniest cell of any plant or animal is more complex, more amazing, more glorious, and more incredible than the greatest of Shakespeare’s works - and folks want me to believe it came into being because of the blind laws of the blind universe that came into being by blind chance?  Sorry, not buying it.  Logic points to an intelligence behind the ordering of the universe.  

What else?  This “something” that created the universe is not subject to time.  How so?  Well, time is a function of the material universe.  Therefore, this “something,” not being material, is not subject to time and, therefore, is infinite in time.  This “something” also has to be very powerful - after all, it created the entire universe.  

So, let’s put it all together: there is “something” that is non-material, and which existed before the material universe, that caused the material universe to be brought into being, and which itself does not have a cause.  This “something” is not subject to time - it is infinite.  It is most likely ordered, and most likely intelligent.  And, one other thing then, if it is intelligent, it undoubtedly has a will as it would have made the conscious decision to bring the universe into existence.  

The uncaused, non-material, exceedingly powerful, probably ordered and intelligent, infinite, cause that caused the universe to come into being - you call it what you want, I call it God.  

I’ll leave you with one last thought for now, as I have to run, but it is something you said earlier: You are absolutely 100% correct that if there is no God, then there is no purpose to life.  We are all just bits of cosmic dust that exist only by blind, unthinking, completely random, chance.  We can fool ourselves into thinking we have purpose, but if every thought we have is merely the result of chemical and electrical processes over which we have absolutely no control, and which were brought into being by blind unthinking chance, then by definition, there can be no purpose to life.  Love is not real.  Freedom is not real.  Rights are not real.  We are nothing more than biological robots.  We have no more purpose or value than an ant, or a worm, or even a rock.  That is indeed exceedingly sad.  

I always like to tell the atheists that I get into conversations with on various blog sites, that I believe them to be infinitely loved by an all-powerful God Who has created them for some particular purpose and Who gives them infinite value as human beings; while they believe themselves to be accidental specks of cosmic dust with no inherent value and no inherent purpose.  That is exceedingly ironic.  

 

Strategy
Well, it seems we're off to a good start - please keep Jules in your prayers.  I'm focusing here on the various aspects of God without calling Him God, at least, not until the end.  Using common sense, logic, and science to offer evidence for God.  Not trying to "prove" God, just offering evidence for Him.  Just trying to find something that will click with Jules.  Did you notice I did not end my discussion of God with any questions?  I just want to see how he chooses to respond to what I've said so I can see what, if anything, caught his attention.  I don't want to focus him in a particular direction right now, I want him to give me some unsolicited information.  I need to have a better idea of exactly what his objections are and how his mind works so that I can focus my arguments accordingly.  He seems genuinely interested in a conversation, so I don't feel an urgency to force anything just yet.  I will focus on certain things, however, like having a purpose in life.  We all - every human being - eventually reaches a point where they ask questions like, "Why am I here?"  "What does my life mean?"  "Does my life have a purpose?"  Everyone wants to know that their life has purpose and what that purpose is.  So I want to appeal to these feelings and thoughts to get Jules to fully realize that, without God, there really is no purpose to life.  He's pretty much there, but I want him to connect God and purpose in the hope that, in wanting purpose in his life, he will start wanting whatever it is that could bring purpose to his life.  Which will, hopefully, make him a bit more open to the idea of God.  But, even though, God and purpose make perfect sense for us, it's not necessarily an easy sale with an atheist.  We'll have to wait and see how it goes.
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Jules
I think you make a purpose in life for yourself.  For instance, I want to become a lawyer.  And the monkeys on the typewriters would actually write the complete works of Shakespeare.  I also believe that in the millions of trillions of galaxies, one of the random assortments is bound to have an arrangement which supports life.


John
It seems to me there is a lot of “faith” involved in your belief about how the universe came into existence.  I thought atheists didn’t buy into the whole faith thing?  You said that you “believe” that in the “millions of trillions of galaxies” (and I think you meant to say “universes” here), “one of the “random assortments is bound to have an arrangement which supports life.”  That is not a very scientific statement, is it?  It is a statement of faith.  

First of all, there is no proof, absolutely none, for the existence of “millions of trillions” of universes, or the multiverse, as it is commonly called.  The multiverse is purely hypothetical.  So to believe it exists requires something that atheists claim not to have...faith.  In fact, to believe in a multiverse requires more faith than to believe in God, because there is at least evidence that God exists. But, even if the multiverse exists, then you still have the same problem of where all these universes ultimately came from?  You haven’t answered the question, you’ve merely pushed it back one step.

Also, it seems rather coincidental that this multiverse hypothesis has appeared at about the same time that science was showing that the odds of life developing purely by blind random chance are astronomically small.  

So small, in fact, as to be statistically insignificant.  In other words, all but impossible.  So, when the possibility of life developing randomly in the universe is shown statistically to be all but impossible, all of a sudden folks start saying, “But, if there were billions and billions of universes, then the statistical chances of life developing in at least one of those universes increases greatly.” I don’t know, it just seems kind of “convenient” to me.  And, the problem is, even with billions and billions of universes, the statistical probability of life developing purely by chance, is still really, really low.

And, speaking of statistics, you stated that the monkeys on the typewriters “would actually write the complete works of Shakespeare.”  Do you have scientific evidence to back that up?  I don’t believe you do, which means, once again, you are displaying a great deal of faith for an atheist.  In fact, the monkeys would never write a single work of Shakespeare.  Statistics bear this out (I highly recommend the science of statistics - it is fascinating).  

I won’t get too much into the statistics, but I want to just give you a taste of them.  A monkey typing letters at random has a chance of one in 26 of correctly typing the first letter of Hamlet.  It has a one in 676 (26 × 26) chance of typing the first two letters. Because the probability shrinks exponentially, it has only a one in 26 to the power of 20 = 19,928,148,895,209,409,152,340,197,376 chance of getting the first 20 letters right. The text of Hamlet has around 130,000 letters.  The probabilities of it being produced randomly are so remote as to be essentially impossible.

You can do the math if you want, but even if every atom in the observable universe were a monkey with a typewriter, typing from the Big Bang until the theoretical end of the universe, you would still need to multiply that amount of time by 10 to the 360,000th power, to have just a 1 in 10 to the 500th power chance of success.  In other words, trillions of gazillions of bazillions of monkeys, typing randomly for trillions of gazillions of bazillions of years, could not produce even one work of Shakespeare.  Yet, life, particularly the very specific sequences of the letters of our genetic coding - infinitely more complex than a Shakespeare play - came into being by blind random chance within just a few billion years?  Sorry, but it takes way more faith to believe that than it does to believe in God.

Now, as to purpose.  You believe you have purpose in life because you want to be a lawyer.  But, if there is no God, then your entire existence is purely accidental.  Your being alive is merely the result of blind random chance.  Can something that is the result of blind random chance be said to have purpose?  Any kind of purpose?  You might “think” you have purpose, but that is merely a random electrical impulse firing through your brain.  A monkey wants to eat.  So, he has a desire of getting a banana off the tree.  Does that mean his life has purpose?  Does your desire to be a lawyer mean your life has purpose?  No, it doesn’t. Your desire to be a lawyer has no more purpose than a monkey wanting to get a banana (nothing personal, mind you).  

Without God, all is chance.  All is random.  All is purposeless and meaningless.  Just random chemical and biological reactions to environmental stimuli which are themselves merely random chemical and biological processes.  We are biological robots without God, nothing more.  Oh, we can fool ourselves into thinking we have purpose, but the atheist who is honest and consistent in his thought processes, has to admit that thinking there is purpose to a life that is randomly generated by blind purposeless chance, is merely an illusion. Without God, your life has no more meaning then that of a worm's.  

On the other hand, if God exists, then you were created for a reason.  You are loved beyond comprehension by your Creator and His love for you gives your life purpose, meaning, and value.  

What I am trying to do with all of this, is to show you that a lot of what you think and believe is: 1) based on blind faith, and 2) makes no sense whatsoever if there is no God.  Christians are often accused of having blind faith (which isn’t true), but pretty much every atheist I’ve ever come across bases their entire belief system on a foundation of blind faith.  The universe coming into existence from nothing.  Blind faith.  The completely random development of life.  Blind faith.  Life coming from non-life.  Blind faith.  And so much more.  Also, most atheists claim to be moral people.  But, if there is no God, then there is no such thing as good and evil, no such thing as morality.  A lion killing a gazelle isn’t evil, is it?  Then neither is Hitler killing Jews.  How could one human animal killing another human animal be evil?  We’re all just animals, and there is no morality in the animal world.  Yet, most atheists believe in good and evil.  They are inconsistent in that, just as they are inconsistent in their claim that they base what they believe on science, when actually a lot of their beliefs are nothing more than a pseudo-scientific faith.  
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Introduction
I've recently shared with you my dialogue with an atheist named Jules - Issues #256-258.  Jules had sort of disappeared, but he popped back up a couple of weeks ago.  Unfortunately, he had gone back to the rude and crude ways that he started our dialogue off with.  He started posting things on the Bible Christian Society Facebook page about God being a "stupid god" and other such insults, and some of his friends got in on the "fun".  Anyway, I responded to him and I am sharing the essence of that exchange with you below.  I start off with my last response to him - that can be found in Issue #258 - and then give you his response to that and how the conversation went from there, with some of my comments thrown in from time-to-time.
Jules

Science is why I am able to comprehend those facts. Not "blind faith".  A lion kills a gazelle because he needs to eat; Hitler killed for another reason.  An incomprehensibly irrational one.

John Martignoni

You did not respond to my argument.  Atheistic Darwinism, which is what you believe in, says that humans are simply a higher form of animal.  In the animal kingdom, do you agree that there is no such thing as good and evil, moral and immoral?  In the animal kingdom, there is simply the law of nature - survival of the fittest, right?  Germany passed laws that said Jews were non-persons; that they were “sub-human.”  So, by the law of society, what the Nazis did to the Jews was completely legal.  Nature’s law says survival of the fittest.  Hitler perceived the Jews to be unfit.  So, he believed they should not survive. What the Nazis did to the Jews was, thereby, perfectly in keeping with nature’s law.  So, tell me, why was what Hitler did to the Jews wrong?  By what moral code was it wrong?  Nature’s? Yours?  Why would Hitler care about your moral code?  Hitler’s moral code said it was okay.  Germany's moral code said it was okay.  So, can you give me an objective moral standard that Hitler violated?  If you were to say to Hitler that he was wrong to kill so many people, then by your own beliefs, Jules, Hitler could simply say, "Who are you to impose your morality on me?  Who are you to tell me what is good and evil?"  And you would have nothing to come back with because by your beliefs there is no objective right or wrong, no objective good or evil, there are simply the rules that any given individual decides to follow according to their natural instincts.  Your truth is not my truth.  Your morality is not my morality.  What if I believe that all atheists are inferior human beings and need to be eliminated from this planet?  Would that be an immoral belief?  If so, why?  Is a lion killing another lion over a territorial dispute immoral?  If not, then why would one man killing another man over a territorial dispute between their yards be immoral?  Or, killing another man over a monetary dispute, or a philosophical dispute - why would that be immoral?  Without God, there is no such thing as good and evil.

A lion does indeed kill a gazelle because it needs to eat.  And that isn't evil is it?  In the animal world, there is no morality involved in killing.  The argument is that if we are nothing but animals, as you believe, then there is no morality when one human being kills another human being.  It is neither good nor evil.  Without God, there is no morality.  So, let's try this again: Was what Hitler did to the Jews evil?  Yes or no?  And, if it was, why was it evil?

 

Comments

Science is the atheists' god.  And the fact of the matter is, they don't, for the most part, understand much of the science that they worship - as I'll show here with Jules in just a moment.  And, just like many of the Protestants I deal with in these newsletters, atheists have a very hard time actually responding to an argument with a direct and coherent answer, so keep that in mind when you are talking to them.  Jules says science is why he is able to comprehend those "facts."  What "facts" is he referring to?  That the universe randomly came into being from nothing.  That life randomly came into being from non-life.  Facts?  Really?!  Well, it just so happens that there is no scientific proof, or even a shred of scientific evidence, that the universe randomly came into being from nothing, or that life randomly came into being from non-life.  Yet, he believes these things because of "science."  Actually, he believes these things because of what people have told him, not because of science.  So, when you believe something even though there is not a shred of evidence to corroborate your belief, but you believe it anyway based on what someone has told you - well, that's blind faith.  Atheism is based, at its most fundamental level, on blind faith.  Here is the entire atheistic argument for the universe randomly coming into being from nothing: The universe exists; we know that there is no God who could have created the universe; therefore, the universe randomly came into being from nothing.  That's it!  That's their "logic".  The same with life coming from non-life: We know life exists; we know that there is no God who could have created life; therefore life randomly came into existence from non-life.  Is there a single observation of matter coming into being from nothing?  No!  Is there a single experiment that shows matter can come into existence from nothing?  No!  Is there a single mathematical formula that shows matter can come into existence from nothing?  No!  And ask all those same questions about life coming into existence from non-life and the answer is the same each time...no!  An atheist does not believe these things because of science, he believes them based on blind faith.  That is why I quite often say that the average atheist has more faith than the average deist.  


Jules 
Yes [what Hitler did to the Jews was evil].  Because as humans we have a moral compass.  I have a sense of what’s right and wrong without god!  Because of ideas such as "do to others as you would be done by."  Humans can be moral without religion! You can’t simply claim morality as a possession of god!!  I'm sorry but that argument his doesn't stand up!  So all atheists have no moral values then? That's what you're saying.
 

John Martignoni

No, that does not mean I am saying atheists are, by definition, immoral.  Atheists can indeed be moral.  What I am saying is that they have no objective basis for anything that they might call moral or immoral; good or evil.  Without God, there is no such thing as objective good or evil. There is no such thing as objective morality.  Each person simply defines for himself what is moral or immoral; what is good or evil.  For example, your morality says homosexuality is good.  My morality says it is evil.  Are we both right?  If not, who gets to impose their morality on the other?  The strongest gets to impose their morality, don't they?  Which is exactly what Hitler did.  Hitler's morality said that killing sub-humans was okay.  The Jews were legally defined as subhuman.  So, killing Jews was perfectly moral in Nazi Germany.  By the way, I found it quite ironic that you stated: “I have a sense of what’s right and wrong without god!  Because of ideas such as ‘do to others as you would be done by.’" You do know that the “idea” of “do to others as you would be done by” comes from the Bible, right?  Your “sense” of right and wrong has been “borrowed” from Christianity.  You do realize that, don’t you?

 

Comments

There is a crucial point made here that you need to bring up to atheists, and bring it up to them often, and that is: Their sense of "morality" has in large part been borrowed from Christianity.  Why is it wrong to kill?  Why is it wrong to steal?  Why is it wrong to lie?  Why is it wrong to cheat on your husband or your wife?  Is there anything in nature that says these things are wrong?  No, there's not.  So, where does their overall idea of good and evil come from?  Does the idea of good and evil come from nature?  Does the idea of right and wrong come from nature?  No, it doesn't.  It comes from theists...from folks who believe in God.  True, atheists reject bits and pieces of orthodox theist (Judeo/Christian) morality - just as Protestants (and Cafeteria Catholics) reject bits and pieces of Catholic theology - but the fact is that they have borrowed a lot of what they call morality from theists.  I mean, look at the example he uses to show that he can be atheist and have morality - "Because of such ideas as 'do unto others as you would be done by.'"  How ironic.  I don't think he even knew that he was quoting Scripture. 

 

Jules

Your arguments are illogical and I'm sorry but there is absolutely not one shred of evidence to suggest that god exists!  If you do have any evidence, you may suggest it to me and indeed the rest of the world, because it is quite a big debate! I'm sure that you would receive a lot of praise for providing evidence! (You actually can't, because there isn't any.)  And no, science, logic, and the rational are what make me think what I think, not "blind faith."  Do you accept the fact of evolution?  You're still just a clattered mong.  Stupid god.
 

John Martignoni

Let's say you're walking in the woods, and you come across a soda can.  Did that soda can just come into existence by complete chance, or did it have a creator?  Is the fact that that soda can exists a sign that the soda can had a creator...yes or no?  And, you keep walking and see a barn through the trees.  Did that barn come into existence by complete chance, or did it have a creator?  Is the fact that that barn exists a sign that the barn had a creator...yes or no?  Now, between the soda can, the barn, and the trees that surround you in the woods, which is the more complex in structure?  The trees are.  Yet, you see a tree, and you know that tree is more complex than either a barn or a soda can, and you believe it had no creator...no designer.  Really?!  The more complex item is something that you believe came into being completely by chance!?  The existence of complex objects tends to suggest evidence for a maker of those objects.  Why couldn't a soda can have come into existence by random chance working through natural processes over billions of years?  So, there is evidence for God, you just refuse to see it. 


Jules
That's not evidence!  That's wild conjecture!!!  Those are man-made objects.
 

John Martignoni

Actually, it is evidence.  Again, you simply refuse to see it.  I'm not saying it's "proof," but it is evidence.  So, tell me, how did the universe come to be?  Matter just popped into existence out of nothing, right?  And that has been verified by science?  I think not.  Science depends on what is known as the scientific method.  Observation and/or results that can be repeated in the laboratory.  Has anyone ever seen matter just - "POOF" - pop into existence?  Has anyone ever created matter out of nothing?  No, and no.  Yet, you believe it happened that way.  And, out of your ignorance and arrogance, you say people who believe in God have blind faith.  You are the one who has blind faith.

 

Jules

Well I'm sorry but so far you seem to think you are smarter than the thousands of agreeing evolutionary biologists who agree on the fact of evolution. Now, unless you can provide me with actual scientific evidence, and not some strangely misguided conceptions about evolution, that goes against evolution, I suggest you take this matter up with Richard Dawkins and the international scientific community. But you can’t, because you believe in something that has as much proof for its existence as the tooth fairy or leprechauns.
 

John Martignoni

Well, regarding evolution - I have never said whether I do or do not believe in evolution.  My belief for or against evolution has nothing to do with my religion.  God can use evolutionary processes if he so chooses. Regarding Richard Dawkins, you apparently are unaware that there are a number of atheist scientists who believe he is a complete idiot, don't you?

 

Comments

Do you see what he's doing here?  He's doing the doctrinal dance, atheist style.  Instead of jumping from Purgatory to Mary to the Pope to Confession and so on, he's jumping from an argument about morality - which he cannot respond to in a consistent way - to one on evolution, and in just a moment to the Big Bang Theory.  Ordinarily I would not answer anything else until he responded to these arguments about Hitler and morality, but being relatively new to dialoguing with atheists, I want to see how his mind works and where he is going to go with this.  Although, I did refuse to answer his questions a little bit later on.

What else does he do here?  He simply declares evidence for God as being non-evidence.  I've come across a number of Protestants who do the same thing when presented with evidence for some Catholic teaching, they simply ignore it or dismiss out of hand, but they do not respond to the argument with a counter-argument.  A lot - a whole lot - of similarity between the few atheist apologists I've dealt with so far and the Protestant apologists I've dealt with.  The four "Blue Collar Apologetics" strategies I teach folks to use in dealing with Protestants, can most definitely be used in dealing with atheists as well.  Finally, he keeps calling me a "clattered mong" - does anyone know what that is?


Jules

Sorry, stop ignoring my argument, and plus, you demand perfect proof for evolution and the Big Bang. If you want, you can go read the actual paper that was published about the Big Bang and verify all the calculations yourself.  Support the "creation" of humans, as opposed to their evolution, with fact.  Please do.  Go ahead.  Any scientific fact.  I don't care whether any atheist scientists believe he's an idiot.  I am asking you to provide me with proof that god created humans.  

John Martignoni

The Big Bang is not the creation event.  I thought you knew science?  You are obviously completely and totally unaware that the Big Bang is the brainchild of a Catholic priest!  A Catholic priest who believed God created the universe...  C'mon, fess up, you didn't know any of that, did you?

 

Comments

This is what I was talking about earlier when I said that a lot of times atheists have no clue about the science they worship.  I am talking about the creation of matter, and he thinks to disprove what I'm saying by pointing to the Big Bang Theory.  First of all, the Big Bang Theory is still, and always will be, a theory.  It has not been proven, and there are a number of physicists who don't buy into the theory.  Secondly, he has no clue that the Big Bang Theory says absolutely nothing about how matter came into existence.  The Big Bang refers to the expansion of matter (and time and space) after it was created.  He wants me to read the "actual paper" about the Big Bang and "verify all the calculations," yet he has never done so.  He can't.  He even admits in a moment that he is not a physicist, and cannot tell me anything about the theory, or even about the man who came up with it.  Yet, he believes in it with a religious faith...a blind religious faith.  


Jules

I am speechless.  What on earth are you on about?  I am going to ignore the nonsense in what you have just said.  And I am yet again going to ask you: Can you offer any evidence that god created humans?  Because I can offer evidence to back up my "blind faith" in evolution.
 

John Martignoni

I'm not going to respond to your demands, until you first tell me how the universe came into existence.  Give me the scientific evidence that all matter just popped magically into existence from nothing.  And give me the name of the scientist who has repeated that in the lab?


Jules

If you're concerned about the scientific fact of evolution, you might as well be concerned about gravity or the laws of momentum.  You are the most unintelligent, arrogant, nasty, ignorant, half-witted piece of idiocy that I have ever encountered, and I hope that one day you stumble upon and read a biology textbook that provides you with fact and not some nonsense about mutilation of foreskins or homophobia or genocide or misogyny.  Goodbye.

John Martignoni

This has nothing to do with evolution...this has to do with creation.  Are you not aware that evolution relies on matter already having been created?  Furthermore, answer my question about the Big Bang...you were completely unaware that it is not the creation event, aren't you?  And, that the Big Bang is the theory of a Catholic priest?!

 

Jules

Oh my lord.  I am not a physicist.  Therefore, I am not able to tell you about the complex theory of the Big Bang.  Lawrence Krauss could.  Did you really need me to say that?  


John Martignoni

Regarding the creation of the universe.  I wish to correct an error that you seem to be operating under.  You seem to believe that the Big Bang Theory was the creation event for the universe.  It was not.  The Big Bang Theory has nothing to do with the creation of matter.  The Big Bang Theory states what happened immediately following the creation of matter.  It has to do with how the universe was formed, after it came into being - after it was created.  So, it is not inconsistent at all - as you obviously believe - to believe that God created the universe, and to also believe in the Big Bang Theory.  In other words, whether the Big Bang Theory is true or false (I believe it is true), makes absolutely no difference to the argument as to whether God created the universe or not.  When you argue otherwise, you are showing that either you do not properly understand the arguments about God, or you do not properly understand the Big Bang Theory, or both.  
In your case, it is both.  You are professing belief in something that you don’t even correctly understand.  That does not make for a convincing argument.  The fact that we are talking about two separate things here is why a Catholic priest - who believed that God created the universe - can also be the author of the Big Bang Theory.  One does not negate the other.  And, admit it, you had no idea that the Big Bang Theory was developed by a Catholic priest, did you?

The same thing is true when it comes to your arguments about evolution. Evolution has nothing to do with how life came into being.  It has to do with how life was formed after it came into being.  If evolution is true, or if it is false, it has absolutely no bearing on the argument as to whether God created life or not.  God could have created species entirely intact as they are now, or He could have created them in forms that evolved over the millennia.  If evolution is true, or if it is false, either way makes no difference to the validity of my faith.  You seem to think evolution has a bearing on the creation of life - it does not.  You seem to think that if evolution is true, then my faith is false.  That is a false dichotomy you have created.  And you’ve created it because you don’t understand evolution nor do you understand my faith.  You should know that about which you are arguing, or don’t argue it.    


Jules

Well no I didn't know that [that a Catholic priest was the author of the Big Bang Theory].  So what?  But it's not blind faith, because I know that if it hasn't been refuted by the scientific community, then it hasn't been proven wrong so far...U got an answer?

John Martignoni

So, the author of the Big Bang theory, who wrote something about the earliest moments of the universe, something that is so complex that you don't have a clue how to follow it, but something that you nevertheless believe in completely out of blind faith - believed in God and that God created the universe - and that is just a "so what" to you?  And I'm supposedly the "unintelligent" one.  That's rather pathetic, don't you think?  


Jules

But again, stop being blind and show me any evidence for the creation of humans by god.  Also that makes you an idiot because you don't believe it yet he is clearly more intelligent than both of us, and believes in god.  So, show me the evidence.

John Martignoni

Who said I didn't believe in the Big Bang?  Why do you keep making these unwarranted assumptions about what I believe?  I have absolutely no problem with the Big Bang theory.  You have assumed that I am some sort of fundamentalist Christian who doesn’t care for science, doesn’t believe in the Big Bang, doesn’t believe in evolution, and all of that.  You think I have my Bible and that I know, and care, nothing about science.  Well, sorry, but those are bad assumptions.  I am a Catholic Christian, and Catholics and science fit together like a hand and glove.  In fact, the so-called “Enlightenment” grew out of the Catholic environment of the Middle Ages - an environment whose underlying belief was that the universe was a universe of order and logic and rationality, because it was created by a God of order, logic, and rationality.  To give you just a glimpse of what I’m saying about Catholicism and science, here are some scientists you may have heard of, all of whom were Catholic:

Bishop Robert Grosseteste - Father of the experimental method
Franciscan Friar Roger Bacon - Thought by some to be the father of the scientific method
Georgius Agricola - Father of mineralogy
Augustin-Louis Cauchy - Infinitesimal Calculus
Francois Viete - Modern Algebra
Renee Descartes - Analytic Geometry
Archdeacon Nicolaus Copernicus - Heliocentrism
Andreas Vesalius - Father of modern Anatomy and Physiology
Andre-Marie Ampere - Father of Electromagnetism
Antoine Lavoisier - Father of modern Chemistry
Giovanni Alfonso Borelli - Father of Biomechanics
Blaise Pascal - Probability Theory and Hydrostatics
Abbot Gregor Mendel - Father of modern Genetics
Louis Pasteur - Microbiology
Fr. George LeMaitre - Big Bang Theory

And I could go on and on and on.  The Catholic Faith and science do not contradict each other, they complement each other.  Which is why when you try to frame your arguments in a science vs. faith context, it doesn’t work with a Catholic, and you come across as being rather ill informed on the topic you are debating.  Maybe your arguments would work with some Fundamentalists, but not with Catholics.  


Jules

So you believe that god created the Big Bang?  Again, please show me some evidence to back up your theory that god created humans.  Why do you keep ignoring this question?!

John Martignoni

Sorry, but I have given evidence.  The fact that matter exists, and matter cannot create itself, is evidence that matter had a non-material creator.  Also, the scientific fact that something cannot come from nothing, points to the existence of a creator.  Also, the existence of the laws of physics - ordered and rational - points to the existence of a creator.  The fact that the statistical odds of life coming into being from pure chance - the statistics of which I have given you in an earlier conversation and which you did not even comment on - are basically zero, points to the existence of a creator.  The fact that there is not a single shred of scientific evidence - none, zero, nada - that life "POOF" randomly popped into being from non-life. This is all evidence for a creator.  You, however, have given me nothing regarding how matter came into existence.  Is that another one of your blind faith arguments?

 

Jules

This is akin to reasoning with a brick wall.
 

John Martignoni

Just what I thought, you have no response to my arguments other than to attack me personally.  Why is that?  Because you cannot argue with reason.  Everything you believe is based on blind faith, emotionalism, and arrogance.  You cannot make any kind of effort at a reasonable and intelligent response, so you have to attack me.  

So, where are we?  First of all, I have given you rational, logical, and coherent arguments for why I believe God created the universe.  Is it scientific “proof”?  No.  Science can neither prove nor disprove God.  God is outside of the realm of science.  It is, though, philosophical proof.  You may not accept it, but you have no rational, logical, and coherent argument against it.  Your response is basically that the universe, according to science, just “POOF” popped into existence without rhyme or reason and completely by blind chance.  I have given you my arguments for the creation of the universe by God.  So, I am asking you for counter-arguments - tell me where my arguments fail from a logical and rational point of view - and I am also asking you for your arguments as to how matter was created.  How did matter come to be?  How, and why, did something come from nothing?  There is no scientific proof whatsoever that matter just randomly popped into existence out of nothing.  Matter has never been observed popping into existence out of nothing.  There is no mathematical formula that proves that matter can pop into existence out of nothing.  There has been no lab experiment that has shown matter popping into existence out of nothing.  So why do you believe it?  Faith?  Give me your arguments for the creation of matter out of nothing.  And, remember, I am not talking about the Big Bang Theory and what happened right after matter was created, I am talking about the creation of matter out of nothing.  Please give me the science.  Please give me the philosophical arguments.  Please give me the mathematical arguments.  

Oh, and there actually is some science to my argument about God creating the universe.  Science teaches us that every effect has a cause.  So, if the effect is matter being created out of nothing, what was the cause?  

Regarding evolution.  Before we even discuss whether or not evolution is true, we need to discuss how life came to be in the first place.  That is the essential question.  According to atheistic materialism, life just “POOF” popped into existence from non-life.  By pure random blind chance.  Just like the creation of matter.  Yet, where is the science to back this up?  Has life ever been observed coming from non-life?  Is there a mathematical formula that proves life can come from non-life?  Is there a philosophical argument for life coming from non-life?  Have there been lab experiments showing that life can come from non-life?  Can you give me an argument, any argument, for how life came into existence from non-life?  And, again, I’m not talking about evolution - which occurs after life comes into existence - I’m talking about how life began.  Once you give me those arguments, then we can discuss evolution.  But we first need to start at the beginning.  

And, there is also a scientific aspect to this argument as well.  I have shown you, in an earlier post, the statistical (mathematical) probability associated with monkeys typing randomly to produce Hamlet - it would take trillions of gazillions of bazillions of monkeys typing for trillions of gazillions of bazillions years to come to even a miniscule chance of it happening.  Well, Hamlet has only around 130,000 characters.  A strand of human DNA has the letters ACGT typed in a sequence that is over 1 billion characters long.  So, the statistical probability of human DNA coding happening completely by blind random chance - with no intelligent agent, not even monkeys doing the inputting - is approximately 4 raised to the billionth power.  In other words, pert near no chance that it was chance.  Yet, in spite of the math, you believe it happens all by chance.  Science, or faith?  
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Below are a couple of statements someone sent me in an email. They had received these statements from a friend and asked if I could help them with a response. Nothing fancy, but I thought it might help if you come across similarly-minded folks.
Statement #1

“Science can destroy religion by ignoring it as well as by disproving its tenets. No one ever demonstrated, so far as I am aware, the non-existence of Zeus or Thor — but they have few followers now.” Arthur C. Clarke 


Response

It seems as if the limit of one’s intelligence and the limit of one’s stupidity are related in such a way that it is only the smartest of men who are capable of being the greatest of asses. Science can no more destroy religion than Arthur C. Clarke can rise from the dead of his own power. 

What tenets of religion can science disprove? That there is a God who created everything from nothing? Oh, but wait, the latest dogma from the Religion of Science is that all matter came into being all at once at what is called a singularity. Matter, essentially, came into being from non-matter, instantaneously. (Hmmm, sounds vaguely familiar.) No one has ever demonstrated, so far as I am aware, that non-existence produces existence – but the adherents of Science do so now believe it to be so. Is that science, or faith? By the way, if you read chapter one of Genesis, you will see that the Religion of Science has adapted one of the tenets of the religion it would destroy – all things were created out of nothing, in the beginning.

You know, for hundreds of years, science believed that the universe was infinite. That it had no beginning and would have no end. Religion, at least, the Judeo/Christian religion, said otherwise. Another example of Science catching up to religion.

Many ancient religions believed the sun and the moon to be gods. But, there was one ancient religion that believed them to be objects. Amazing, isn’t it?!

The sciences of Anthropology, Genetics, and Archeology are all pointing to the human race as having a common origin – that all of mankind descended from an original pair of human beings. Once again, modern science is catching up to the ancient writers of Genesis. How can that be?!

Zeus or Thor never walked the earth. Jesus Christ did. Jesus has close to two billion followers now. The small remainder of Arthur Clarke’s followers will be dead within a few short years and his name will be forgotten forever. But the name “Jesus,” lives on.

Pride and ego quite often interfere with the intelligent person’s ability to accept that without God, they are nothing. 

Can science disprove the tenet that Jesus Christ was true God and true man? Can it disprove the tenet that the Savior was born of a virgin? Can it disprove the tenet that He rose from the dead? No. There is no tenet of religion, at least not the Christian religion, that science can disprove. And, if it wishes to ignore religion, it will not destroy religion, it will only do harm to itself. 


Statement #2

“Religion is an insult to human dignity. With or without it, you’d have good people doing good things and evil people doing bad things, but for good people to do bad things, it takes religion.” Steven Weinberg, Nobel Laureate in Physics 


Response

Another person who is so arrogant and so filled with their own magnificence that they cannot humble themselves to accept simple truth. Without God, there is no good and no evil. Without God, we are all merely animals operating according to our pre-programmed natures. There is no morality other than the morality of survival of the fittest. So, there is no “good” to do without God, and there is no “evil” to be done. When one animal kills or hurts another animal, does anyone claim it is immoral, or evil? No. There is no morality among animals, and without God, we are just animals. 
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Introduction

As many of you may remember, I did an interview with (atheist) Jeff Pearlman - sportswriter, author - a couple of years ago who does a regular feature on his website called "The Quaz."  He is an atheist.  He asked me ten questions about my life and the Catholic Faith and then printed the answers without any editing.  You can see it here: http://www.jeffpearlman.com/john-martignoni/
CATHOLIC APOLOGIST JOHN MARTIGNONI INTERVIEWED BY ATHEIST 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_APOLOGIST_JOHN_MARTIGNONI_INTERVIEWED_BY_ATHEIST_JEFF_PEARLMAN.doc
At the time, I thought it would be a good thing to reciprocate by asking him ten questions and printing his answers in my newsletter.  He agreed, but I got busy and never got around to sitting down and coming up with some questions for him.  So, I thought I would ask you guys for some ideas.  If you could ask an atheist a question, or series of questions, what would you ask?  
I have my thoughts as to what I will ask, but I wanted to get some of your thoughts and opinions.  So, feel free to send me one or more of the questions you would ask Mr. Pearlman.  Remember, though, please keep your emails as short as possible, because if I get a few hundred, I'll be reading the shorter ones way before I read the longer ones.  
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