Why Just Saying “No” is So Intellectually Foolish
Scientific Methodology1 and its Bearing on a Dismissive2 Attitude Against Christianity

The late former3 atheist Antony Flew had at one time sought by his essay, “The Presumption
of Atheism,”4 to put the burden of proof on theists5 to demonstrate God’s existence decisively. Although
his preference of beginning point was more procedural than prejudicial, he nevertheless failed to highlight that very investigational strategy which this paper will advocate. Yet prior to Flew, the late atheist
Bertrand Russell even more glaringly changed the world intellectually…for the worse! It is said that a
lady once confronted him with the question, “If God were to ask you, ‘Why did you not believe in me?’
What would you say?” He replied, “Not enough evidence God, not enough evidence.”6 By this response,
his impact” on the “thinking” of his disciples actually stifles vibrant inquiry as opposed to encourages it.
It is extremely common for skeptics of every stripe to dismiss, out-of-hand, consideration of
historical and scientific claims that Christians offer which favor both the existence of the God of the
Bible7 and the doctrine that Jesus Christ is God’s Son (John 1:1-3.14). Although the reasons for skeptical
denial may be manifold,8 in every case this ploy actually violates scientific methodology as understood in
its broadest sense. The concept, “rationality” (or logic), while vital to scientific investigation, is distinct
from science. The concept, “empirical,” while also vital to scientific knowledge, is likewise distinct from
it. The goal of scientific methodology is to study any physical phenomenon (cloud formation, human
anatomy, geological processes, the nature of stars, etc.) in order to fully understand it in all of its
aspects. My point is that scientific methodology is NEVER CONTENT to disprove theories others hold.
It instead seeks to attain positive truthful apprehension of whatever matter is under consideration.
A truly scientific conclusion can never be proved. On the one hand, strictly-mathematical
formulas and calculations and also logical deductions can each be proven for the reason that they are
not science. But phenomenal9 things, which are the object of scientific study, cannot finally be proven.
This does not mean that science cannot ever approach the truth. But scientific truth is often reached
only by hard-fought steps. Consider, for example, the search to achieve science’s present understanding
of DNA, to name just one single example among many.10 So I repeat the point of my previous paragraph,
that instead of settling for rejecting the points of view of others, scientists seek to reach a conclusion
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which makes the most sense of the known facts known. This methodology is called abduction, also
known as the theory of multiple-competing hypotheses. This means that instead of seeking proof,
scientists independently frame the same knowable yet incomplete data in an endeavor to provide a
superior view which harmonizes the same, most comprehensibly, similar to the group effort of putting a
complex puzzle together. Again, the goal is to construct a coherent picture that includes every puzzle
piece. Interestingly, Dr. Stephen Meyer11 argues that it was this very method that Charles Darwin
employed in his investigational work leading to his book, On the Origin of Species.12 So, if you want to be
on the side of science, deeming atheism to be a default position is wrong-headed for the reason that it
commits, scientifically speaking, a categorical error. Furthermore, it contradicts the scientific spirit.
The bottom line is, every time Christian claims are dismissed on the allegation that they conflict
with scientific knowledge, the critic has invariably established a standard which s/he judges must be met
in order for Christianity to qualify as truth. Further, the critics also imply that Christians are obligated to
provide reasons for their beliefs in the first place. Yet the hard fact is that these realities consequently
also obligate the critic as well, in light of the previous paragraph, to in turn account for their own belief
system, which they imply is superior to that of the Christian. Russell’s decrial of the insufficiency of the
evidence (above) is manifestly unimpressive because of his neglect to account for either our existence or
the biblical claims about Jesus of Nazareth. For example, his book, Why I am Not a Christian,13 is a complete disappointment due to its failure to address either the contemporaneous cosmological discoveries
(e.g. the Big Bang, which persuaded Einstein to acknowledge a Creator of the universe14) as of the time
of its first publication in 1967, or the historical evidence concerning Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection.15
To make matters worse for the critic, identifying the phenomena that Christians must reconcile
with our faith, at the same time highlights a body of facts that the critic must also explain on the basis of
an atheistic world view too: whether that be strong atheism or weak atheism. For starters, atheists for
example are obligated to explain the following:
•
•
•
•

The universe came into existence out of zero-volume singularity (absolutely nothing).16
Our universe is habitable by humans only because at its inception aspects within the atom, the
electro-magnetic force, and the force of gravity were precisely set.17
Virtually every life-form, including the most primitive, contains DNA whose information-laden
genetic code specifies the formation and construction of every single body part.18
No other hypothesis than that Jesus rose from the dead, fully reconciles with the entire body of
twelve historical facts that even skeptical historians acknowledge are trustworthy.19

Critics evade their responsibility to account for the above realities for the reason that they have no case.
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