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About this Book
Many books have been written about reason and logic, but this one is unique. It’s comprehensive but compact. It can be used as a reference text for quick look-up. And yet, it begins by exposing one of the most irrational concepts taught anywhere: the idea that a formally valid syllogism of any kind can assure sound logic without true premises.
When ungodly thinkers are faced with the fact that they can’t possibly reason to true premises, when they realize they have no path to true premises, something snaps inside them. They start thinking that they can make up stuff and that their own made-up stuff is then true stuff rather than made-up stuff. Then, they put the emphasis on the form of the logic. That’s the best they can do. In most cases, they completely give up on logic and depend on emotion, threats, message-control, or other tricks.
However, they can never have sound logic without true premises. Sound logic must begin with truth. That’s the main reason Simply Finding Absolute Truth is one of a kind.
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Absolute Truth
Knowing Absolute Truth
To begin with, knowing something absolutely isn’t the same thing as knowing everything about everything. We can know certain things absolutely. Most things, we don’t know. In other words, we all have a lot of things we don’t know. Sometimes, we even have strong opinions about things when we really know little or nothing about them.
In addition, we know some things that we deny knowing. We are in denial of some truth. A number of inner strongholds work against our ability to be fully honest with ourselves.
Even so, it seems a bit bold to talk about absolute truth. After all, some people claim that no one can ever know anything absolutely. They say that everything is relative and that no one can be certain about anything. And what about the ability to discern between truth and error? Does it do any good to know the truth if we can’t know for certain that the truth is the truth?
Some people think they know for certain that no one can know anything absolutely. Of course, if they know absolutely that no one can know anything absolutely, then, if they’re right, they’re wrong.
If they were right, then they would be wrong. That’s a conflict. Here’s why skeptical and relativistic thinking is irrational. If “no one can know anything absolutely,” then no one can know that “no one can know anything absolutely.” If we “can’t know some things for certain,” then we can’t know for certain that we “can’t know some things for certain.”
In other words, the claim that nothing can be known for certain is self-refuting. The claim that all things are relative is also self-refuting.
That’s the problem with the philosophies of relativism and skepticism. Relativism and skepticism don’t work in the real world since they always refute themselves.
Of course, some thinkers may assert that they don’t know of a way that anyone can know anything absolutely. And that may be true. They may not know. And how sad it would be for them to live a life of not really knowing anything! That’s why they need to read this book. They need to know how they can know something absolutely.
My Problem with Logic
Growing up, I never thought much about logic, but I did wonder how we can know the truth. I noticed that people on both sides of arguments were able to make their cases and sound convincing. Some were more convincing than others, but I tried to understand why. Often, it wasn’t obvious who, if anyone, was right. Sometimes, it seemed that the one who put on the best show was the one who seemed right.
I grew up with the same clichés like “everything is relative.” It was second nature to say, “There are no absolutes.” I would say, “The one thing we can know for certain is that we can’t know anything for certain.” I felt very wise, but I didn’t realize how foolish I was. My statements were self-refuting. And yet, I took the idea of logic with a grain of salt. I assumed that my thoughts were logical and reasonable, but I had never studied logic.
One day, I decided to really look seriously into logic. I bought a bunch of books on logic and started reading websites. By that time, I had already begun to notice that most people have firmly-held opinions, opinions that they hold so firmly that they consider them to be facts. They consider these opinions to be reality itself. I also noticed that they almost always have nothing to back up those opinions except for tactics that I would view as manipulative. These people seemed to think that everyone agreed with them. They always seemed to have some way to imply that everyone, or at least all the intelligent or honest or good people were in total concurrence with them.
They would say, “Look around you. Everyone believes this just as I do.” That’s not a reason to believe. That’s an appeal-to-popularity fallacy. It’s just a form of manipulation.
I saw much more than the appeal-to-popularity fallacy. Some people used threats, emotional appeals, appeals to consequences, or other deceitful techniques. I could go on listing what I saw, but it’s all written in the book Encyclopedia of Logical Fallacies.
As I read about logic, I found out about true premises, valid form, and true conclusions. I learned that the premises need to support the conclusion. I found that the term “support” can mean to verify the truth of something, but it can also mean other things that are weaker and that don’t accomplish what logic is all about. Logic has the goal of establishing the truth, of helping us tell the difference between reality and made-up stuff. To do that, the premises would need to remove all doubt about the truth of the conclusion.
Here’s the problem I discovered. Disagreements are everywhere. We find them all over the place. We see each person bringing this argument or that argument with a pretense of logic, but we almost never hear a true premise. When we do hear a true premise, it doesn’t necessarily prove that the conclusion is true.
Students of logic talk a lot about syllogisms, and we’ll get into syllogisms in this book. Syllogisms assume true premises, but those who teach about syllogisms rarely concern themselves with true premises. They know deep down that truth is absolute by definition and that the human mind has no path to the truth on its own. Here’s an example I found online:
All reasoning is based on DATA, INFORMATION and EVIDENCE. Restrict your claims to those supported by the data you have. Search for information that opposes your position as well as information that supports it. Make sure that all information used is clear, accurate, and relevant to the question at issue. Make sure you have gathered sufficient information. ~ https://www.criticalthinking.org/resources/articles/helping-students-assess-their-thinking.shtml
First, not all reasoning is based on data, information, and evidence. Go to any discussion group, and you will see a lot of reasoning but very little that’s based on data, information, and evidence. Mostly, you see logical fallacies. Most of the logical fallacies are bare claims that are strongly stated. Then, you’ll find that data, information, and evidence is most often interpreted in ways that go beyond the strict rules of logic. In addition, not all the data, information, and evidence is real. This problem goes beyond Internet discussion groups. It’s epidemic in classes, news, books, videos, and every other form of communication. The most amazing thing is that we find these problems in books, videos, and websites that are supposed to be teaching logic or critical thinking. Those sources should be examples of rational thought, but they are filled with irrational thinking.
An astronaut says there’s no doubt that the universe is filled with life but that this life is so different from what we would expect that we can’t see it. The premise is that there is no evidence because we can’t see the evidence. The conclusion is that the universe is filled with life. A top evolutionist tells us that evolution can be observed but not when it’s happening. The premise is that we can’t observe evolution while it’s happening. The conclusion is that we can observe evolution. Another evolutionist tells us that the problem with those who don't believe in the stories of evolution is that they lack imagination. The premise is human imagination. The conclusion is that the stories of molecules-to-humanity evolution actually happened.
We could form these statements into syllogisms, but we won’t do that now. Suffice it to say that the premises must be true, and we must be able to show, in absolute terms, that they are true. And the premises must prove that the conclusion is true.
Nobody Talks that Way
Almost no one writes or talks in syllogisms. Can you imagine a normal conversation where you use modus ponens. You say, “If A then B. A. Therefore B.” That would be the shorthand for the form, but you would say it like this:
If God reveals Himself to me, then I know that God exists.
God reveals Himself to me.
Therefore, I know that God exists.
Most of us don’t go through all of that. We might say it like this:
I know that God exists since He reveals Himself to me.
Of course, any reasoning can be put into the form of a syllogism. But, as the title suggests, nobody talks that way.
We use syllogisms more like we diagram sentences. When you speak, you don’t diagram your sentences. When you read a book, you don’t usually diagram the sentences in the book. And yet, diagramming is a method of analysis. Syllogisms are also a method of analysis.
Most people just state their conclusions, which leaves us guessing whether they have even bothered with thinking things through logically. And it’s not rare that they haven’t thought things through. And yet, they can be very dogmatic about their conclusions even though they haven’t thought them through. If we ask them how they know, they may feel threatened, but it’s still a great question to ask.
However, it’s possible to give good reasons for what we believe without speaking in syllogisms. A good reason is first true and second proves the conclusion.
Agreeing on Premises Rather than Proving Premises
The problem with proving premises is that proving involves making a case for the proof of the premise. God can do that easily since what He says is truth. He has the ability to reveal truth, give discernment that it’s He Who is revealing the truth, and give assurance that He is God. He also reveals that He cannot lie and that He knows all things. In addition, He reveals that He wants to reveal certain truths to us and wants to keep certain truths from us.
However, for those who don’t want to depend on God and honor Him as God, they have no way to reason to true premises ever. For such thinkers, proving a premise true requires an additional logical argument that has its own premises and conclusion. Those premises must also be proved. That’s why a person without God ends up in an infinite regression of unproved proofs or circular reasoning. Both of these are smokescreens to cover the real problem, which is the axiomatic thinking fallacy. Axiomatic thinking is the art of making up premises. In all cases, their premises consist of made-up stuff. Often, their made-up stuff includes one or more smokescreen fallacies that they use to make their made-up stuff seem as if it were real stuff. However, it’s not real. It’s made-up stuff.
For these reasons, ungodly intellectuals often suggest an alternative to true premises. They can’t prove their premises using godless thinking, so they invent a work-around. One of the most popular alternatives to proving premises is to agree on premises. Two or more people can agree on certain premises as if agreeing on the premises makes the premises true. That’s delusional thinking. If we agree on the premises rather than proving the premises, then proper form could only result in concluding that we agree. It wouldn’t prove that the conclusion is true. The form would have four terms if we stated our conclusion as being true. We could only conclude that we agree about the conclusion. Agreement isn’t the same thing as truth.
As we can see, ungodly thinking is a terrible problem. It works in a world of make-believe. And it tries to project its problem onto godly thinking. However, godly thinking doesn’t have the problem.
About Syllogisms
Definition of syllogism from Merriam Webster
1 : a deductive scheme of a formal argument consisting of a major and a minor premise and a conclusion (as in "every virtue is laudable; kindness is a virtue; therefore kindness is laudable")
2 : a subtle, specious, or crafty argument
3 : deductive reasoning
Definition of Deductive Method from Merriam Webster
: a method of reasoning by which (1) concrete applications or consequences are deducted from general principles or (2) theorems are deduced from definitions and postulates
Definition of Deduction from Merriam Webster
a : the deriving of a conclusion by reasoning based on intuition rather than deduction specifically : inference in which the conclusion about particulars follows necessarily from general or universal premises (see premise entry 1 sense 1) — compare induction
b : a conclusion reached by logical deduction
Definition of Conclusion from Merriam Webster
a : a reasoned judgment : inference The obvious conclusion is that she was negligent.
b : the necessary consequence of two or more propositions taken as premises especially : the inferred proposition of a syllogism
Three basic types of reasoning exist. These are deductive, inductive, and abductive. Syllogisms apply to deductive reasoning.
Deductive Reasoning
Deductive reasoning reasons from known true facts to a true conclusion. It must start with truth to be sound. The starting point is called the premises. The true premises prove a conclusion. The conclusion is also true because the premises are proved to be true and the form of the reasoning is proved to be valid. We’ll get into the form later and we’ll go over the valid forms. Note that the truth must be proved. In other words, we need true premises or the deductive reasoning in unsound. Deductive reasoning is the only form of reasoning that can lead to knowledge of the truth.
Example:
God reveals that He knows all things, that He can’t lie, and that He provides all knowledge and discernment. He reveals that everyone who seeks Him will find Him through Jesus Christ and that His Spirit will then teach any and all who seek Him and yield to His Spirit.
I seek God and yield myself to His Spirit.
Therefore, God’s Spirit is teaching me and God is providing the knowledge and discernment.
Notice that what God reveals is true. What God reveals provides true premises. Therefore, we have true premises when we acknowledge what God reveals to us. The three-volume set of books: Real Faith & Reason go into great depth to explain why this is true and to refute the many arguments against this fact.
Inductive Reasoning
Inductive reasoning reasons from multiple knowns facts to a tentative conclusion. Inductive reasoning must also start with truth or the reasoning is unsound. Inductive reasoning never leads to true conclusions. There are many types of inductive reasoning, and we’ll quote from Real Faith & Reason Volume One:
Inductive Generalization:
All the people I have known prefer Fords. Therefore, all people prefer Fords.
Statistical Syllogism:
Our historical records show that it rains the following day twenty percent of the time whenever we have the current atmospheric conditions. Therefore, we have a 20% chance of rain tomorrow.
Simple Induction:
Twenty-seven years ago, I was a Christian, and I prayed that God would answer my question about why He decided to send the Genesis Flood. Since I didn’t receive an answer that I couldn’t argue against, I conclude that God doesn’t exist.
Argument from Analogy:
Rats are similar in some ways to humans. We tested our drug on rats and haven’t seen any adverse effects. Therefore, it’s less likely that our drug will have adverse effects on humans.
Causal Inference:
Some people believe that natural selection caused some evolutionary changes. They believe that other factors caused other evolutionary changes. Therefore, molecules-to-humanity evolution happened.
Argument from Prediction:
If it’s raining outside, I would expect the sidewalk to be wet. The sidewalk is wet. Therefore, it’s raining outside.
Inductive reasoning can also be a Bayesian inference or inductive inference.
Reading through these examples, it’s clear that inductive reasoning isn’t a way to reason to true premises. Even if the premises are true and the form is valid, the conclusion could be false. That doesn’t mean that inductive reasoning isn’t valuable. God provided inductive reasoning as a means of survival until we enter into maturity in Christ.
Abductive Reasoning
Abductive reasoning is intuitive. It doesn’t follow a form. Intuition can be a gut feeling or a hunch. Intuition can come from one of three source, and may be a mix of two or three of these sources. The sources are divine revelation, the deceitful and desperately wicked human mind, or demonic principalities and powers who deceive and desire our ultimate destruction. God can speak to us through intuition, and, in those cases, He provides the discernment to know it is God speaking.
Then said Jesus said . . . All that ever came before me are thieves and robbers: but the sheep did not hear them. . . . I am the good shepherd, and know my sheep, and am known of mine. . . . And other sheep I have, which are not of this fold: them also I must bring, and they shall hear my voice; and there shall be one fold, and one shepherd. . . . But ye believe not, because ye are not of my sheep, as I said unto you. My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they follow me" ~ John 10:7-27 King James Version
Three Types of Reasoning
So we have these three types of reasoning that often work together. They provide a way to survive and a way to truth. Abductive reasoning can lead to truth if we seek Jesus Christ. If we seek Christ, we’ll find Jesus Christ. God speaks through Scripture and every means of divine revelation mentioned in Scripture. God can speak through intuition, but He will confirm that revelation through Scripture and other forms of divine revelation. By this divine revelation, we can have true premises for both inductive and deductive reasoning.
The problem with inductive reasoning is that it’s unreliable and can often make us feel certain when we should realize that we’re adding to God’s words or subtracting from God’s words.
Deductive reasoning and direct revelation lead to truth and certainty. We won’t spend a lot of time on divine revelation in this book since we’ve covered that subject in Real Faith & Reason. For that reason, this book will concentrate on deductive reasoning and truth.
And I say unto you, Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened unto you. For every one that asketh receiveth; and he that seeketh findeth; and to him that knocketh it shall be opened. If a son shall ask bread of any of you that is a father, will he give him a stone? or if he ask a fish, will he for a fish give him a serpent? Or if he shall ask an egg, will he offer him a scorpion? If ye then, being evil, know how to give good gifts unto your children: how much more shall your heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him? ~ Luke 11:9-13 King James Version
The Problem of the True Premise
Some people claim that the human mind has built-in and true knowledge that we can use as premises for logical arguments. In other words, they believe that the human mind can make up stuff and use that made-up stuff to prove other stuff. However, there’s no proof for that belief. That belief is based on making up stuff and using that made-up stuff to prove that belief. It’s circular support for the claim. In other words, the claim is based on itself.
Other people believe that no one can know anything, but there’s no proof for that belief either. This belief system is called skepticism or relativism. It’s a part of the philosophy of postmodernism. It’s self-refuting as we’ve already pointed out.
In the first century A. D., Agrippa the skeptic defined a trilemma that no one has ever successfully refuted using ungodly thinking. A trilemma is a problem where only three choices exist and not one of the choices is a good choice. All there choices are fallacies, and no truth can be known through fallacies. Agrippa observed this problem. He tried to disprove it, but he wasn’t able to.
Here’s the trilemma:
Naturalists have three possible foundations for thought: infinite regression, circular reasoning, and axiomatic thinking. These are all fallacies. There’s no truth value in any of them. That creates a problem for syllogistic thinking and science. In essence, Agrippa is claiming to know that no one can know anything about anything. Notice the self-refuting nature of the trilemma. It hoists itself by its own petard. It falls into the pit that it dug for others since the trilemma is also based on axiomatic thinking.
Fortunately, Agrippa’s trilemma is a false trilemma since it eliminates two other choices. One of those missing choices is valid. The other isn’t valid. If we eliminate the axiom of naturalism, we have the freedom to examine the other two choices. Those two choices are divine revelation and demonic influence.
The trilemma assumes naturalism, so it falls on its own sword. One of the horns of the trilemma is the axiomatic thinking fallacy, and naturalism is a claim that’s based on an axiomatic thinking fallacy. Not only that, but the trilemma eliminates the chance for ungodly thinkers to be rational, but that makes the trilemma irrational too. And it is irrational since it leaves out divine revelation and demonic influence. Only divine revelation can offer truth. Therefore, Agrippa’s trilemma is a false trilemma.
We actually have five choices. If we choose infinite regression, circular reasoning, or axiomatic thinking (making up stuff), our reasoning will always be irrational. That leaves the two choices: demonic influence or divine revelation.
Demonic influence is real. Part of naturalism denies this reality. However, this denial depends on axiomatic thinking. Spirits are involved in Wicca, witchcraft, Satanism, the occult, paganism, Neopaganism, religions with multiple gods, religions following impersonal gods, and New Age religions.
Demonic influence is not only dangerous, but it also can’t lead to truth. Therefore, demonic influence will always result in irrational thinking. At the same time, demons can be extremely clever and effective.
Divine revelation is available only through Jesus Christ. Christ reveals reality through Scripture and every means mentioned in Scripture. Those means mentioned in Scripture never conflict with Scripture. Nor does any part of Scripture conflict with any other part of Scripture. Interpretations, even if they are falsely called “revelations,” may conflict and often do, but divine revelation never conflicts with divine revelation. The arbitrary assumption of naturalism denies God’s existence, so it denies divine revelation. And yet, every follower of Christ experiences divine revelation. Non-believers experience divine revelation too. God speaks through Scripture and every means found in Scripture, so many thinkers have heard God’s voice audibly but never recognized it. No one comes to Jesus Christ except by the voice of God. God speaks to them through at least one of His means and probably through many of those means.
Most people don’t base their beliefs on rational thought. People don’t make decisions based on rational thought unless they are yielded to the Holy Spirit. They make decisions based on emotion, and then they rationalize those decisions. That’s why fallacies work so well.
The Formally Correct Fallacy
Some students come out of logic classes thinking that if they reduce a statement to a syllogism with valid form they automatically prove that the conclusion is true. However, as already stated, valid form isn’t enough to establish truth. We must also have true premises.
Syllogisms are one tool we can use to expose formal fallacies. Formal fallacies are flaws in the argument’s form. We usually have to restate the argument as a syllogism. That’s a little clumsy for daily living, but it’s a tool. Most people leave out parts of their argument. That leaves us guessing the missing information to complete the syllogism. But guessing isn’t an accurate way of knowing.
Many of the books on logic focus on the form of the argument. They do define the difference between a sound argument and a valid form. But they tend to have a low threshold for truth. They explain a certain number of fallacies as tests for truth, but they don’t go to the root. They don’t go to the basis for the claim. If we focus only on form we can fool ourselves. Some classes and textbooks make logic seem as if it were a mathematical problem. Even mathematical logic can be used to lie. We see many statistical fallacies that aren’t formal fallacies (fallacies of form).
Logic books tend to leave out the most important component: how can we know? The solution is to go back to the root of how we know. We must dig down to the starting point of thinking. The starting point cannot be something we just made up. It must be absolute. Otherwise, we can’t truthfully say that we know anything. All we can say is, “That’s what we prefer to be true, so that’s what we prefer to believe.”
A syllogism only tests the form of the argument to see if it’s a valid form. However, an argument can have perfectly valid form and still be unsound. The conclusion can be false. We need to do two things before we can know that a conclusion is true. We must use valid form, and we must have true premises. Then the argument is sound, and we can know that the conclusion is true.
Premises always make a truth claim. They claim that something is true. When we hear or read something, it’s most often claiming that something is true. That’s called a truth claim. Often, claims are made based on authority. We need to ask, “What is the authority?” We need to ask, “What is the s9Ttarting point9T for the claim?” We need to ask, “How do you know?”
When we ask these three questions and give it serious thought, we begin to realize the weakness of almost all reasoning used all around us. If we make a truth claim, every premise statement (the ones that supposedly prove that the conclusion is true) must, of necessity, be absolute truth. If any of those statements aren’t absolute, then we must prove each non-absolute statement true by another set of absolute premises and a conclusion. However, that doesn’t do any good if those premises aren’t proved or we find ourselves in an infinite regression of unproven proofs. If we’re going to prove anything true, meaning absolutely true, then we must eventually base our reasoning on absolute premises. We need to ask, “Are all the premises stated clearly and are they absolute? Do we have a way to know they’re true? Rarely is that the case. Many schools ignore this problem because the only way to have a true premise is by divine revelation. All others involve some form of axiomatic thinking fallacy.
Since schools do a poor job of teaching the problem of the unproven premise, we make special note of it here.
Definitions
Abstraction
A concept, idea, theory, etc. as opposed to a part of reality
A partial view of reality without the context
Affirm
Proclaim true or assert as true
Antecedent
A thing or event that logically or chronologically precedes another thing or event. The first part of a hypothetical proposition
Argument
Reasoning consisting of one or more premises plus a conclusion
A logical argument isn’t a disagreement or verbal fight. Rather, it’s the reasoning by which we can rationally conclude a truth. Not all arguments are rational, and no one can know anything by irrational arguments. Only sound arguments result in knowledge. Sound arguments have true premises and proper form, which means that they also have a conclusion that follows from the premises. If the premise or premises are all true and the form is valid, then the conclusion must be true.
The argument can be inductive or deductive. Inductive arguments don’t lead to knowledge of truth. They merely suggest matters for further study. We can use them for pragmatic decision-making when true knowledge isn’t available, but we risk being wrong when we do. We can test inductive arguments with deductive arguments.
Abductive arguments are, in many cases, mere guesses. And yet, God does reveal reality through intuition. We must test the spirits to make sure they’re from God. Deductive arguments, on the other hand, lead to knowledge if they’re sound. At the same time, sound deductive arguments must have true premises, and true premises come only from God.
Atheistic Paradigm
A philosophy, religion, or worldview that excludes God
The atheistic paradigm is contrary to fact because God declares that all atheists know He exists. He tells us that they know what humans can know about the Godhead. They also know that God is just and He judges sin. But they still refuse to acknowledge God, so God turns them over to their own corrupt minds, and they suppress the truth of God in their unrighteousness [deceitful trickery]. In these cases, their senseless minds become darkened.
Bias
Prejudice, predisposition, partiality, partisanship, favoritism, or unfairness either for or against a conclusion
Persuaders usually are biased toward their own individual worldviews. A worldview favors one result or conclusion over another. However, persuaders can develop bias other ways. Here are some examples:
Bibliolatry
Worship of the Bible
Bibliolatry is a term many denominations use since 1847 to refer to worshiping the Bible rather than worshiping God. We commit idolatry if we worship the Bible. However, God speaks to us through the Bible, and we can’t read the Bible or hear someone reading the Bible without hearing God’s voice. God reveals to us that the Bible doesn’t conflict with itself or any external reality.
Categorical Proposition
Claiming or denying that some or all members of one class are included in another class
(Smokescreen)
Form:
All X are Y.
No X are Y.
Some X are Y.
Some X are not Y.
Examples:
Most people are basically good.
There’s not a just person on earth who does what’s right and doesn’t sin.
Some people are good, and some people are bad.
Categorical Syllogism
A syllogism meeting the following conditions: a single conclusion following from two premise statements, a major premise, and a minor premise with three categorical terms, major term, minor term, and middle term, each used exactly twice
(Smokescreen)
Logic classes and logic books sometimes imply that a categorical syllogism with valid form will always give us a true conclusion. That isn’t true. However, if we know that the premises are true and the form is valid, then the conclusion is true. Ungodly thinkers can’t know that any premise is true because of the ungodly thinking problem and the ungodly thinking trilemma. For this reason, ungodly thinkers try to find ways around the problem of the true premise.
Circumstantial Evidence
Affirming information that depends on assumptions, preconceived ideas, or imagination
Examples:
Since assumptions, preconceived ideas, or imagined stories are arbitrary, we can’t rationally use them to support a conclusion.
Class
(a.k.a. Set, Group)
A category of things having one or more qualities in common setting it apart from other categories
A group, set, or kind sharing common attributes
Cogency
Persuasiveness
Being cogent isn’t being rational. A cogent person persuades. Cogency is persuasive skill. The most irrational people are often the most cogent.
Conclusion
the necessary outcome of one or more premises
Comparative
A statement comparing two or more things
Complement
A predicate noun or completer
0TA noun or noun phrase (the complement) must follow a verb that doesn’t need a direct object to complete its meaning. Though the verb doesn’t need a direct object, the sentence needs the complement to complete its meaning. A complement completes the verb.
Examples:
0TBill is my buddy.
0TThe word “buddy” is the complement.
0TDiscernment is the problem.
0TThe word “problem” is the complement.
Conclusion
A claim
When people state conclusions, they sometimes offer proof (premises). Sometimes they just state conclusions as facts without offering proof. Sometimes they offer proof, but we can’t know whether the proof is true. Sometimes they offer proof, but the proof doesn’t prove the conclusion. At other happy times, they offer true proof that actually proves the conclusion.
Conditional
(a.k.a. Conditional Statement)
An if-then statement
Form:
If X is true, then Y is true.
If X is false, then Y is false.
If X is false, then Y is true.
If X is true, then Y is false.
Conditional Syllogism
A syllogism based on at least one conditional (if-then) statement
Conjunction
Reasoning regarding two propositions that results in a truth-value of true if both of its operands (proposition statements) are true, but otherwise, the truth-value is false
Conjunctive Statement
A statement composed of two statements joined by an “and”
Conjunctive Syllogism
A syllogism that offers two true choices
Consequence
The effect or result of an action or condition
Consequent
The effect or result of an action or condition
Consistency
Reasoning without inner conflict
When a thinker states a piece of logic consistently, premises don’t conflict with each other, and the conclusion doesn’t conflict with the premises. Rather, the premises support (prove) the premises. Thinkers separate inconsistencies of thought. If they have two beliefs that are inconsistent, they don’t think about both beliefs at the same time. They find ways to keep one hidden when thinking about the other. When people become aware that they aren’t making sense, they make an effort to keep others from exposing their inconsistencies. They usually try to avoid thinking about them.
Contingent Proposition
A proposition that’s neither true nor false in itself since its truth-value is dependent on some condition
Examples:
But if I drive out demons by the Spirit of God, then the kingdom of God has come upon you. Matthew 12:28 Berean Study Bible
But if we confess our sins to him, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins and to cleanse us from all wickedness. ~ 1 John 1:9 Berean Study Bible
But if we walk in the light as He is in the light, we have fellowship with one another, and the blood of Jesus His Son cleanses us from all sin. ~ 1 John 1:7 Berean Study Bible
If my people, which are called by my name, shall humble themselves, and pray, and seek my face, and turn from their wicked ways; then will I hear from heaven, and will forgive their sin, and will heal their land. ~ 2 Chronicles 7:14 King James Bible
Form:
If X, then Y.
Contraposition
The conversion of a statement from “All X is Z” to “All not-X is not-Z”
Contrary Propositions
Propositions that can’t all be true at the same time in the same way
Conversion
The act of swapping the subject and the predicate
Correlative
A statement or concept related to another statement or concept
X is similar to Z.
X causes Z.
Counterexample
An example that shows a proposed conclusion to be false
An example that runs counter to the conclusion; an exception to the rule
An exception to a rule doesn’t necessarily get rid of the rule, but it does show that there are exceptions to the rule.
Deduction
(a.k.a. Deductive Reasoning)
Reasoning where conclusions must be true if premises are true and the form is valid
A conclusion isn’t true just because a thinker uses deductive reasoning since deductive reasoning can be unsound.
Examples of unsound reasoning:
Any of these make the deductive reasoning unsound.
We must be in the presence of Christ for sound deductive reasoning since Christ must reveal the premises. Christ must be present when we conclude anything, or the conclusion isn’t truth. Christ must be revealed in every statement because Christ is the Truth, Christ is the Wisdom, and Christ is the Knowledge, so without Christ, there’s no true premise and no sound reasoning.
Defeasible Position
A proposition that’s open to correction
Demagogue
One who uses false claims and popular prejudice to gain power
One who attacks others to build political power, personal popularity, a belief or philosophy, or an organization
Deny
proclaim false; assert as untrue
Definiendum
An idea, word, phrase, or anything being defined
Definiens
The statements that define the definiendum (what’s being defined)
Determinism
The belief that something causes every effect
Determinism embraces the Law of Cause and Effect. The Law of Cause and Effect is necessary for the scientific method to work.
Dilemma
A situation in which two mutually exclusive undesirable choices are the only choices
A dilemma consists of two hypothetical syllogisms plus a disjunction. If we’re in a dilemma, we have two choices, but they can’t both be true. They’re distinct alternatives. Neither one is good, and we must choose one.
Disjunction
The relationship between two distinct alternatives
Disjunctive Statement
A statement composed of two statements joined by an “or”
Either God created the universe or it came into being without God.
Bill Nye is either an engineer or a comedian.
Distributed
A term in a categorical proposition referring to all the members of a class
We say a term is distributed when it states or implies “all.”
Example:
All cats are animals.
Emphasis
(a.k.a. Accent Fallacy, Accent by Emphasis, or Emphatic Fallacy)
Emphasizing a word, thought, or phrase to change the way we understand a statement
Examples of ways to emphasize:
The means of emphasis go from mild methods like pace, pause, and voice inflection to extreme methods such as filtering or censorship. Accenting certain words can affect the meaning of a sentence, or accenting certain paragraphs in a book can change the meaning of the book. In the same way, emphasizing certain scientific observations can change the meaning of the observations. Persuaders emphasize selected news and down-play other news to distort the viewers’ impression of reality.
Empirical
Whatever is derived by experimentation, experience, or direct observation
We create empirical data by experimenting (experiencing) and observing. We don’t call data empirical unless many people repeat the experiments and show the same results. We contrast empirical science with theoretical science since theory always speculates beyond what we can observe or experience. Theories are explanations of observations that go beyond what we can observe. They remain theories unless we can repeatedly observe and test them. For instance, we would need to experience and observe theories about the distant past in the distant past. We would need a time machine to do that. Since we can’t do that, we can never test them. Therefore, they aren’t empirical.
Enthymeme
An abbreviated categorical syllogism where one of its premises or its conclusion isn’t expressed
Enthymemes leave us guessing. A persuader states logic without certain pieces of the logic. We try to fill in the blanks, but we sometimes guess wrong. Unfortunately, in most communication, persuaders don’t express their complete logic.
Epicheireme
A syllogism that joins proof to one or both premises
Persuaders often express the proof in a casual clause beginning with a word like “because” or “since.”
I know Christ exists because He leads, teaches, corrects, and purifies me moment by moment.
This statement explains the proof, but it’s not the proof itself since each person must find Christ himself or herself. The good news is that every person who seeks Christ finds Christ, so anyone can receive his or her own proof from Christ directly.
Fallacy Example:
If humankind didn’t evolve from ape-like ancestors, then that would put the body of scientific knowledge into question since the body of scientific knowledge demands evolution from ape-like ancestors. But since humankind evolved from the ape-like ancestors, no one can question the body of scientific knowledge. Therefore, humankind evolved from the ape-like ancestors.
A persuader joins “proof” to each of the two premises, yet gives no proof for this so-called “proof.” The causal clause (the clause expressing a cause) embeds a presupposition into the sentence. Presupposition is a tactic to bypass critical thinking. Also, the logic isn’t sound because it’s circular.
Epistemology
The study of how we can know about things
Evanjellyfish Christianity
Christians who go with the flow of society rather than following Christ
Evolutionism Paradigm
(a.k.a. the big-bang-billions-of-years-no-Flood-molecules-to-humankind story)
A complex, interdependent set of beliefs and stories that include big bang, billions of years, no Flood, life from non-life, and molecules to humankind
Not one of the stories of evolutionism can stand on its own. They’re all interdependent, but there’s no hard evidence of any of them since all these stories rest on made-up stuff.
Extension
The reality to which a word, phrase, or statement corresponds
Extension is compared to intension. Extension and intension are both related to reality but in different ways. Extension is reality. Intension is about reality and focuses on worldviews (beliefs and mental states), what a person believes, reasons, wants, thinks, hopes, fears, assumes, etc.
Faith
A supernatural belief (certainty) and trust in God and in what God is saying
The absolutely certain proof of things not seen
The reality of God’s absolute vision of hope as opposed to conceptual make-believe
A gift of God that comes as we listen to His utterance and acknowledge Him
Faith comes by hearing and hearing comes by the utterance of God. It’s the gift of God lest anyone should boast, and Jesus Christ is the Author and Finisher of our faith. When God leads, He provides the power to believe what He says, and whoever wants to do God’s will knows the difference between what comes from God and what doesn’t come from God. God will see to it. Satan may fool us sometimes for a while, but God will prevail when we desire to follow Him. This faith is substance and absolute proof that comes from God speaking.
Looking to Jesus the author and finisher of our faith ~ Hebrews 12:2a Webster’s Bible Translation
We can’t self-generate faith. Rather, Jesus authors it. Without God speaking, no one can have real faith, and without God speaking, no one can know anything. So without God’s revelation, there’s no method by which anyone can know truth.
We translate the noun “faith” from the Greek noun “pistis.” We translate the verb “believe” from the Greek verb “pisteuo.” Both words point to obedience. We need grace for obedience though. We receive the gift of righteousness by grace, and grace is through faith. In other words, faith gives us access into this grace, and grace is God’s gift, which does His righteousness through us.
There’s also a make-believe faith, which is a human-generated faith. Make-believe faith is always based on at least one fallacy. We can strain to make ourselves believe something, but straining isn’t effective since it’s like trying to pull ourselves up to the ceiling by yanking on our shoestrings. Only yielding to Christ, standing in His presence, and acknowledging His leading will bring the necessary faith.
Fake News
(a.k.a. Propaganda News, Pravda, Ungodly News, or News Abuse)
Lying news sources used to brainwash many people
Fallacy
Any method, tactic, statement, or way of thinking that blurs the distinction between reality and make-believe
Google’s dictionary defines it this way:
a mistaken belief, especially one based on unsound argument. a failure in reasoning that renders an argument invalid. faulty reasoning; misleading or unsound argument.
While fallacies begin as thoughts, they expose themselves as words and deeds. Fallacies are methods of deception. We can deceive ourselves with fallacies. Others can deceive us, or we can deceive others with fallacies. All fallacies resolve to ways of making made-up stuff seem to be real stuff.
Form
The pattern of the reasoning
The structure of the logical argument
The form is the way we use language to put the premises and conclusion together in a relationship. The pattern of the reasoning is the form of the reasoning. We could think of it as the structure of the reasoning.
Generalization
A statement about a class rather than an individual
Grace
God’s imparted justification
God’s power both to will and to do His good pleasure
The gift of righteousness
Unmerited favor from God
God’s free gift
Faith gives access to grace, and faith only comes by hearing God’s utterance. In other words, God must be leading, and the person receiving faith must be in submission to the Holy Spirit. Then the Holy Spirit will do His works through the Christ-follower, but only if the Christ-follower willingly submits. Grace is the only means by which any person can ever do any good works.
This doesn’t mean that we strain to submit as if submission were some form of work, but rather, submission is simply not resisting God. Resisting God takes effort, and an endless self-righteousness effort is the natural status of fallen humanity. Resisting God requires deceitful trickery.
For clarity, we realize that some people define “grace” as pardon, others define “grace” as good manners, and still others define “grace” as mercy. However, none of these is a biblical definition of “grace” since grace is so much more than these definitions of “grace.”
Haldane’s Dilemma
A problem with the Theory of Evolution that makes the story unworkable
Haldane was an evolutionist who fully believed in evolution, yet he ran into a problem with the theory. In 1957, he published a paper called “Cost of Substitution.” His paper raised a stir for a while, but then it was quietly set aside without dealing with the problem.
The take-home message which was not spelled out in his paper, because it was written to be submitted to mainstream (evolutionary) journals is: the evolutionary origin of organisms with low reproduction rates and long generation times (many ‘higher’ animals) is impossible, even given the usual millions of years assigned to the history of species on Earth. ~ https://creation.com/haldanes-dilemma-has-not-been-solved
Heart
Innermost mind
In the New Testament Bible, the Greek word “kardia” means “the innermost being,” and it’s translated as “heart.” In the Old Testament Bible, the Hebrew word “leb” means “mind,” “will,” or “understanding.” The heart, in this sense, is the mind rather than the body. Just as the heart of the body sends blood with what is needed to sustain life in the body, in some sense, the heart of the mind sends what is needed to sustain life in the mind. The words “reins” and “conscience” can also mean “innermost mind.” We don’t completely understand this issue, but God is working with us on the level of mind, and that’s where we battle Satan. Out of the heart are the issues of life. (Proverbs 4:23)
Humanistic Paradigm
(a.k.a. Secular Humanism or Humanism)
A worldview that assumes no God
The paradigm of a denomination of ungodliness
Humanism dogmatically supposes and preaches no God other than humanity. Humanists are ungodly thinkers. As a result, Humanist thinking must use made-up stuff as proof. Humanists can’t rationally reason beyond their immediate sensations. And yet, Humanism itself is a philosophy that reasons beyond immediate human sensations. Therefore, the philosophy is irrational. Despite this fact, Humanists work hard to enforce their doctrine, making message control a high priority. They work hard to censor all messages other than their own.
The entire creation speaks to every person about God through observation. That way no Humanist has any excuse before God, and God will hold them accountable. God reveals Himself to them through His creation and through the words of Christ-followers as the Holy Spirit speaks through them. But Humanists are in denial. They hide behind the humanistic paradigm, which is a fake reality.
Hypothesis
A speculative explanation that’s proposed based on limited evidence
Although hypotheses aren’t supposed to conflict with any known facts, they sometimes do. When they conflict with known facts, scientists may propose a just-so story to explain away the facts. They usually do that to rescue sacred cow stories like the big bang story.
Immediate Inference
Reasoning using a single premise
Examples:
Since I know Jesus personally, I know that He exists.
We could state this same reasoning with two premises as follows:
If a person knows someone personally, this person knows that the other person exists. I know Jesus personally; therefore, I know that He exists.
In the ultimate sense, the first premise isn’t necessarily true. Some people hallucinate. We can’t prove the first premise. However, with God, He unmistakably reveals Himself. He provides the revelation and the discernment between what is from Him and what isn’t from Him. We can check this by asking Jesus Christ to reveal Himself and His truth to us and by desiring His righteousness in our lives. If we yield ourselves totally to His righteousness as He leads us, we will know the truth and the truth will set us free. That will prove the first premise. Ungodly persuaders may try to use gaslighting fallacies on us, but the Holy Spirit imparts confidence and certainty in the form of the faith of God. Every statement against the reality of God is based on made-up stuff. It’s always divine revelation versus made-up stuff.
Inclusive “Or”
The word “or” when it’s used to mean that one or more of the claims could be true
“Or” can mean any of these:
An inclusive “or” says that things aren’t mutually exclusive. If one is true, then the other may be either true or false. However, the word “or” can also be exclusive so that if one is true, the other must be false.
Inductive Reasoning
(a.k.a. Induction)
A method of reasoning using multiple premises that are said to be “strong but inconclusive evidence” for an indefinite conclusion
Ungodly science uses inductive reasoning, but it doesn’t use sound deductive reasoning. No one can use sound deductive reasoning to prove that inductive reasoning is valid for finding truth. That’s why ungodly thinkers justify inductive reasoning using either inductive reasoning or unsound deductive reasoning. Trying to prove the validity of inductive reasoning using inductive reasoning is a circular reasoning fallacy. Trying to prove the validity of inductive reasoning (or anything else) with unsound deductive reasoning is an axiomatic thinking fallacy. Even ungodly thinkers admit this:
Even if all of the premises are true in a statement, inductive reasoning allows for the conclusion to be false. ~ LiveScience
Scientists and pseudoscientists should know that science is inductive and that inductive reasoning can lead to untrue conclusions. So, no one should become dogmatic about the claims of scientists. And yet, we experience and witness dogmatism everywhere we look.
Inductive reasoning begins by making observations, and it then draws broad conclusions based on those observations. Inductive reasoning uses premises just as deductive reasoning uses premises. Persuaders using induction must prove their premises just as they would have to in deductive reasoning. However, persuaders using both forms of reasoning sometimes accept unproven premises. If they accept unproven premises, the reasoning is useless except as a tool for deception.
Persuaders can prove conclusions with sound deductive reasoning. Sound deductive reasoning has valid form and true premises. Persuader can’t prove conclusions with sound inductive reasoning no matter what they do. They can only suggest tentative conclusions, which are opinions, using inductive reasoning.
We reason inductively for pragmatic decision-making when we don’t have a true premise. If we do use induction, we’re reasoning on the level of a brute beast that’s incapable of rational thought. We just depend on our instincts and natural senses. We can’t determine truth this way. We can be dead wrong using pragmatic decision-making. That being the case, we should carefully consider the consequences of being wrong when using inductive reasoning.
We don’t commit a fallacy by simply reasoning inductively. However, we do commit a fallacy by trying to find conclusive knowledge through inductive reasoning.
If we use an inductive conclusion as a premise for a deductive argument, we prove nothing.
Related:
deductive reasoning
Inference
a conclusion or opinion formed based on one or more premises
Since inference can be either a conclusion or an opinion that is formed, I don’t use the word. I use the word conclusion, which implies that it is conclusive. However, be aware that others may think of inference as an opinion.
Intensional Context
(a.k.a. Intension)
Worldviews, beliefs, and mental states used as the context of thinking, including wants, thoughts, wishes, goals, fears, and assumptions
Intensional context is compared to extensional context. On the one side, extension is reality, and on the other side, intension isn’t reality but rather consists of thoughts, words, phrases, and statements about reality.
We can consider things that don’t exist in the intensional context. We can consider things that have no extensional context. Of course, we completely break from reality when we think about things that have no extensional context in reality.
The extensional context consists of all states of a person, place, or thing, and these states include all past, present, future, spiritual, and physical states. We need to know the difference between our worldviews (the intensional context) and reality (the extensional context). The extensional context is the context of the actual person, place, or thing designated. The intensional context is the inner worldview and resulting inner mental states concerning the person, place, or thing. The inner worldview and associated inner mental states concerning the persons, places, and things we call “intensions.” The persons, places, or things themselves (the external realities) we call “extensions.” The intensional properties aren’t real properties. They exist only in the inner worldview or the inner conceptualization.
Example:
Molecules-to-humanity evolutionism has an intensional context, but it has no extensional context.
Related:
intensional fallacy, hooded man fallacy, illicit substitution of identicals fallacy, epistemic fallacy, Leibniz’s Law, ontic fallacy, and confusing ontology and epistemology fallacy
Inverse
The opposite or reverse of something
Examples:
Leibniz’s Law
A rule of logic stating that identical things can’t be different from one another
If two people, organizations, or entities are identical, all their attributes will be identical. For two things to be identical, they must be the same thing. Ravi Zacharias is identical to Ravi Zacharias even when he’s called something else. To his daughter, Daddy is identical to Ravi Zacharias. Thinkers violate this law if they claim that two identical things are different from each other. Thinkers also violate this law if they claim that two things are identical when those two things are different from each other.
Examples:
Related:
intensional fallacy, hooded man fallacy, illicit substitution of identicals fallacy, epistemic fallacy, ontic fallacy, and confusing ontology and epistemology fallacy
Logic
Reasoning
Verbal or Visual Reasoning
Sound logic takes known facts and restates them as a conclusion, and, in the process, it claims that the facts necessarily mean the conclusion is true. However, logic can be sound or unsound. Sound logic follows these rules:
Logical Argument
A piece of reasoning whether rational or not
A chain of logic whether sound or unsound
Major Premise
The premise containing the major term
The major premise is the general statement containing the major term, which is the predicate of the conclusion, and the minor premise is the specific statement.
Example:
Major premise: There’s not a just person on the earth who always does what’s right and doesn’t sin.
Minor premise: I’m a person on the earth.
Conclusion: Therefore, I’m not a just person, I don’t always do right, and I sometimes sin.
Major Term
The predicate of the conclusion
Related:
Materialism Paradigm
A paradigm in which physical nature, matter, and energy are all that exists
Materialism is a paradigm in which God doesn’t exist. And in this fake reality, no spirits, angels, or spiritual realm exist. By that paradigm, materialistic thinkers assert universal negatives. Since ungodly thinkers build this paradigm by assuming that only material things exist, they assert materialism without proof.
Middle Term
the term found in both premises of a categorical syllogism
Minor Premise
The premise containing the minor term
The minor premise is the specific statement. The major premise is the general statement.
Example:
Major premise: There’s not a just person on the earth who always does what’s right and doesn’t sin.
Minor premise: I’m a person on the earth.
Conclusion: Therefore, I’m not a just person, I don’t always do right, and I sometimes sin.
Minor Term
The term that forms the subject of a categorical syllogism and also appears in either the subject or the predicate of the minor premise
The subject of the conclusion in a categorical syllogism
Mixed Hypothetical Syllogism
A syllogism where one premise is conditional, and one premise affirms or denies either the antecedent or consequent of that conditional statement
Model
A simplified representation of certain parts of reality
Models pull out parts of reality to understand the abstracted parts. In other words, models abstract parts of reality while ignoring other parts. While models can help us understand by making parts simpler, a model can also give the wrong impression.
We might confuse the model with reality itself. Since we abstracted the model from reality, it can’t be reality. Rather, it’s simply a tool for thinking about reality with this risk: the process of abstraction introduces some distortion of reality. And, in extreme cases, a model distorts reality to the point that the model isn’t useful or becomes deceptive. A prime example of a model used for deception is Dawkins’ weasel model (https://goo.gl/2khkjc) that Dawkins programmed using unrealistic assumptions to give us a false impression.
Modernism
A philosophy based on the assumptions of materialism, naturalism, and uniformitarianism
Modernists believe three assumptions: materialism, naturalism, and uniformitarianism. Materialism assumes that God doesn’t exist. Naturalism assumes that God does nothing. Uniformitarianism assumes that God didn’t create the universe and that He didn’t send the Genesis Flood. Modernism is an attempt to prove that God doesn’t exist, that God does nothing, that He didn’t create the universe, and that He didn’t send the Genesis Flood. It attempts to prove those four things by assuming those same four things. Assuming the thing that modernists are trying to prove and using those assumptions as proof is circular reasoning. And yet some people believed in modernism because they stood in the counsel of the ungodly rather than standing in God’s presence.
Modifier
A word or group of words that further defines another word or group of words in a sentence.
Narrow Scope
Using a modifier to refine the meaning of a smaller portion of a sentence, concept, or entity
A term with a narrow scope modifies a smaller part of the sentence, but a term with a wide scope modifies a larger part or even the entire sentence.
Necessity
A condition in which something is necessarily in a certain state
Examples:
Negation
Declaring something false.
Neuro-Linguistic Programming
A complex hypnotic system that’s used in sales, politics, personal agendas, flimflam, or mental therapy
Detail:
Neuro-linguistic programming is most often characterized as a form of psychotherapy that can be used to modify behavior patterns and treat problems such as phobias, depression, learning disorders, and the like. It has also been classified as a quasi-religion belonging to the New Age or Human Potential Movements. However, NLP can also be covert, and it is the hidden nature of this technique that leads to disquieting applications. Specifically, NLP is a form of vocal and gestural hypnotism that is used by some public speakers—politicians, for example. ~ gotquestions.org
Neuro-linguistic programming employs many techniques of persuasion with an emphasis on pacing and leading, and many of the techniques are applications of fallacies. A search of the Internet for “Neuro-Linguistic Programming,” will turn up multiple sites on the subject. Here is one example: http://www.hypnosisandnlp.net/
Obversion
The act of swapping the predicate with its complement
Occultism
Using evil spirits (demons) as an alternative to God
The occult is demon worship. Followers of the occult include witches, neo-pagans, Wiccans, Satanists, and New Agers, but many of these don’t realize they’re dealing with demonic entities. Demonic entities go under many different names from spirit guides to ascended masters.
Adherents of these religions use occult methods to get knowledge or power as they seek to have fellowship with evil spiritual principalities and powers. Though these evil entities may make themselves appear good or harmless, they’re evil and destructive. That’s why God forbids getting knowledge or power in this way, and He forbids yielding to these evil entities or listening to them.
In contrast, God wants each one of us to seek His face with our entire hearts, souls, and minds. He wants us to exercise gifts of God’s Spirit and display the fruit of His Spirit. Not only that, but He promises that He’ll give us all the knowledge and power that we need and do His work through us if we seek and obey Him.
Unfortunately, fictional writing or other creative work glamorizes and actively promotes the occult. Examples would include novels about the occult, vampires, magic, and some science fiction. Also, some movies, TV dramas, and university courses are initiations into the occult. We find other examples in cartoons, games, comic books, and music. A surprising method of promoting the occult is to silently weave it into the fabric of health, exercise, self-help, positive mental attitude, or success classes and books. Some music is also demonic. That’s why we continually pray for God to help us to discern and avoid evil.
We could walk down an innocent-looking road, but if Christ isn’t on the road, we know something is wrong. Creating wonderful-sounding axioms and goals isn’t God’s method. He wants to be directly involved in our lives.
Clement Stone and Napoleon Hill went off the narrow Path with positive mental attitude systems that failed to connect to Christ and depended on either the human spirit or evil spirits. Their systems could be used by either one.
Many have read the book “Think and Grow Rich” and have found it helpful in their lives. Some of the principles in this book are close replicas of what’s true in the Spirit, but the danger comes from what’s missing rather than from what’s there. We could go over the thirteen principles of the book and show this to be true, but let’s just go over the self-confidence formula. We’ll compare the Think and Grow Rich formula to the walk of those who follow Christ.
Think and Grow Rich:
First, I know that I have the ability to achieve the object of my Definite Purpose in life, therefore, I DEMAND of myself persistent, continuous action toward its attainment, and I here and now promise to render such action.
Christ-Follower:
First, I know that Jesus Christ in me can achieve the object of His Definite Purpose for my life. I know it because Christ has revealed that fact to me. Therefore, I yield myself to His all-powerful Spirit so that He can persistently and continuously act through me to attain His purpose. I here and now promise Him that I’ll be faithful in seeking His will and yielding to His Spirit in every situation.
Think and Grow Rich:
Second. I realize the dominating thoughts of my mind will eventually reproduce themselves in outward, physical action and gradually transform themselves into physical reality; therefore, I will concentrate my thoughts for thirty minutes daily, upon the task of thinking of the person I intend to become thereby creating in my mind a clear mental picture of that person.
Christ-Follower:
Second. I realize that the dominating thoughts of my mind will eventually reproduce themselves in outward, physical action and gradually transform themselves into physical reality. Therefore, I will take the time to read my Bible daily while I seek the mind of the Lord. As I read the Bible, I’ll acknowledge the voice of Christ speaking to me through the Scripture. I will also spend time daily praying for those needs that the Holy Spirit puts on my heart and standing in His presence seeking His mind. During this time, I will ask Him to reveal to me the person He intends me to become thereby creating in my mind a clear mental picture of that person.
Think and Grow Rich:
Third I know through the principle of autosuggestion, any desire that I persistently hold in my mind will eventually seek expression through some practical means of attaining the object back of it, therefore, I will devote ten minutes daily to demanding of myself the development of SELF CONFIDENCE.
Christ-Follower:
Third I know that any desire that I persistently hold in my mind will eventually seek expression through some practical means of attaining the object in back of it. I know the danger of fleshly desires, those desires that God didn’t create. Therefore, I will devote time daily to asking God to create a new heart in me, a heart with His desires. I will ask Him to lead me in every aspect of my life. I will ask Him daily to give me His wisdom, knowledge, understanding, and righteousness. I will ask Him to protect me from the deception of leaning on my own understanding or being affected by the influence of ungodly human mind or evil spirits.
Think and Grow Rich:
Fourth, I have clearly written down a description of my DEFINITE CHIEF AIM in life, and I will never stop trying until I shall have developed sufficient self-confidence for its attainment.
Christ-Follower:
Fourth, God has written down His DEFINITE CHIEF PURPOSE for my life, to conform me to the image and likeness of Christ. I will never stop listening to His voice as I yield in humble submission and allow His love to flow through me in rational thoughts, words, and deeds until He attains His purpose in me.
Think and Grow Rich:
Fifth. I fully realize that no wealth or position can long endure unless built upon truth and justice. Therefore, I will engage in no transaction which does not benefit all whom it affects. I will succeed by attraction to myself the forces I wish to use, and the cooperation of other people. I will induce others to serve me, because of my willingness to serve others. I will eliminate hatred, envy, jealousy, selfishness, and cynicism, but developing love for all humanity; because I know that a negative attitude toward others can never bring me success. I will cause others to believe in me because I will believe in them and in myself.
Christ-Follower:
Fifth, I fully realize that no wealth or position can long endure unless it’s built on truth and justice. I also fully realize that all truth and justice originates in Christ, and no action can benefit all whom it affects unless Christ begins and performs the action. I also confess my own inability to know for certain whether my actions may hurt others. Therefore, I will engage in no transaction that Jesus Christ doesn’t direct and perform through me. If I sense that the Holy Spirit isn’t moving in me, I’ll stop and ask Him to show me the way. If He doesn’t go with me, I won’t go.
I’ll succeed by God’s hand, knowing that He will inevitably bring those resources that He needs to complete His will. He may induce others to work with me toward His goals, because of His grace and mercy and my willingness to serve Him.
I know that He has a plan and pattern for His called-out people and that He’s called me to be a part of that company. I’ll continually seek Him to guide me to fellowship that will fulfill His pattern as He reveals it though Scripture. I’ll continually ask Him to show me who I am in Him and how I fit into the body of Christ.
He will eliminate hatred, envy, jealousy, selfishness, and cynicism. His love for all humanity will flow out through me. I know that a negative attitude toward others can never result in success. I know that anger doesn’t work the righteousness of God. As I mature in Christ, His Spirit will shine so that others will see Him, and I will recognize and honor Christ as He reveals Himself and His Spirit flowing through others who are following Him.
Think and Grow Rich:
I will sign my name to this formula, commit it to memory and repeat it aloud once a day, with full FAITH that It will gradually influence my THOUGHTS and ACTIONS so that I will become a self-reliant, and successful person.
Christ-Follower:
It may not be a bad idea to sign our names to our commitments. God doesn’t forbid it, but it isn’t the pattern of Scripture. Commitments are part of the pattern of Scripture, but they must be led by the Holy Spirit and kept by the Holy Spirit. Note what happened at the base of Mount Sinai after the Israelites committed to serving God. They weren’t able to keep their commitment, but they made a golden calf and began worshiping the calf instead of God. They did the same in trying to fulfill every part of God’s Law by human effort. Human effort and commitment isn’t the secret to spiritual success or any other kind of success. We find true success only in Christ as we yield ourselves to Christ.
As a special warning, the last chapter of Think and Grow Rich is a séance. It’s all put in glorified language, but it’s conjuring. Those who go that far will find that they’ve opened the door for evil spirits to be active in their lives.
Ontology
The study of empirical knowledge
The study of unfiltered, unprocessed perceptions
Ontology has a problem since unfiltered, unprocessed perceptions don’t exist. If we believe that they do exist, we call that the ontic fallacy. What makes human ontological knowledge impossible? No one perceives reality directly. The limits of our senses filter our perceptions. Our worldviews further filter and distort our perceptions. In other words, we automatically filter our physical experiences of the creation around us, so they’re impure. Only spiritual maturity can correct this problem. We attain spiritual maturity by seeking God, hearing His voice, and responding in submission to do His will by His power.
Some have questioned this method of attaining spiritual maturity. Some have argued that it can’t work. However, God makes certain that He gives the Holy Spirit to those who seek the Holy Spirit, and He won’t give them something else. He’s greater than our fallen human minds. Even if our desires pull us astray, He’ll bring us back to Himself if we sincerely want to do His will. Even if we deceive ourselves for a while, if we’re sincere about wanting God’s will rather than our own wills, He’ll get us back on the right path. However, if we’re strong-willed and insist on our own way, He’ll continue to call us back and even execute His judgment if necessary to turn us from our rebellion. Some people never yield to Him, and He won’t force Himself on them if they persist.
(a.k.a. Worldview, Filter, World Perception, Mindset, Context, The World in Your Heart, or Fake Reality)
A fake-reality
A complete inner representation of what the mind perceives as reality
A lying vision in the human heart
A comprehensive lie residing in a human mind
Paradigms are fake realities in the mind that seem more real than actual reality. These paradigms become strongholds in our minds. However, God has given us weapons of warfare that can tear down our strongholds.
While God gives us a vision of reality whenever He speaks to us, the liar, Satan, also gives us a vision of unreality. Satan’s vision of unreality becomes a paradigm if we yield ourselves to it. A vision takes in all the senses and becomes a relatively permanent part of our minds. While we can change our paradigms, we can’t change them easily.
For example, when Satan spoke to Eve about the forbidden fruit, God had given the truth to Eve, but Satan questioned what God had said and put a little twist on it. Then Satan proposed an alternate story, a paradigm. In that way, Satan was planting seeds into Eve’s mind, and Eve decided to believe Satan instead of believing God. Choosing the lie gave root to the plantings of Satan in Eve’s mind, and when she acted on what Satan had planted, that was the beginning of all the sorrows we see around us today.
Particular Affirmative
A statement that claims something is true of some members of a class
Compare to universal affirmative
Particular Negative
A statement that claims something is false for some members of a class
Related:
universal negative
Perfect Syllogism
A syllogism where the conclusion obviously follows from the premises
A perfect syllogism doesn’t necessarily have a true conclusion. The conclusion is true if the premises are true. But it doesn’t necessarily have true premises. The argument isn’t necessarily sound. So being a perfect syllogism only means that the form is valid, and valid form doesn’t assure truth.
Related:
formally correct fallacy
Personal Inconsistency
Asserting contradictory statements to be true at the same time and in the same way
Example:
Sandy Sandbuilder: I only accept scientific observation as proof.
Rocky Rockbuilder: Do you accept the assumption of naturalism?
Sandy: I accept the assumption of naturalism as the basis for interpreting scientific observation, and I don’t require observation as proof of naturalism.
Rocky: Then your first statement about only accepting scientific observation is untrue.
Naturalism isn’t believing that the natural world exists. It’s believing that the spiritual world doesn’t exist, at least not in any way that impacts anything. For this reason, no one can observe naturalism. It’s conceptual only, and belief in naturalism depends on pretending. Therefore, Sandy is being inconsistent since Sandy claims to accept scientific observation alone when Sandy accepts unobserved naturalism, which Sandy hasn’t observed.
Post-Modernism Paradigm
A complete mental representation of the world that excludes absolutes, reason, science, the meaning of language, the meaning of life, and knowledge
Post-modernism is a final desperate attempt at ungodliness. Post-modernists imagine a world without God. This philosophy rejects revelation, language, and rational thought. And since post-modernism is relativistic, there’s no right, wrong, truth, or error in this philosophy. Rather, only winners and losers exist. Teachers advise students of post-modernism to be winners.
One way to win is through presentation. That’s why post-modernists hold presentation in high esteem. And this high regard for presentation has pervaded society, including churches. The philosophy eliminates the validity of true knowledge, science, logic, or reason. However, post-modernists use these words (“knowledge,” “science,” “logic,” and “reason”) as magic words. They use these words to help them win. In the same way, they use phantom morality to win.
Consider a world with no truth or error. In such a world, there could be nothing wrong with self-refuting ideas or mutually exclusive claims. Of course, presenting mutually exclusive ideas where we can compare them isn’t convincing since the obvious conflict doesn’t persuade the masses. That’s why post-modernism encapsulates various groupings of thoughts and carefully keeps these groupings separate from each other to avoid cognitive dissonance. Cognitive dissonance is the uncomfortable feeling you get when you realize that parts of your worldview are in conflict. Encapsulation avoids comparing one part of your worldview to other parts of your worldview. Each encapsulated theory uses its own assumptions. This encapsulation makes it easy for persuaders to use double-standards and hide the conflicting assumptions.
Pragmatic Thinking
A practical mode of thinking that deals only with the material world in the present but can’t reason rationally to a true conclusion
But these, like irrational animals, having been born as creatures of instinct ~ 2 Peter 2:12a Berean Literal Bible
Pragmatism thinks like irrational animals, destitute of reason. Pragmatists can reason, but they reason like animals. Animals can be very clever. They aren’t stupid. Pragmatists can be clever too. Educated ungodly thinkers know that pragmatists don’t reason from a true premise but their reasoning isn’t sound just as animals’ reasoning isn’t based on true premises and valid form. Most pragmatists believe that they’re evolved animals. They know that they think like animals. They know about the Münchausen trilemma that keeps them from rational thought, and they’re satisfied with this level of existence.
But these indeed speak evil of whatever things they have not seen; and whatever things they understand naturally, as the irrational animals, in these things they corrupt themselves. . . . These are those causing divisions, worldly-minded, not having the Spirit. ~ Jude 1:10 & 19 Berean Literal Bible
We notice that ungodly thinkers speak evil of whatever they can’t sense with their natural senses or whatever they don’t know by their instincts. They’re controlled by what humans have in common with animals, following their senses, appetites, and passions. The person governed by natural senses can’t understand or accept spiritual truth. They think it’s foolish.
because the mind of the flesh is hostility toward God; for it is not subject to the Law of God, for not even can it be. Romans 8:7 Berean Literal Bible
When we try to think without divine revelation, we tend to disobey God’s Law. This animal nature craves and incites sin. It can’t do righteousness. It can’t understand righteousness. It’s deceitful and desperately wicked.
Pragmatists can’t fulfill God’s will. They can’t prove that a premise is true, so they can’t reason from a true premise. That means they can’t reason rationally. God gave humans this natural mind for survival. It reacts to sense data: sight, smell, taste, feeling, and sound. Living organisms manage to stay alive by this brute-beast mind, which can be as clever as a raccoon but can’t be rational without the Holy Spirit. God created our minds to live in His presence at a much higher level than the natural, brute-beast level.
In all of that, God still reveals natural reality to this natural mind. Without God’s revelation, we would all die quickly. The natural mind can accept this natural revelation, but it doesn’t necessarily notice God or give Him thanks.
We see the natural brute-beast mind working with divine revelation in science, and God imparts knowledge through the scientific method. The brute-beast mind reacts to sense data, and we call that reaction “scientific observation.” God gave the scientific method to humanity so we could have pragmatic familiarity, a practical way of surviving. Pragmatic familiarity isn’t knowledge of truth. It’s practical, but it’s tentative. It’s an opinion rather than knowledge. When we can directly observe and test, pragmatism yields working products. When we can’t directly observe and test, pragmatism yields opinions. Pragmatism works for making cell phones that we can test and verify. It doesn’t work for topics like knowing how the universe came into existence, understanding morality, or knowing what God is going to do in the future.
If we acknowledge God when He reveals material and natural reality to us, we can rationally say that we know what God reveals. However, when we fail to acknowledge God, we can’t have precise, accurate, and certain knowledge of truth. In that case, we’re blind and incapable of rational thought. So, we can see that this brute-beast mind currently drives and controls naturalistic, materialistic science. The brute-beast mind can be successful in making products, but it does poorly when it drifts into concepts such as evolutionism, relativistic morality, or any topic that goes beyond what scientists can observe and test.
The brute-beast human mind can do science, but it can never know absolute truth. Since truth is absolute by nature, the brute-beast mind can never know truth. It’s pragmatic. The brute-beast mind can deal with the material world, but it can’t know anything about the spiritual world.
God reveals absolute, though partial, truth. A naturalist can observe the fact that human knowledge is partial and progressive, but the naturalist won’t admit that God reveals any knowledge that exists. God reveals spiritual truth and historical truth, but the brute-beast mind can’t self-generate this form of knowledge. And yet, this brute-beast mind continually has opinions about such matters as morality, sin, God, heaven, hell, ethics, politics, history, and truth. Not one of these is material. This brute-beast mind can be brilliant in creating testable technology like computers, medical equipment, and rockets. Science works pragmatically. Scientists and engineers develop prototypes and test them. When a product works, a pragmatist can produce it and market it. However, pragmatic thinking can’t test a historical story or a moral issue. God reveals a natural understanding of moral issues and some aspects of history to this human natural mind. We call that “conscience.” However, as humans try to reason from this natural understanding, the brute-beast mind is incapable. The brute-beast mind begins to destroy the conscience and to twist it. This mind is incapable of anything but pragmatic reasoning. The only way out is acknowledging Christ.
Some students learn the lie: “science must be naturalistic.” Naturalism is a closed-minded constraint on science. These students learn that they can’t consider God as a cause for anything. They eliminate God as a possible cause. However, they’re not thinking rationally if they eliminate any possibility for causes. God designed science for open-minded exploration. Once these students close their minds, they eliminate part of what they can explore or understand.
God supplies everything we need. He even supplies what disbelievers need so that they live to have the opportunity to seek Him. Some will seek Him and find Him. Others continue to reject Him and dishonor Him.
The pragmatic existence is a low existence. It’s sad to see ungodly people living at such a low existence as an animal, but what about Christians living like that?
Related:
Real Faith & Reason Volume One: The Brute Beast Mind
Predicate
The part of a sentence or clause containing a verb and making a statement about the subject
Something affirmed or denied concerning the subject
Example:
0TBill is a Christian.
0TThe phrase “is a Christian” constitutes the predicate.
Predicate Noun
A completer or complement.
0TA predicate noun completes the verb of the 0Tpredicate. A noun or noun phrase must follow a verb that doesn’t need a direct object to complete its meaning. The noun or noun phrase completes the meaning of the sentence.
Example:
0TBill is a Christian.
0TThe words “a Christian” constitute the predicate noun.
Premise
(plural: premises)
The proof
The reason to believe that the conclusion is true
a proposition that was previously supposed (made-up) or proved and that is used as a basis of argument or inference
We must reject the idea of supposed premises simply because it is irrational to base thinking on made-up stuff. It blurs the line between reality and make-believe and is to blame for much of the insanity we see in the world today.
We must prove premises. The proof for premises must stand on its own without fallacy. We can’t just declare it true or declare it to be self-evident. Premises can’t depend on made-up stuff. They can’t depend on assumption, infinite regression, circular reasoning, or any other fallacy. Also, if we don’t know that a premise is true, we can’t rationally use it to support a conclusion. A premise must be true, or the logic isn’t sound. Truth is absolute by nature though not necessarily complete. Therefore, ungodly thinking has severe problems since no one can prove that a premise is true without divine revelation.
We sometimes call premises “assumptions.” However, we only momentarily assume that the premises are true to evaluate the validity of the logical form. Once we evaluate the form, we make sure that we have proved premises. If we can’t prove that the premises are true, the logic isn’t sound.
Examples:
Your premise is that elephants can fly. If we assume that your premise is true, we can use elephants to transport packages by air. However, if we can’t prove that elephants can fly, then your logic is unsound.
Of course, there’s no proof that elephants can fly, so the logic is unsound because we can’t prove that the premises are true.
Your premise is naturalism. You believe that no spiritual realm exists. You believe that God doesn’t exist. If we assume that your premise is true, then any time we can make up a natural explanation we shouldn’t consider any spiritual explanations. However, if we can’t prove naturalism, then your logic is unsound.
Of course, there’s no proof of naturalism, so the logic is unsound because we can’t prove that the premise is true.
Presume
To assume something without proof
Presuming is a form of argument from ignorance fallacy and an axiomatic thinking fallacy. The best way to avoid presumption is to pray for wisdom and seek God’s will while keeping a thankful attitude toward God.
Sometimes, we need to know that we can’t be certain since we don’t have enough information. In those cases, we need to weigh the risks of the various courses of action. Pascal’s wager is risk-analysis without presumption. We aren’t presuming if we analyze risk to decide what we’re going to do. We’re doing risk management.
Related:
presumption fallacy
Presumptive
Whatever is presumed
Related:
presumption fallacy, argument from ignorance fallacy, and axiomatic thinking fallacy
Probability
The calculated numerical percentage of likelihood that something is true or false
Proposition
a statement
A statement that expresses an opinion
Quantifier
A word that indicates quantity
Examples:
Racism Paradigm
A paradigm in which various human races exist
Racism is contrary to the revelation that God gives in the Bible and also contrary to the revelation that God gives through science. We’re all one race. We aren’t divergent races struggling for survival against each other since we’re all descendants of the first two created people, Adam and Eve. While the ungodly historical story predicts that there will be various human races, God’s account of Creation predicts we’ll find out that we’re one race. Now, genetic research has confirmed the Bible, and we are one race. Scientific research now reveals that the racism of Hitler, based on evolutionism, is false. While fallacies begin as thoughts, they expose themselves as words and deeds.
And yet, evolutionists are cherishing the zombie. Fake-news outlets and politicians perpetuate the myth by using the word “race,” acting as if races were something real. They stir up racial hatred even though no races exist. Not only that, but there’s only one skin color, brown in various shades. Although fake-news outlets and politicians aren’t the only source of this error, evolutionary stories help enable the rationalization of racism.
Rational
Sane
Dealing with reality as it is
The word “rational” means sane, but the word “rationalize” means to try to make the irrational seem rational or to try to make the insane seem sane. The word “rationalism” refers to a philosophy. Rationalists claim that the human mind can create knowledge without the benefit of either observation or revelation. They’re perfecting the art of making up stuff and calling the made-up stuff true.
Rationalization
Trying to make what isn’t rational seem to be rational.
Relativistic Paradigm
A worldview where there can be no absolute truth, right, or wrong.
Examples:
No one can know anything for certain.
There are no absolutes.
No moral absolutes exist.
Relativists commit the logical error of asserting a universal negative. They claim to know all things while they claim that no one knows anything. Relativists claim that no truth, right, or wrong exists. They’re claiming the non-existence of the biblical God Who determines truth, right, and wrong. They’re claiming to know the inner experiences of every person’s spirit and soul, and yet they claim that no one can know anything.
If no one can know anything, then no one can know that no one can know anything. If no absolutes existed, then no one could know that no absolutes exist. So a person who claims that no one can know anything hasn’t said anything since they’ve made a claim, but they’re telling you not to believe their claim.
Rhema
A Greek word, meaning “utterance”
It’s by hearing God’s utterance that faith comes, but not everyone is willing to hear God’s leading. And while all can hear God’s utterance, some refuse to acknowledge Him.
Scope
In language, the range to which a modifier or adjective applies
An adverb or adjective with a narrow scope modifies a smaller part of the sentence. An adverb or adjective with a wide scope modifies a larger part or the entire sentence. Sometimes, you can’t tell the scope from the words alone, but you would need to talk to the person who wrote the words or spoke the words to find out about the scope. The same holds true of nouns.
Example:
Consider this familiar Scripture passage as an example:
For by grace are you saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: Not of works, lest any man should boast.” ~ Ephesians 2:8-9
God has a scope in His mind for the words “that” and “it” as they appear in the same sentence with the words “grace,” “saved,” and “faith.” By context alone, the words “that” and “it” can refer to any of the following:
What is the scope? Some have claimed that only faith is “not of ourselves” and “the gift of God.” Others say that only salvation is “not of ourselves” and “the gift of God.” Others say that only grace is “not of ourselves” and “the gift of God.” Still others claim all three are “not of ourselves” and “the gift of God.”
We can sometimes know the scope by looking at another source of information. Consider the word “grace” means gift or unmerited favor. Next, consider that Scripture says Jesus Christ is the Author and the Finisher of our faith. (Hebrews 12:2) Then consider that Scripture says we’re justified freely by His Grace. (Romans 3:24) That’s a lot to consider, but we’re going to add two more factors. First, Scripture says that every good and perfect gift is from above. (James 1:17) Second, faith, grace, and salvation are all good and perfect gifts. We can’t self-generate any of these.
Second Law of Thermodynamics
The scientific law of matter and energy defining the way that all matter and energy degrade to a lower state of usable energy with less information and organization
Natural processes move matter and energy toward the most probable arrangement. The most probable arrangement is the greatest disorder. Over time, everything winds down toward the greatest disorder. That’s why cars don’t look better every year, and they need constant repair. People get old. Houses fall apart. If you turn off your furnace in the winter, your house will get cold. If you turn off your air-conditioner in the summer, your house will get hot. Rocks don’t roll up a hill without help. Books don’t write themselves. We can store information in books, tapes, and DVDs, but information degrades over time. Time is one culprit, but the other is energy. Stored information degrades over time. The more energy we add, the more quickly the information degrades.
Energy degrades to its lowest form, and heat is the lowest form of energy. Heat spreads out. That’s why we have heating and cooling costs. Eventually, all matter would break down to heat energy, and the forces of physics would spread the heat evenly throughout the universe at close to absolute zero. It would have done that if the universe was infinitely old, and none of us would be here. If the universe always existed, there wouldn’t be any planets, stars, earth, sun, or anything else. Instead, equally disbursed heat at close to absolute zero would fill the universe. According to the Second Law, nothing inside the system can reverse this process of winding down. In other words, the universe can’t wind itself back up. So, given enough time, the universe would be at thermodynamic equilibrium or what’s called “the heat death.”
What we observe couldn’t arise by itself. Everything we observe supports the Second Law of Thermodynamics. (Video Explanation of the Second Law: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s0UZR9T-Ug8)
Some other ways to state the Second Law of Thermodynamics:
On the other hand, we can increase order in a part of the universe by building constraints into a system. For instance, refrigerators move heat out of the refrigerator, but unplugging the refrigerator will allow the refrigerator to come up to room temperature as the Second Law predicts. When the refrigeration system removes the heat from the refrigerator, the temperature difference between the space inside and outside the refrigerator increases. The energy potential increases as the temperature difference increases. The heat radiates in because of this energy potential. Then, the thermostat inside the refrigerator clicks on, which starts the motor and compressor to remove the heat from the refrigerator.
Potential means that the heat moves toward coldness. If your hands are cold and you hold them in front of a fire, the fire will warm your hands. The heat of the fire moves into the coldness of your hands. Your hands get warm.
In the same way, the heat of the room goes into the cold refrigerator. But the refrigerator turns its motor on as the inside heats up. The motor runs a compressor using a refrigeration system to take the heat back out. And rather than defying the Second Law, refrigerators use the Second Law to cause increased energy potential by separating the cold inside from the heat outside. However, this increased energy potential takes greater energy potential from the rest of the universe to create the energy potential of the cold refrigerator. You pay the electric power company for the energy your refrigerator uses to keep your food cold.
Air-conditioners make a room cold while moving the heat to another area, usually outside. Assembly robots in factories create order by putting products together. At the same time, air-conditioners and robots use potential energy and order to create this order. If you could calculate all the potential energy and order of everything in the universe, overall potential energy and order of the universe decreases. That is, we have less available energy to do work, and everything becomes more random over time. Skilled hands of workers use nailing guns, nails, wood, and many other tools and materials to produce houses. However, the Second Law of Thermodynamics is bringing the universe to lower potential and order. They’re building a house. The house is a subsystem of the universe. The subsystem is changing to have more order. However, the overall system of the universe changes to have less order. Every example of a subsystem adding order has three characteristics:
These examples aren’t exceptions to the Second Law of Thermodynamics. The Second Law doesn’t prevent order since we can create order by applying a mechanism and program. That’s what those builders are doing who build that house. However, a system must have both a mechanism and a program. Someone must design the program to create order or energy potential. Otherwise, the system will continue toward greater disorder, less information, and less energy potential. As stated, creating this order costs order and energy potential from other systems in the universe.
To claim that exceptions to the Second Law of Thermodynamics exist is irrational since there’s not one known example of an exception. Seeds grow into plants and other living organisms develop from embryos, but these aren’t exceptions to the Second Law of Thermodynamics even though they are increases in complexity and order. They aren’t exceptions because they follow a process that doesn’t conflict with the Second Law of Thermodynamics. And when they increase the order and complexity within the growing seed and developing embryo, they do that using a program, a mechanism, and an energy source. So in all of these examples, the Second Law is still working. However, a process increases order locally while decreasing the overall order and potential energy of the surrounding environment. This process needs the following three elements:
To make that more understandable, consider that group of workers building a house. The building doesn’t happen without a plan and a mechanism. For a simple mud house, the mechanism may be human hands, feet, and muscles. For a mansion, the mechanism includes machinery, tools, and the workers. The builders may follow a detailed and exacting plan, or the plan might be ad hoc, designing it as they go. In modern houses, the mechanism often involves tools and machines, and the plan often involves blueprints and engineering diagrams.
In the same way, workers building a car in a factory use a mechanism and follow a plan. And those who build fences use a mechanism and follow a plan.
The external energy source of the sun won’t build a house, car, or fence without a mechanism and a plan. However, Bill Nye implied that energy from the sun somehow creates complexity. Adding energy alone cannot create complexity. A mechanism must use the energy to carry out a plan. Without the plan and mechanism, energy increases entropy, it decreases complexity, organization, information, and energy.
None of that even approaches the problem of creating life from non-life. No human has ever created life by any energy source, mechanism, and plan, though people have spent a lot of money (tax dollars) trying. We observe life creating life using the extremely complex plan and mechanism from within the cells. However, no human has found a way to jump-start life from non-life.
Crystals and snowflakes aren’t exceptions to the Second Law either. Crystals and snowflakes are examples of the Second Law. Molecules arrange themselves in the most probable arrangement and form crystals and snowflakes based on their magnetic charges. We could find other examples where we observe beauty or order that results from magnetic charges or other such created mechanisms. This beauty is one stage on the way toward randomness. And when crystals and snowflakes form, potential energy decreases in the same way potential energy decreases when a clock spring winds down or a rock falls down a steep slope. The information systems in cells aren’t similar to crystals forming or snowflakes forming. The information systems of cells couldn’t form by chance without a mechanism and a plan.
More to the point, we know, by revelation, that God created the universe. And we know, by revelation, that He now enforces all the natural laws with great faithfulness.
Secularistic Paradigm
A paradigm that disallows God
The worldview of enforced ungodliness and keeping God out
A system of philosophy that believes that all faith and worship except make-believe faith and human-intellect-worship should stay private and hidden
A system to establish the religion of ungodliness as the state religion
An extreme form of ungodliness that seeks to enforce ungodliness on everyone
The secularistic paradigm limits secularists to the ungodly thinking problem. This problem only affects ungodly thinkers. Ungodly thinkers base every thought on axiomatic thinking fallacies. Axiomatic thinking is reason that’s based on made-up stuff, and secularists can’t base thinking on anything other than made-up stuff. (pragmatic thinking.) Secularists can be dogmatic and emotional about their made-up stuff. However, their made-up stuff is still made-up stuff.
Secularism goes beyond atheism in that it not only refuses to acknowledge God but also tries to impose ungodly thinking and living on every person. It seeks, for instance, to keep God out of public life.
Seeking Christ
Asking Christ to lead us and rule over us
Inquiring of Christ
Everyone who seeks Christ finds Christ, and every person who believes Jesus Christ for forgiving his or her sins is born again. When someone is born again, the new Christ-follower begins to see the kingdom of heaven. Then, going forward, born-again people have the opportunity to grow up into Christ as He leads, teaches, corrects, and purifies them moment by moment in every situation.
Those of us who experience spiritual rebirth come to Christ in sincerity, persistence, humility, and submission. He reveals Himself to us from one level of glory to the next in ever-increasing understanding. We confess our sin when we haven’t done what He led us to do. If we do what He didn’t lead us to do, we express our sorrow and again commit ourselves to obedience to Him from that time forward. We ask Him to pardon our sins of the past, remove our sinful nature from us, and purify us. Then He answers our prayers and puts us back on the narrow way of obedience and submission so that we can continue our journey of seeking Christ and moving toward purification.
Of course, we can’t fool Christ. He’s our Creator and knows us better than we know ourselves. If we’re sincere, He’ll reveal Himself to us and forgive our sins. That means that the Holy Spirit will incrementally take our fleshly natures away. The flesh dies, and the Holy Spirit forms Christ more fully within us as we follow His leading day by day and moment by moment. Because of that, we gradually gain discernment to hear His voice more clearly. We have increasing discernment between make-believe and reality as we mature in Him.
Set
(a.k.a. Category or Class)
A category of things having one or more traits in common when these in-common traits of the category are different from the traits of other categories
Sin
Straying from the narrow path that leads to eternal life
The word “sin” is translated from a word that means “straying from the Pathway.” Sin misses the constrained and narrow way that leads to eternal life. Of course, Jesus is the way, and Jesus is the life. So Jesus is the way to reach the goal, and He’s also the goal. Leaving the Way (Jesus) is the act of not receiving Christ’s leading and not responding in obedient submission.
The word “sin” is also translated from two other words. One means “to step across.” The other means “to slip across.” From experience, we know that we can slip off the way that leads to life, or we can step off the way on purpose. We can look at sin from another angle. Sin is slavery to Satan, and sin is whatever isn’t of faith. All true good works are by grace through faith, so that means anything we do by our own wills and power is sin. In other words, anything God didn’t tell us to think, say, or do is sin, and anything God didn’t think, say, or do within us and through us is sin. He created us to be fountains of the living water of the Holy Spirit so that God’s love continuously flows out from us. That’s what happens as He leads, we acknowledge, and we yield ourselves to obey the Holy Spirit.
Therefore, whatever doesn’t originate from God is sin. Sin is a lack of God and a lack of obedience to God. And since God is love, sin is a lack of love and a lack of obedience to love.
We could also say that sin is breaking the Law. The Law is spiritual. But love fulfills the Law, and we can sum up the Law as love. Jesus stated the most important commandment like this:
You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your strength and with all your mind.
Failure to fulfill the most important commandment is the worst sin because failure with this commandment makes it impossible to fulfill the second most important commandment:
You shall love your neighbor as yourself.
That’s because God is love, and there’s no love without God, and as stated, love fulfills the entire Law. So love is righteousness. Sin is the lack of righteousness. It’s the lack of love. It’s the lack of God’s life, love, and righteousness flowing through us.
Since only God can do righteousness, we can only do righteousness when we submit to God. Jesus Christ is our righteousness. He’s working through us, He lives in us and we in Him, and we walk in the Spirit.
To further understand the nature of sin, sin is falling short of God’s glory. God planned glory for us and has a plan and purpose for every person. He’ll complete His plan and purpose in the body of Christ and nowhere else. In this body, each follower of Christ has a place of service. We sin if we don’t serve in our place. We sin if we fail to submit to the Holy Spirit. We sin if we don’t discern the body of Christ.
Therefore, it’s a sin to ignore God’s good plan for us, and His plan is that we come to His glory, but He doesn’t force His plan onto us. Rather, we either willingly cooperate with the Holy Spirit, or we miss out on God’s plan because of rebellion. And rebellion against God is as the sin of witchcraft. Even though the Holy Spirit won’t force Himself on us, He may discipline us to bring us back to following Him, just as He did with Jonah.
That means that anytime we don’t commune with God, we’re sinning, and we’re sinning any time we add to or dismiss any of God’s words to us. We sin whenever we follow our own minds and wills. But when we hear His voice and respond in submission, faith comes and gives us access to His grace, which, in turn, does His works of righteousness through us. Only then can we be righteous rather than self-righteous. As we yield to the Holy Spirit in this way, He’ll transform us to be like Jesus.
Skepticism Paradigm
A paradigm in which no one can know anything for certain
Skepticism is a universal negative. The disbeliever is claiming that no one can know anything, and oddly enough, the skeptical claim is also a claim of extraordinary knowledge. To know that no one can know anything would require knowing the inner workings of every mind of every person who’s ever lived or will live. This claim of extraordinary knowledge is especially ironic because if no one can know anything, then no one can know that no one can know anything. This problem makes skepticism self-refuting. In effect, skeptics call themselves liars.
However, most who claim to be disbelievers are selectively skeptical since they’re skeptical about God, Jesus Christ, the Bible, and the spiritual realm, but yet they have dogmatic beliefs. For example, some believe in scientism, relativism, or agnosticism. Some of them believe in naturalism, materialism, or uniformitarianism. They’re dogmatic. Many disbelievers believe the popular stories of ungodliness. They believe in the billions-of-years story. They believe in the big bang story. They believe in the molecules to humanity story. They believe these stories even though having dogmatic beliefs is contradictory to skepticism. Many feel certain that the Creation and Flood events never took place.
Skeptics base their belief on the Münchausen trilemma. That’s the ungodly thinking trilemma. According to the Münchausen trilemma, ungodly thinkers must base all claims on fallacies. That’s the world according to the Münchausen trilemma. However, it’s a false trilemma since the trilemma falsely assumes the non-existence of the all-knowing God Who can’t lie and Who reveals truth. A more accurate description of the problem is found in the ungodly thinking problem. Divine revelation is the only way to get around the ungodly thinking problem and the trilemma and thus, the only way to be rational.
Social Gospel
A movement active since the late 1800s trying to apply personal “Christian ethics” to social problems, mostly through governmental programs or non-Church organizations
This false “gospel” works in many ways against Scripture. It calls good evil and evil good. It calls darkness light and light darkness. It gives the impression that Christ said, “Go get the government to coerce others to help solve the world’s problems, but by no means reach into your own pockets.” This false “gospel” uses the Overton Window to force ever-greater oppression on people by increasing the power and scope of government while progressives in the government get rich.
Sophistry
The use of fallacies to deceive us
Sorites
A series of premises (incomplete syllogisms) where the predicate of each incomplete syllogism’s premise is the subject of the next
Socialism
An economic system, based largely on envy, that seeks to punish achievers and reward non-workers
Soundness
The integrity of reasoning
Sound Reasoning
(a.k.a. Sound Argument)
Reasoning with true premises and valid form
Sound reasoning has true premises and valid form. True premises and valid deductive form guarantee a true conclusion that follows from the premises. If we use inductive reasoning with true premises and valid form, we have a hint that something might be likely. Abductive reasoning is a special case, since abduction can spring from intuition or mere guessing. It’s not a logical process, but it may yield truth. Intuition is driven by one of three sources: divine revelation, corrupt ideas from the fallen human mind, or lying demonic powers.
Statistics
Analyzing reality using mathematical equations
Statistics can be helpful to suggest possible trends of the past and future based on observations in the present. These are possible trends, and rather than deductive reasoning, it’s inductive reasoning. This reasoning often relies on assumptions. If it relies on even a single assumption, the premise isn’t true. Without a true premise, the logic is unsound, and the conclusion is an opinion. Persuaders sometimes use statistics to deceive us.
Our assumptions and presuppositions spring from our worldview, so they seem real. They aren’t real, but they seem real. They seem obvious to us. If we hear any ideas that conflict with our worldviews, those ideas seem weird and unreal to us. They seem to be insane. That’s why assumptions are deceptive in statistical analysis.
That doesn’t mean that statistics are bad. They can be helpful. Think of it this way. If you have some money set aside for retirement, you may try to guess how much inflation will bite into your money by the time you retire. You might take various factors to statistically calculate your odds of life-expectancy. Then you decide when you can afford to retire. You don’t want to run out of money before you die. All of this is highly speculative, but it’s better than nothing.
If you retire and watch the money going out, you may discover that you have to cut back on your expenses. The money is going out faster than you thought it would. These are practical ways you might use statistics in your own life.
Examples of Statistical Analysis:
When we can repeatedly test results of predictions, we can more accurately predict as we identify and refine the elements needed for prediction. We see this principle in weather forecasts, although, we also see the failings. Statistical analysis is much less reliable when we can’t repeatedly test since no one can evaluate the accuracy. Even when we can test, we see that election, weather, and many other forecasts often fail.
Subject
the expression that means the person, place, or thing of which something is affirmed or denied
The person, place, or thing discussed, described, or dealt with in a statement
Subset
A Set within a set
A distinct part of the larger set
A subclass of a class
A subgroup of a group
A subcategory within a category
Syllogism
A form of deductive reasoning
A series of statements in which premises lead to a conclusion
Tautology
(a.k.a. tautologous statement)
A statement that no one can falsify simply because of its form since it simply repeats the same thing two ways
Form:
All X are X.
X=Y; therefore, X=Y.
Y is either X or not-X.
Examples:
Human nature is human nature.
Boys will be boys.
Scientific observations are observed scientifically.
All who follow the Holy Spirit’s leading are led by the Holy Spirit.
“All” means all.
It is what it is.
Examples of another Type of Tautology:
I’m either here or I’m not.
Either God exists or He doesn’t.
Tautology isn’t always a fallacy, and it may even hint at some deep meaning. However, we can’t rationally use the tautology as proof for anything beyond itself. Tautologies don’t get us to truth in themselves.
For instance, the Holy Spirit leads all who follow the Holy Spirit’s leading, but that doesn’t prove that the Holy Spirit leads anyone. We don’t use the tautology to prove that the Holy Spirit is real and is leading us. Instead, the Holy Spirit reveals His leading to everyone He’s leading. And anyone can test Christ since every person who seeks Christ in sincere repentance, submission, respect, and persistence finds Christ. These people turn their lives over to Christ, and then the Holy Spirit leads, teaches, and corrects them moment by moment in every situation as they yield to the Spirit of Christ.
Related:
Confusing Pseudo-Truth with Truth Fallacy
Theory
A speculative explanation that’s proposed based on three things: (1) substantial but limited observation, (2) assumption, and (3) storytelling
Detail:
A scientific theory is just a story about observations. The observations aren’t stories. The stories about the observations are pure fabrications. Theorists try to guess information beyond the observations. They try to guess why, how, and when. Theorists make up stories to fit the observations as much as possible and call their stories “theories.” Scientific theories are made-up stories that fit the facts perfectly, but even fitting the facts perfectly doesn’t assure that the made-up stories are true. As a result, we can’t rationally take theories as facts.
Scientific theories aren’t supposed to conflict with any observations, and yet scientists call some stories “scientific theories” even though they conflict with observations. When theories conflict with known facts, scientists who want to save the theory make up ad hoc hypotheses (just-so stories) to explain away the conflicting facts. Bias often motivates them.
As scientists make up more just-so stories, the theory becomes increasingly complex. That’s what happened with the Ptolemaic solar system theory when scientists thought the earth was stationary with the entire universe, including the sun, moving around the earth. Well, the theory had to explain planets and stars moving in circles. Scientists made up an imaginary material known as “ether.” They said that ether naturally moves in a circular motion. The movements of the sun, stars, and planets “proved” the existence of ether. The math worked perfectly. Of course, ether never existed, and now we laugh about how silly that was. Ether was just a rescuing hypothesis that scientists made up to save their sacred-cow story. Today, we have theories braced up in the same way with an imaginary substance known as “dark matter” and an imaginary energy known as “dark energy.” Scientists claim that they discovered and proved these two, but they’re just rescuing hypotheses to save sacred-cow stories.
Since scientists created the story starting from the observations, the observations are likely to be largely in coincidence with the story. However, the scientists can’t use this coincidence to prove that the story is true. They commit the circular reasoning fallacy if they try to use the observations to prove that the story is true. That’s why persuaders are irrational when they speak of evidence for a theory. In the same way, since scientists developed these two dark stories to make the big bang math work, they can’t rationally use their success in making the big bang math work to prove that the dark stories are true. The dark stories are fudge-factors, so scientists designed the properties by working the problem backward from the observations to the properties. That way, they got the math to work.
The human mind can make up stories endlessly. Scientists make up many stories about the distant past and call them “theories” even though these stories conflict with observations. Big bang, billions of years, and molecules to humankind aren’t even good hypotheses since they need just-so story transfusions to keep them alive. Even truly scientific theories can only be a possible explanation at best.
Token
Something that exists in reality
An example, in reality, of a type
A type is a concept of a token. For instance, we know the real Jesus Christ (token), but theologies about Jesus Christ are just types.
Truism
A statement that’s considered obviously true by many people even though no one can prove it to be true or false
Examples:
A truism is an unsupported claim. When persuaders use truisms as proof for anything they commit fallacies. Persuaders create truisms by constantly repeating the same message from multiple sources as the news organizations, entertainment sources, and schools have learned to do. Claiming that a truism is true doesn’t make the truism true.
Truth
Reality
Truth-Value
The determination that a statement is either true or false
If a statement is partly true and partly false, we can break it into smaller statements, and each of those smaller statements is either true or false. The full statement may contain some clear statements, some implied statements, and some ambiguous statements. We can’t evaluate ambiguous statements for truth-value. However, if we can clarify the ambiguous statements, they will be either true or false.
Type
A concept of something that exists in reality
A concept of a token
Undistributed
Not referring to all members of a class
A valid logical syllogism distributes the middle term at least once.
Undistributed:
All cats are animals. All dogs are animals. Therefore, all dogs are cats.
“Animals,” the middle term, doesn’t appear in the conclusion.
Distributed:
All cats are animals. All dogs are animals. Therefore, all dogs and cats are animals.
Uniformitarianism
A worldview in which there was no Genesis Flood or Creation
A worldview that arbitrarily blocks out any processes that aren’t gradual, especially when considering history
A belief that natural laws have remained the same over time
Persuaders give “uniformitarianism” several unrelated meanings and use the term for an equivocation fallacy or a package deal fallacy. They define “uniformitarianism” as the claim that all the laws of nature have stayed the same throughout time. They make an exception for the moment of the supposed big bang when they say that all the laws of nature came into being. However, they also define “uniformitarianism” as the claim that the Genesis Flood and Creation didn’t happen the way the Bible says it happened. They try to confuse us by blurring the meanings of these two very different claims.
First of all, you must understand that in the last days scoffers will come, scoffing and following their own evil desires. “Where is the promise of His coming?” they will ask. “Ever since our fathers fell asleep, everything continues as it has from the beginning of Creation.” But they deliberately overlook the fact that long ago by God’s word the heavens existed and the earth was formed out of water and by water, through which the world of that time perished in the Flood. But by the same word the heavens and earth that now exist are stored up for fire, being kept until the day of judgment and destruction of the ungodly. Beloved, do not let this one thing escape your notice: With the Lord a day is like a thousand years, and a thousand years are like a day. The Lord is not slow to fulfill His promise as some understand slowness, but is patient with you, not wanting anyone to perish, but everyone to come to repentance. But the day of the Lord will come like a thief. The heavens will disappear with a roar, the elements will be dissolved in the fire, and the earth and its works will not be found. ~ 2 Peter 3:3-11 Berean Study Bible
God predicted the philosophy of uniformitarianism and warned against it.
Ungodly Thinking Problem
A universal problem in ungodly thinking that prevents ungodly thinkers from having sound reasoning since reasoning is either based on divine revelation or made-up stuff
Consider that the ungodly thinker is a thinker who isn’t acknowledging divine revelation, so if this thinker wants to prove a conclusion, how does this thinker prove that the conclusion is true? A thinker who rejects divine revelation reasons based on made-up stuff (axiomatic thinking fallacies). A Christian who accepts the idea of divine revelation is often engaged in ungodly thinking as well. That’s not God’s will, but the flesh is weak.
Only deductive reasoning can prove a conclusion. Inductive reasoning can only yield an opinion, but it can be useful pragmatically. However, both deductive and inductive reasoning require a true premise. We must know that the premise is true. The premise is proof. It proves the conclusion. We must prove it since we can’t prove a conclusion with something that isn’t true. If the proof might not be true, it proves nothing. We can’t prove that the proof is true with another unproven premise. If we were to try that, we would have an infinite regression of unproven proofs. We would know nothing but we would only deceive ourselves with the illusion of knowledge.
That’s where most intellectuals spend their entire lives—in an illusion of knowledge. They’re ever learning but never coming to knowledge of the truth.
Other fallacies don’t help but only mask the problem. Ungodly thinkers base every conclusion on irrational reasoning with a root fallacy of axiomatic thinking. They’re just making up stuff and calling the made-up stuff true.
Those who want to reject God will point out that they can survive pragmatically. They can fry eggs or build cell phones using assumptions. That’s true. They can’t rationally go beyond their five natural senses. They can’t make any rational statements about morality, ethics, right, or wrong. They can’t rationally reason about God, the Bible, or any other matter.
They often want to, of course. They want to be all-knowing. They want to say that God can’t reveal in a way that allows us to discern between His voice and all the other voices. But what would prevent God? They manufacture supposed “errors in Scripture” by using their made-up stuff to interpret Scripture. They use every form of deceitful trickery to blind their eyes from seeing God. In all of that, they’re lost. They’re making up stuff and calling the made-up stuff true.
Related:
pragmatic thinking
Ungodly Thinking Trilemma
(a.k.a. Münchausen trilemma, Agrippa’s trilemma, Albert’s trilemma)
An ungodly thinker’s only choice for reasoning based on one of three fallacies
The trilemma states that ungodly thinkers must base their thoughts on one of three unpleasant choices. Those choices are axiomatic thinking, infinite regression, or circular reasoning. These three choices all resolve to axiomatic thinking fallacies, which are unsupported assertions.
Ungodly thinking is a problem since no one can know anything if everything resolves to unsupported assertion. The trilemma includes two smokescreens to hide unproven claims, (1) circular reasoning and (2) infinite regression; however, many other smokescreens are also available.
The ungodly thinking trilemma is a false trilemma that Agrippa developed using the naturalism axiom as the basis of thought, so the false trilemma falsely states that no one can know anything. Naturalism denies divine revelation presuppositionally and axiomatically. The ungodly thinking trilemma is a false trilemma because we have five choices in real life. But even if we include the other two possibilities, the trilemma oversimplifies the issue since it leaves out all other smokescreen fallacies that irrational thinkers use for thinking.
Skeptics have used the trilemma to claim that no one can know anything. However, most skeptics also claim that their own made-up stuff is exempted since it’s “obviously true.” Yes. That’s insane. Our presuppositions seem obviously true to ourselves since presuppositions come out of worldviews and our worldviews seem more real than reality to ourselves. We automatically filter out any part of reality that conflicts with our worldviews. That’s what causes the insanity. Only the Holy Spirit can tear down these strongholds in our minds and only if we yield ourselves to Him.
God has provided every person a brute-beast mind so we can survive even without acknowledging divine revelation. This mind isn’t capable of rational thought. It can’t generate a true premise. However, it can react to sense data, and God gives humans instincts as one of the ways that He reveals reality. This mind has a limited ability to extrapolate beyond sense data. It can react to a ball flying through the air, calculate where the ball will be in a few seconds, and catch the ball. Dogs are good at that. Science reacts to sense data. It experiments and finds out what works. It makes computers and tests them. If they work, manufacturers produce and sell them.
This brute-beast mind can be brilliant. However, it can’t rationally go beyond sense data by adding assumptions and axioms. For instance, it can’t reason about morality, ethics, or spiritual matters without divine revelation. It can’t reason about history without divine revelation. It can’t interpret the meaning of Scripture.
So, although the trilemma claims that no one can know anything, we can know whatever God reveals by divine revelation. However, ungodly thinkers reject divine revelation, so everything seems like an assumption to them, even what God truly reveals to them, and that’s what causes their confusion. As a result, they can’t discern between revelation and make-believe.
Even though it’s a false trilemma, this ungodly thinking trilemma affects every person who isn’t acknowledging God’s voice and responding in submission, so it affects all ungodly thinkers. Only ungodly thinkers have this problem. They must choose between these three fallacies. Therefore, they must base every conclusion on fallacies. They can’t reason rationally. They can’t rationally assert any argument against divine revelation, God, or the Bible even though they often want to. Before they try to reason beyond their sense data, they must solve their own ungodly thinking problem.
History:
The oldest record of the trilemma is from Agrippa the Skeptic about 2,000 years ago. So we know the trilemma as Agrippa’s trilemma. In the 1700s, Baron Münchausen brought up the problem again, so it’s also known as the Münchausen trilemma. In the 1900s, a German philosopher, Hans Albert, wrote about this problem, so it’s also called Albert’s trilemma. It’s the ungodly thinking trilemma to be sure.
These philosophers observed the trilemma. They saw it in themselves and in their ungodly peers. As long as they reasoned within their senses, they were rational. They weren’t rational in the sense of being able to know any truth, but they could function pragmatically. As soon as they reasoned beyond what they could sense, they were irrational. When they tried to apply the trilemma beyond their immediate experience, they were irrational.
Here’s the wild thing. They were irrational in applying the trilemma to everyone. They also were irrational when limiting thought to three choices. They left reality when they assumed naturalism.
Related:
pragmatic thinking
Valid Reasoning
Reasoning with correct form
Description:
If reasoning is valid, that doesn’t assure that the conclusion is true. Reasoning is valid when its form assures a true conclusion if and only if the premises are true. Valid form doesn’t guaranty a true conclusion, true premises, or sound reasoning for the following reason:
Reasoning with valid form can have premises not known to be true, but premises can’t prove a conclusion unless they’re known to be true.
Beyond that, a conclusion can be true without having the Truth. Jesus Christ is the Truth, and truth is a living flow of Himself through His people. Many people may parrot a true creed without ever knowing Jesus Christ, but there’s no life if Christ isn’t present.
Socrates identified many valid forms of reasoning and explained them in terms of syllogisms. However, we can reason with valid form without stating our reasoning in syllogisms. And yet, any reasoning with valid form can be formatted as a syllogism with valid form.
Validity
The evaluation of the form of the reasoning to see if it assures that the conclusion will be true if and only if the premises are true
Valid Logical Form
A structure of reasoning that assures a true conclusion if and only if the premises are true
Verb
A word used to describe an action, state, or occurrence
Wide Scope
Applying a verb or adverb to a greater part of a sentence, statement, entity, or concept
A term with a wider scope would modify a larger part or the entire sentence, while a term with a narrower scope would modify a smaller part of the sentence.
Four Types of Categorical Statements
Syllogisms consist of propositions. Propositions consist of two terms, the subject and the predicate that are connected by one of four connecting terms as follows:
The subject can be any of three enumerators as follows:
As a result, there are four types of categorical statements as follows:
All S is P
No S is P
Some S is P
Some S is not P
Three Rules of Logic
The law of identity: S is S.
The law of noncontradiction: S is not non-S.
The law of the excluded middle: Either S or non-S.
Six Rules for Valid Categorical Syllogisms
If a categorical syllogism violates even one of these rules, it's not valid.
There must be exactly three terms all used in the same sense.
The middle term must be distributed in at least one premise.
If either a major or minor term is distributed in the conclusion, it must be distributed in the premises.
It can’t have two negative premises.
If either premise is negative, then the conclusion must be negative.
Two universal premises cannot be used to reach a true conclusion.
Nine Rules of Inference
All of these nine forms can be used to prove a conclusion providing that the premise is true. If the premise isn’t proved and the form of the argument is valid, the logic is unsound. The reasoning isn’t sound. Any argument that can’t be put into one of these forms is invalid, and an invalid argument is also unsound. If the premise is true and the form is valid, then the argument is sound and the conclusion is true.
Modus Ponens (M.P.)
If S then P
S
Therefore P
Modus Tollens (M.T.)
If S then P
Not P
Therefore not S
Hypothetical Syllogism (H.S.)
If S then P
If P then R
Therefore if S then R
Disjunctive Syllogism (D.S.)
S or P
Not S
Therefore P
Conjunction (Conj.)
S
P
Therefore S and P
Constructive Dilemma (C.D.)
(If S then P) and (If C then D)
S or C
Therefore P or D
Simplification (Simp.)
S and P
Therefore S
Absorption (Abs.)
If S then P
Therefore If S (S or P)
Addition (Add.)
S
Therefore S or P
Three Rules of Sound Logic
The premise must be true.
The three rules of logic must be followed.
The form must be valid.
Types of Syllogisms
Syllogisms are about discursive reasoning. They attempt to think a problem through logically step by step from one premise to another to arrive at a true conclusion or explanation. How would that be possible without revelation? Without revelation, we have no path to a true premise.
Categorical Syllogisms
A proposition is a statement that’s part of a syllogism. Some statements aren’t part of a syllogism, and those statements aren’t propositions. A proposition has two terms. One term is the subject, and the other is the predicate.
Conversions—Rules for reversal of subject and predicate:
Each premise has one term in common with the conclusion:
Major premise: All M are P. (P is the major term)
Minor premise: All S are M. (S is the major term)
Conclusion: All S are P.
The conclusions “All P are S” or all “All P are M” would be fallacious and invalid form.
Major premise: All M are P.
Minor premise: All S are M.
Conclusion: All S are P.
M = middle, S = subject, P = predicate.
Major premise: All men are mortal.
Minor premise: Socrates is a man.
Conclusion: Therefore, Socrates is mortal.
men/man = middle, Socrates = subject, mortal = predicate.
Mood
Each syllogism has a mood.
We note the mood of a syllogism in three letters, one letter for each statement. The three statements are major premise statement, minor premise statement, and conclusion statement. We note each sentence type with a letter: A (all), E (no), I (some), or O (some not).
A = All X are Y
E = No X are Y
I = Some X are Y
O = Some X are not Y
OAO has an O proposition as its major premise, an A proposition as its minor premise, and another O proposition as its conclusion
Major Premise (O): X does not belong to some Y
Minor Premise (A): X belongs to every Y
Conclusion (O): X does not belong to some Y
EIO syllogism has an E major premise, I minor premise, and O conclusion.
Major Premise (E): X belongs to no Y
Minor Premise (I): X belongs to some Y
Conclusion (O): X does not belong to some Y
Symbols
a = belongs to every
e = belongs to no
i = belongs to some
o = does not belong to some
Abbreviations for categorical sentences:
AaB = A belongs to every B (Every B is A)
AeB = A belongs to no B (No B is A)
AiB = A belongs to some B (Some B is A)
AoB = A does not belong to some B (Some B is not-A)
Figure
The figure is solely determined by the position in which its middle term appears in the two premises.
The figure can be 1, 2, 3, or 4:
1: subject in the major premise and predicate in the minor premise.
2: predicate in the major premise and predicate in the minor premise.
3: subject in the major premise and subject in the minor premise.
4: predicate in the major premise and subject in the minor premise.
The 4 figures of syllogistic arguments for each mood:
1-(mp)(sm)(sp).
2-(pm)(sm)(sp).
3-(mp)(ms)(sp).
4-(pm)(ms)(sp).
Valid Forms
Depending on how you count them, 512 or 256 logically distinct types of syllogisms exist. Only twenty-four types are valid. Of the twenty-four valid forms, fifteen are unconditionally valid, and nine are conditionally valid. Listed below are all the valid forms:
Fifteen Unconditionally Valid Forms:
Barbara / AAA-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
All M are P.
All S are M.
Therefore, All S are P.
That’s the only valid form of syllogism where conclusions are universal affirmative propositions.
Baroco / AOO-2(pm)(sm)(sp)
All P are M.
Some S are not M.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Bocardo / OAO-3(mp)(ms)(sp)
Some M are not P.
All M are S.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Camenes / AEE-4(pm)(ms)(sp)
All P are M.
No M are S.
Therefore, No S are P.
Camestres / AEE-2(pm)(sm)(sp)
All P are M.
No S are M.
Therefore, No S are P.
Celarent / EAE-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
No M are P.
All S are M.
Therefore, No S are P.
Cesare / EAE-2(pm)(sm)(sp)
No P are M.
All S are M.
Therefore, No S are P.
Darii / AII-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
All M are P.
Some S are M.
Therefore, Some S are P.
Datisi / AII-3(mp)(ms)(sp)
All M are P.
Some M are S.
Therefore, Some S are P.
Disamis / IAI-3(mp)(ms)(sp)
Some M are P.
All M are S.
Therefore, Some S are P.
Dimaris / IAI-4(pm)(ms)(sp)
Some P are M.
All M are S.
Therefore, Some S are P.
Ferio / EIO-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
No M are P.
Some S are M.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Festino / EIO-2(pm)(sm)(sp)
No P are M.
Some S are M.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Fresison / EIO-4(pm)(ms)(sp)
No P are M.
Some M are S.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Ferison / EIO-3(mp)(ms)(sp)
No M are P.
Some M are S.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Valid only if S exists:
Barbari / AAI-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
All M are P.
All S are M.
Some S are P.
Celaront / EAO-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
No M are P.
All S are M.
Some S are not P.
Camestros / AEO-2(pm)(sm)(sp)
All P are M.
No S are M.
Some S are not P.
Cesaro / EAO-2(pm)(sm)(sp)
No M are P.
All S are M.
Some S are not P.
Calemos / AEO-4(pm)(ms)(sp)
All P are M.
No M are S.
Some S are not P.
Valid only if M exists:
Darapti / AAI-3(mp)(ms)(sp)
All M are P.
All M are S.
Some S are P.
Felapton / EAO-3(mp)(ms)(sp)
No M are P.
All M are S.
Some S are not P.
Fesapo / EAO-4(pm)(ms)(sp)
No P are M.
All M are S.
Some S are not P.
Valid only if P exists:
Bamalip / AAI-4(pm)(ms)(sp)
All P are M.
All M are S.
Some S are P.
Formal Syllogistic Fallacies
Under this heading, we have a list of eight syllogistic fallacies. You can look up their definitions in the Encyclopedia of Logical Fallacies.
Hypothetical Syllogisms
Kinds of Hypothetical Syllogism:
Mixed Hypothetical Syllogisms:
Four Forms of Mixed Hypothetical Syllogisms:
Valid forms:
(AA) Affirming the Antecedent or Modus Ponens (valid)
If A, then B.
A.
B.
(DC) Denying the Consequent or Modus Tollens (valid)
If A, then B.
Not B.
Not A.
Invalid forms or pretenders:
(AC) Affirming the Consequent (invalid)
If A, then B.
B.
A.
(DA) Denying the Antecedent (invalid)
If A, then B.
Not A.
Not B.
You can perhaps see why these forms are valid or invalid by considering a simple example. Think of the following four syllogisms:
1. Affirming the Antecedent (AA)
If Fido is a dog, then Fido barks.
Fido is a dog.
Fido barks
2. Denying the Antecedent (DA)
If Fido is a dog, then Fido barks.
Fido is not a dog.
Fido doesn’t bark.
3. Affirming the Consequent (AC)
If Fido is a dog, then Fido barks.
Fido barks.
Fido is a dog.
4. Denying the Consequent (DC)
If Fido is a dog, then Fido barks.
Fido doesn’t bark.
Fido is not a dog.
The following structure is used:
If A, then B.
If B, then C.
Therefore, If A, then C.
Modus ponens
If A, then B
A
Therefore, B
Modus Tollens
If A, then necessarily B (it demands that B is necessarily true if A is true.)
Not B
Therefore, not-A
Hypothetical syllogism
If A, then B
If B, then C
Therefore, if A, then C
Disjunctive syllogism
A or B (A or B must be the only choices.)
Not A
Therefore, B
Constructive dilemma
A or B
If A then C
If B then D
Therefore C or D
Conditional Syllogisms
Conditional syllogisms have a conditional statement as the major premise.
Two types of conditional syllogisms:
Conditional syllogisms have a major premise, a minor premise, and a conclusion. However, conditional syllogisms are often not completed with all three sentences. Sometimes thinkers only state the major and minor premises. Sometimes they state only the major premise. In these cases, they imply the conclusion of the conditional syllogism by innuendo and let the members of the audience infer for themselves. Inference is concluding and doesn’t imply sound logic, and unsound logic may draw untrue conclusions.
An antecedent is a statement that leads to the consequent, which follows from the antecedent. The “if clause” is the antecedent. The “then clause” is the consequent.
Mixed Conditional
Affirm antecedent; then affirm consequent (valid)
If A, then B.
And A; therefore B.
Deny consequent; then deny antecedent (valid)
If A, then B
But not-B; therefore not-A
Purely Conditional
If A is a B, then C is a D;
but if X is a Y, then A is a B;
therefore, if X is a Y, then C is a D.
Invalid Forms and their Respective Fallacies
Fallacy of Affirming the Consequent (not valid: ACq)
If A, then B
And B; therefore A
Fallacy of Denying the Antecedent (not valid: DA)
If A, then B
Not A; therefore not-B
Disjunctive Syllogisms
The disjunctive syllogism presents two alternatives in an “either-or” form. We assume one of the alternatives is necessarily true. So if we deny one, the other is the only possibility. A disjunct is something that’s disjoined and distinct from something else. This relationship is an either this or that but not both relationship. The two possibilities, called disjuncts, are stated in the major premise. One is and must be denied in the minor premise. The other is affirmed in the conclusion.
Denying the first disjunct and affirming the second (valid)
Either A or B
Not A; therefore B
Denying the second disjunct and affirming the first (valid)
Either A or B
Not B; therefore A
Anyone using a disjunctive syllogism must prove that A and B are mutually exclusive, that they are the only two choices, and that one of them is true. Many times, the form is valid, but the logic fails in a false premise or a premise based on nothing of substance.
Fallacy of Affirming a Disjunct (AD):
A possible fallacy is first affirming one disjunct and then denying the other. That’s known as affirming the disjunct:
Affirming the Disjunct (not valid: AD)
Either A or B
And A; therefore not-B
Either A or B
And B; therefore not-A
Conjunctive Syllogisms
In the major premise of this syllogism, we present two propositions called conjuncts. Both conjuncts cannot be true simultaneously. The minor premise proceeds to affirm the true conjunct. The conclusion then denies the remaining one, which must be false by definition. The valid form is:
A cannot be both B and C
A is B; therefore A is not C
(Affirm the first conjunct; deny the second)
-
A cannot be both B and C
A is C; therefore A is not-B
(Affirm the second conjunct; deny the first)
-
Bill cannot be both a follower of Christ and a non-follower of Christ.
Bill is following Christ; Therefore, Bill is not a non-follower of Christ.
-
We have avoided the term, “Christian,” because it has so many meanings.
This form requires the following condition: both conjuncts cannot be true.
Fallacy of Denying a Conjunct (not valid: DCj)
A cannot be both B and C
A is not B; therefore A is C
-
A cannot be both B and C
A is not C; therefore A is B
-
Bill cannot be both an atheist and a follower of Christ.
Bill is not an atheist; therefore, Bill is a follower of Christ.
-
Bill could be a Buddhist, a Muslim, or a religious person who isn’t following Christ.
Dilemmas
A dilemma presents a disjunction. However, the form is different from the hypothetical since a dilemma is a syllogism that’s disjunctive and also conditional. The major premise is conditional, while the minor premise is disjunctive. The major premise will have two or more conditional propositions. The minor premise either affirms the antecedents or denies the consequents. If the minor premise affirms the antecedents, we call it a “constructive dilemma.” If it denies the consequents, we call it a “destructive dilemma.”
A dilemma is also called a syllogismus cornutus, which means a horned argument. The alternatives to the dilemma are called the horns of the dilemma. If you can show that there’s another alternative that wasn’t mentioned, you’ve escaped the horns of the dilemma.
Constructive Dilemmas
Simple Constructive Dilemma:
Either A or B
But, if A, then Z; if B, then Z.
Therefore Z.
-
Either I must be perfect to get to heaven, or I must be religious.
But if I try to be perfect, I don’t seem to be good enough, so I fail; if I am religious, I don’t know when I have been religious enough so I fail.
Therefore, I fail in my attempt to go to heaven.
-
The dilemma is a false dilemma since other options are available. The person presenting this false dilemma needs to hear the Gospel. It’s truly good news.
Complex Constructive Dilemma:
Either A or B.
But, if A, then X; if B, then Y.
Therefore either X or Y.
Destructive Dilemmas
Simple Destructive Dilemma:
If A, then X and Y
But, either not-X or not-Y.
Therefore not-A.
Complex Destructive Dilemma:
If A then X; and if B, then Y.
But, either not-X or not-Y.
Therefore either not-A or not-B.
-
If a man is wise, he would not speak irreverently of holy things in jest;
and if he is good, he would not do so in earnest.
But this man does it either in jest or earnest.
Therefore this man is either not wise or not good.
Rules for Dilemmas
A sorites is a polysyllogism, that is, many syllogisms. It’s also called a multi-premise syllogism, a climax, or a gradatio. The syllogisms are all simple. All the conclusions of those syllogisms are unstated. Each syllogism (or partial syllogism) in the heap is a prosyllogism except for the last one since the last syllogism is not a premise of another syllogism. To be sound, the sorites must go all the way back to something that’s known to be true. For every prosyllogism, we need to ask, “How do you know?” and “How can I test it so I can know it?” A thought chain is as strong as its weakest link. If we can’t absolutely know one of these prosyllogisms, then the entire argument is unsound.
A is B
B is C
C is D
D is E
Therefore, A is E
-
If A, then B.
If B, then C.
If C, then D.
If D, then E.
Therefore, if A, then E.
If we state the conclusions:
A is F.
A is B; therefore, B is F
B is C; therefore, C is F
C is D; therefore, D is F
D is E; therefore, E is F
Rule 1: Negative Premise-Negative Conclusion
All but the last premise must be affirmative. If a premise is negative, the conclusion must be negative.
A is B
B is C
C is D
D is not E
Therefore, A is not E
Rule 2: Particular Premise- Particular Conclusion
All but the first premise must be universal. If the first premise is particular, the conclusion must be particular.
Some A is B
B is C
C is D
D is not E
Therefore some A is not E
A man who was merely a man and said the sort of things Jesus said would not be a great moral teacher. He would either be a lunatic—on the level with a man who says he is a poached egg—or he would be the devil of hell. You must take your choice. Either this was, and is, the Son of God, or else a madman or something worse. You can shut him up for a fool or you can fall at his feet and call him Lord and God. But let us not come with any patronizing nonsense about his being a great human teacher. He has not left that open to us. ~ C. S. Lewis
Perfect Syllogisms
Perfect syllogisms are self-evidently or obviously valid syllogisms. Perfect syllogisms are syllogisms where the conclusion obviously follows from the premises if the premises are true. This doesn’t mean the premises are true, the conclusion is true, or the argument is sound.
The perfect syllogisms aren’t provable, and Aristotelian logic takes them as axioms. Aristotle used these axioms to prove the imperfect syllogisms using conversion. He demonstrated the imperfect syllogisms to be valid by some means, usually by reducing them to one of the perfect syllogisms.
Aristotle said Barbara, Celarent, Darii, and Ferio are the perfect syllogisms.
Barbara / AAA-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
All M are P.
All S are M.
Therefore, All S are P.
Celarent / EAE-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
No M are P.
All S are M.
Therefore, No S are P.
Darii / AII-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
All M are P.
Some S are M.
Therefore, Some S are P.
Ferio / EIO-1(mp)(sm)(sp)
No M are P.
Some S are M.
Therefore, Some S are not P.
Epicheremes
An epichereme is a syllogism in which a proof is joined to one or both of the premises. The proof is joined to the premise by a connective such as “for,” because,” “since,” or “due to.”
Proof: A reason to believe the premise is true
(It’s necessary to check proofs to see if they really prove what they say they prove. We must make sure that we don’t need to prove that the proof is true before going forward. That’s almost always a problem. The exception to this problem is divine revelation.
Casual Clause: If a causal relationship exists between two things, one thing causes the other thing
The cause will be connected to the premise by a connective, like “because,” that shows cause. When a persuader claims a cause for an effect, we ask if the cause fully proves the claim. We find it often doesn’t prove that the claim is true.
Enthymeme: The premise to which proof is attached
A is B because X
C is A because Y
Therefore, C is B
Example:
Christ leads every person who follows Him and comes to know Him personally. We know that because God reveals it. God reveals it to us through Scripture. He reveals it by the testimony of the Holy Spirit through all of those who experience it. I also personally know it by the revelation of Christ to me as He leads me moment-by-moment.
You can follow Christ if you’re willing since Christ died and rose again to pardon you and set you free from your own sins just as He’s done for everyone else who follows Him.
Therefore, you can also prove Christ to yourself and come to know Him personally simply by seeking Him in sincerity, humility, and with a will to do His will.
Enthymemes
An enthymeme is a syllogism that omits one of the premises or the conclusion. The audience often must guess the missing information. Guessing is not the best way to know.
Three Orders of Enthymemes
First Order: omitted major premise
You can follow Christ if you’re willing since Christ died and rose again to pardon you and set you free from your own sins just as he has for everyone else who follows Him.
Therefore, you can also prove Christ to yourself and know Him personally simply by seeking Him in sincerity, humility, and with a will to do His will.
Second Order: omitted minor premise
Christ leads every person who follows Him and knows Him personally. We know it because God reveals it to us. He speaks to us through Scripture. He speaks by the testimony of the Holy Spirit through all of those who experience it. I also personally know it by the revelation of Christ to me as He leads me moment-by-moment.
Therefore, you can also prove Christ to yourself and know Him personally simply by seeking Him in sincerity, humility, and with a will to do His will.
Third Order: omitted conclusion
Christ leads every person who follows Him and knows Him personally. We know it because God reveals it to us. He speaks to us through Scripture. He speaks by the testimony of the Holy Spirit through all of those who experience it. I also personally know it by the revelation of Christ to me as He leads me moment-by-moment.
Therefore, you can also prove Christ to yourself and know Him personally simply by seeking Him in sincerity, humility, and with a will to do His will.
Conclusions
If you are a student of logic or epistemology, you’ll find this book a handy reference text. You may even want to memorize the definitions, types of categorical statements, rules of logic, rules of categorical statements, rules of inference, and rules of sound logic. You may also want to memorize the types of syllogisms and valid forms.
Otherwise, these principles are worth reviewing. It may be enough to know that sound reasoning must begin with truth and must not contain any made-up stuff. It may be enough to realize that unsupported and hidden assumptions can be introduced during the course of logic. You may have a sense of when that’s happening. If you stand in the presence of the Holy Spirit, He will guide your reasoning. If you learn nothing else from this book, make sure you retain the following:
Trust in the LORD with all thine heart; and lean not unto thine own understanding. In all thy ways acknowledge him, and he shall direct thy paths. Be not wise in thine own eyes: fear the LORD, and depart from evil. ~ Proverbs 3;5-7 King James Version
The fallen human mind doesn’t have a method or system to self-generate truth without observation or divine revelation. Observation, and we could include Scripture as part of observation, is always interpreted. No one can get outside of himself or herself to observe objectively. No one can read Scripture without interpreting Scripture. Try as we might, our preconceptions, theologies, and worldviews impact our understanding of Scripture and all our observations, and only the Holy Spirit can overcome that natural weakness.
Sound reasoning must begin with truth. If we want to know the truth, we must be willing to submit to the Source of all truth. His name is Jesus Christ.
The human mind is deceitful and desperately wicked. When we accept Christ as our Savior, we don’t automatically have a completely changed mind that knows all things and is always on the right side of truth. We need the Holy Spirit to lead us into all truth.
We do have experiences, perceive, and observe, but to think beyond what we observe requires truth. And truth is only obtainable in Christ. Christ is real and knowable. We know Christ exists because we know Him. Whoever sincerely seeks Christ receives Christ, and Christ reveals truth. Whoever is on the side of truth listens to Jesus Christ.
Christ speaks through the Bible and every means of divine revelation in the Bible. We know that the Bible is true because the Holy Spirit reveals the Bible is true and reliable. There is no other way that we can know with absolute certainty that the Bible is reliable. Every argument against the Bible is based on made-up stuff. Every argument against the God of the Bible is based on made-up stuff.
Without Christ, the human mind has no recourse but to base reasoning made-up stuff for reason. Any made-up stuff that’s added to reason results in irrational thinking. And yet, irrational thinking in by far the most common sort of thinking. All reasoning is based on either divine revelation or made-up stuff.
As a result, we can’t reason beyond what we observe without either being irrational or receiving truth from Christ. Christ leads, teaches, and corrects all who follow Him.
Many Christians walk in faith without understanding the nature of faith. They walk in the grace of God and the hope of God without understanding grace and hope. We can have God’s blessings without understanding them. And yet, it’s better to understand. And even when we do understand them, we find out that God continues to reveal deeper depths of His glory as we continue to yield to His Spirit.
Faith isn’t making believe but it comes by listening to Christ’s voice. Jesus Christ is the author and finisher of our faith. We can’t work up faith, but faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the utterance of God. In other words, God must lead, teach, or correct us. We must listen and acknowledge Him. Then faith comes.
Faith gives us access to God’s grace. Grace isn’t just forgiveness. Grace is power for righteousness. By grace, God does His works through us. By the Holy Ghost, the love of God shines out through us and motivates and empowers our thoughts, words, and deeds.
Knowing the truth with absolute certainty requires a chain of thought that has no weakness. A chain of thought is as strong as its weakest link. Divine revelation comes from the Almighty God and has absolute strength. Assumptions have no strength.
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The Foundation of Real Faith & Reason Library
While most books are based on certain presuppositions, assumptions, or axioms, the six books in this library have a more sure Foundation. They aren’t based on the author’s credentials. They aren’t based on research into what other supposed experts say. They’re based on what you can easily check and test on your own.
No other foundation can be laid than that which is laid, which is Christ Jesus. Jesus is real and knowable. Everyone who seeks Christ finds Him, so anyone can test the things written in this book. Christ leads, teaches, and corrects everyone who follows Him. Following Christ isn’t a meaningless euphemism but a constant practice. Though we may be unfaithful in following Him at times, He’s always faithful in leading. He’s always here with us. He lives in us. In Him, we live and move and have our being. We know He exists because we know Him.
Of course, we’re all well aware that those who oppose Christ, those who hate the Light, will deny that Christ leads, teaches, or corrects anyone. These are those who don’t want that close relationship. They don’t want Christ directly guiding their lives. However, their denials don’t have any impact on reality. They always base their denials on made-up stuff, although those who deny Christ always have ways of making their made-up stuff appear to be factual or even Scriptural. Think about it. They are denying, based on made-up stuff, that millions of people who know Jesus Christ aren’t experiencing what they’re experiencing. We’ll deal with various forms of denials in the book Real Faith & Reason Volume Three.
This book is written to born-again people. Everyone who is born again has come to Christ believing. The Father drew them to Christ, and they came to hear the voice of Christ. Faith came by hearing the voice of Christ through Scripture or one of the means of revelation mentioned in Scripture. We who follow Christ are on a journey to explore the wonders of the way God works with us and all who follow Christ.
What follows are some basic truths. We know these truths by divine revelation. We didn’t have to assume anything. They aren’t self-evident. They are revealed truths. When God speaks to us, He establishes the truth within us by His utterance. What He says is the truth. He knows all things and cannot lie.
God is a loving God Who wants all people to be saved. And yet, humans have free will. We can each resist the leading of God. We can each refuse to acknowledge His voice. He reveals Himself to every person without exception through the things that He created. Some people deny this, but they have chosen their pathway. If any follower of Christ has ever witnessed to an unbeliever, that unbeliever has heard the voice of Christ through the follower of Christ. No follower of Christ can say “Jesus Is Lord” except by the power of the Third Person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit. When an unbeliever rejects the testimony of the follower of Christ, that unbeliever is rejecting Christ directly. By rejecting Christ, the unbeliever is rejecting the Father God directly. We are on a journey to explore the wonders of the authority of Christ within each one who follows Christ.
God created a perfect world. No pain, suffering, death, unhappiness, sin, or any such problems existed in the original creation. At the beginning of creation, God created Adam and Eve, the first man and woman. Satan came in the form of a serpent and lied to Adam and Eve, the first people God created. Adam and Eve decided to believe Satan rather than God. They decided to obey Satan rather than God. A spiritual law (reality) exists that whoever you yield yourself as a slave to obey is the one whose slave you are. Adam and Eve became slaves of Satan. All their children became slaves as well. Since Adam had been set by God as ruler over all of creation, the entire creation came under the power of Satan. That’s how pain, misery, suffering, and death started. Only God could reverse the situation. As in Adam all die, so in Christ shall all be made alive.
While God is merciful, He is also just. He’s the Judge of all things and the only one who can judge rightly. Hitler will meet his righteous judgment. However, every person has sinned and fallen short of the glory of God. Whatever isn’t of faith is sin, and faith comes by hearing God’s voice. Who hasn’t had thoughts or said words that came from a source other than God’s leading? No one is innocent. Righteous judgment means that the person who sins will die. The person who sins will die a physical death and a spiritual death. God has revealed that hell is real. Even a moment in this spiritual fire would be beyond description. No earthly suffering could possibly compare. No one goes to hell prepared for what hell is like.
God is love. He loves us. He didn’t want that terrible end for us. From the start, God promised a Savior. Over time, He revealed that He, God Himself, would have to pay the price of our sin. He was the only one who could pay that price.
For this reason, He took on the form of a human being as Jesus Christ. He never obeyed Satan once but only spoke the words of the Father and only did the acts of the Father. He reversed the sinful deeds of every person from Adam to the end of time. He was obedient to the point of suffering and dying on the cross while bearing the weight of the sin of every person who ever lived. The Father is Holy and had to turn away from His Son on that cross. In this, every part of the Godhead suffered on that cross. God suffered for your sin and for mine. Christ overcame death. He rose from the dead and ministered to many after His resurrection. Then, He ascended into heaven. Later, He sent the Holy Spirit to lead and teach all those who follow Him. He ordained spiritual gifts, ministries, offices, and orders for the Church.
And yet, He doesn’t force Himself on anyone. He gives everyone a chance. Everyone will have a chance to accept Him or reject Him. Those who reject Him are choosing hell. They don’t want to serve God. God’s nature is such that He doesn’t force anyone into submission. Indeed, the nature of submission is such that it must be voluntary. Love must be voluntary. And yet, God tells us that every knee will bow and every tongue will confess to the glory of God.
Therefore, we seek to persuade people to come to Christ. We extend an invitation for them to know Jesus Christ personally. Since God doesn’t coerce anyone to come to Him, neither do we. We let people know about the good news. God reveals that those who reject Christ do so because their deeds are evil. They love darkness rather than light. God’s judgment will be absolutely just and fair, but He has paid the price. The good news is that Jesus paid it all. All who will may come. All who come are born again and have the opportunity to grow up into the fullness of Christ.
When we’re born again, we’re born as babies in Christ. After we’re born again, God is looking for maturity. Our focus turns to growing to the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ. And yet, many Christians remain as babies in Christ. They never experience spiritual growth.
Spiritual growth takes place by listening to the voice of Christ and yielding to Him. It’s not by following a set of laws. It’s not by learning some doctrines or theologies. It’s by yielding to Christ. It’s in allowing God to flow through us in love by the Holy Spirit. It’s in discerning the body of Christ and walking in submission to the Holy Spirit. This growth is by grace, and the grace is through faith. On the other hand, failure to listen to God’s voice causes spiritual immaturity. Speculations that go beyond what God has revealed are one of the main causes of divisions in the church. Divisions in the body of Christ are a sign of spiritual immaturity.
God has a process for spiritual growth, and He reveals that process through Scripture. It all begins when He speaks to us either through Scripture or one of the means of divine revelation mentioned in Scripture. (John 10:27) Jesus is the good Shepherd, and He’s always leading, teaching, and correcting those who follow Him and listen to His voice. (John 18:37) That Word that God speaks is the living Word, the Christ. (John 1:1) When God speaks, faith comes. (Romans 10:17) And faith gives us access into His grace. (Romans 5:2) Grace then does His works through us. (1 Corinthians 15:10) However, He won’t force Himself on us, but we must yield the members of our bodies to Him. (Romans 6:13) This is the gift of righteousness. (Romans 5:17) The love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost. (Romans 5:5) He won’t force us, but we must willingly submit to Him to the point of obedience as He plants the living Word into our hearts. (Matthew 13:3) His goal is that Jesus Christ will be fully formed in us. (Romans 6:13) Our fleshly nature dies a bit with each time we respond in submission and obedience to the righteousness of Christ. (Mark 8:34-35) In this way, we are purifying the Lord Jesus Christ in our hearts. (1 Peter 3:15) We are being transfigured into the same image from glory to glory by the Holy Spirit. (2 Corinthians 3:18)
As followers of Christ, we’re all fully aware that Satan will produce counterfeits of everything that’s real in Christ. It’s always been true. God shows us, through the biblical accounts, that Satan brings false pastors, apostles, prophets, Bible teachers, signs, and wonders. We’ve seen false writings, “revelations,” healings, and miracles. We’re learning how to discern the voice of Christ from our own minds, the fleshly nature of other people, and spiritual deceivers of all kinds. We’re also learning to yield ourselves to Him in willing submission and obedience. He’s revealing who we are in Christ and how we fit into the body of Christ. As He purifies us, He’s building a people of power and authority. In the end, we will all come in the unity of the faith and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to one totally complete man, to the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ.
Everyone who sincerely seeks Christ finds Christ. Although He forces Himself on no one, He rejects no one. Rather, He freely pardons and sets us free from the sinful nature, peer pressure, and the deceitful power of the devil as we yield ourselves to His grace and righteousness. And Christ reveals Himself to every person through the things He has created and the testimony of those who walk in the Spirit. Christ leads, teaches, and corrects every person who follows Him. He interprets our observations and experiences and shows us the way. He’s the Source of every good thing including knowledge, understanding, wisdom, righteousness, and faith. What He says is the truth. Outside of Him, none of those are possible. For instance, the human mind can’t reason to any truth without Christ. Nor can we self-generate true righteousness without Christ.
God is light. In Him is no darkness at all. The logos, or utterance, is the light that lights every person who comes into the world. Christ is the light of the world. When we listen to Christ’s voice, faith comes. Faith gives us access into His grace. When we yield to His grace so He says His words and does His works through us, we are also the light of the world. That is, Christ in us is the light of the world.
Every person benefits from the light of God. Without that light, we would all be in the dark. Without that light, the human mind has no rational way to reason. Without the light of God, people can react to what’s around them but not in a rational way. Without the light of God, people can make up axioms and make bare assertions, but they can never base reasoning on true premises. The light gives them some reference point for what’s right and what’s true. In the light of Christ, they can somewhat tell the difference between reality, preconceptions, and imagination even if they haven’t yet accepted Christ as Savior and Lord.
Those who hate the light and love darkness turn from the light. When the children of light begin to shine, those who love darkness turn even further from the light. They try to suppress the light. When any person fails to acknowledge Christ or yield to His light, that person turns toward darkness. At a certain point, God lets that person go. God withdraws Himself and His light from them. This generally happens by degrees, but it can happen quite suddenly. They then enter a darkness in which they increasingly can’t tell the difference between right and wrong, good and evil, truth and lie, or reality and make-believe. We’re seeing the children of light and the children of darkness coming to maturity on a massive scale throughout society now. The war is between Christ and the spirit of antichrist.
The children of light are learning to hear the voice of Christ and to yield to His righteousness in willing submission and obedience. They’re learning to discern the body of Christ, and the love of God is being shed abroad in their hearts by the Holy Ghost.
The children of darkness are trying to smother the children of light. They hate the light. They seek power and control. They don’t want the word of the Lord. They seek to distort and twist the utterance of God. They ridicule. They oppress. They threaten. They love to listen to ungodly counselors and false teachers in the news media, the universities, the entertainment venues, and even in some churches. They willingly allow themselves to be drawn into a downward spiral of slavery to alcohol, drugs, sexual compromises, perversions, disorder, and other sins. They gladly enter into the idolatry of focusing on things other than Christ and His righteousness. Some of them even think that they can destroy the body of Christ.
God will prevail. Though many followers of Christ are suffering from persecution and some have even given their lives, Christ will be victorious. Yes, and all who desire to live godly in Christ Jesus will suffer persecution. God uses our suffering as part of His process to transform us. Refining gold always requires heat, and the dross must be removed. In the end, every scar will become a badge of honor.
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