














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































created a world in which there seems (to some people, at 
least) lo be dystelcological suffering. 

Provosition WI I: Every instance of animal pain results 
from some condition(s) which was necessary to providing 
man with the ideal environment of "soul-making." 

Proposition W 12: Every instance of natural calamities 
(tornadoes, earthquakes, etc.) results from some condition(s) 
which was nl.!ccssary to providing man with the ideal environ­
ment of "soul-making." 

Pro >mition W J 3: Man's earthly life is a probationary pc· 
riod that is, uring which his fate in eternity is settled) and it 
is his only probationary period. 

Proposition �V / 4: Man is immortal (that is, man will live 
on after phy�ical death in a non-probationary "period" which 
is non-ending). 

Proeosition WI 5: The "stakes" in eternity (the blessings of 
heaven and the p;;;t;hment of hell) are of such magnitude as 
to render all suffering in this life of no ultimate negative sig• 
nific'ance. 
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1, IF EACH OF THE 22 PROPOSITIONS IS TRUE,--OR--IF 

IT IS EVEN POSSIBLE THAT THEY ARE TPUE, THEN THE 

ATHEISTIC EFFORT, TO PROVE THAT THEISM NECESSARILY 

INVOLVES A LOGICAL CONTRADICTION, FAILS! 

2, COUPLED WITH PROOF THAT THE ATHEISTS CANNOT 

ESTABLISH THE PROPOSITIONS WHICH ARE CRUCIAL 

TO THEIR O�N CASE, THE 22 PROPOSITIONS DESTROY 

THE ATHEISTIC EFFOP.T, 

3, TO DEFEAT THE THEISTIC CASE HERE, ATHEISTS �UST 

(1) ESTABLISH EVERY PROPOSITION CRUCIAL TO THEIR

OWN CASE AND (2) SHOW THAT--IN THE CASE OF AT LEAST

ONE OF THE 22 PROPOSITIONS--IT IS !�POSSIBLE

FOR THAT PROPOSITION TO �E TRUE!--THESE THINGS THEY

CANNOT DO!
- - -

--
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I showed "general" revelation. God reveals himself to man. 
Basically one argument, but it can be subsumed under these 
two general headings: "general" revelation and "special" 
revelation. Under "general" revelation, the world, taking 
the world, the physical universe in its entirety, or man. Or 
"special" revelation, the Bible, the sacred Scriptures, 
which-among other things-reveal Jesus Christ. But, by 
the shaded area on this chart, I showed you that I was 
"zeroing in," as it were, on man. There are multiplied 
thousands, perhaps millions upon millions of evidences that 
we could use in proof of God. But I have chosen, because of 
the limited time in this discussion, to concentrate upon 
man. We could prove the Bible to be the word of God. We 
could prove that the Bible itself, simply as a phenomenon, 
proves the existence of God. But that is not our approach in 
this discussion. I showed that I have deduced, from man 
himself, the existence of God. The argument which I gave 
has done that. 

In chart No. 96-B, I showed how the concept of God in 
connection with the concept of what God as an infinite 
being would have created and an actually existing human 
being. Notice that my reasoning is not from a mere concept, 
but from a thing that actually exists as contingent. And to 
say that something is contingent is to say that it cannot 
account for its own existence; it depends upon something 
else for its existence. A thing that exists non-contingently, or 
necessarily, is a thing that is self-existent. It is of the very 
essence of God to exist. God was not caused! God did not 
cause Himself, nor was He caused by anything else. But all 
of us, as human beings, are contingent. Therefore this com­
bined evidence, properly reasoned about, leads to 
knowledge of the fact that God does exist. 

Then I showed you on chart No. 96-C a carefully for­
mulated argument. If there is even one characteristic, 
attribute or property of even one human being-Dr. 
Matson sought-perhaps honestly, but at any rate he missed 
the point-to pitch the argument as if I were arguing about 
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EACH HUMAN BEING IS PROOF THAT GOD DOES EXIST 

1. IF THERE IS EVEN ONE CHARACTERISTIC, ATTRIBUTE OR PROPERTY OF 

EVEN ONE HUMAN BEING WHICH COULD HAVE COME INTO EXISTENCE ONLY 
BY THE CREATIVE POWER OF GOD, THEN THAT ONE HUMAN BEING CON­
STITUTES PROOF THAT Goo DOES EXIST,

2, THERE IS AT LEAST ONE CHARACTERISTIC, ATTRIBUTE OR PROPERTY OF 
AT LEAST ONE HUMAN BEING WHICH COULD HAVE COME INTO EXISTENCE 
ONLY BY THE CREATIVE POWER OF Goo. 

3, THEREFORE, THAT ONE HUMAN BEING CONSTITUTES PROOF (WHEN THE 

EVIDENCE IS RECOGNIZED AND REASONED ABOUT PROPERLY) THAT Goo 
DOES EXIST, 

*IN REGARD TO THIS ARGUMENT IT MUST BE NOTED THAT:

1, THE ARGUMENT IS VALID, 

2, THUS, IF THE TWO PREMISES ARE TRUE, THE CONCLUSION MUS..IBE TRUE , 

3, THE FIRST PREMISE QUITE OBVIOUSLY IS TRUE, 

4, --SO--THE ONLY POINT WHICH CAN BE AT ISSUE IS THE QUESTION: 
ls THE SECOND �REMISE TRUE? 

*! ET US NOW PROCEED TO SHOW THAT THE SECOND PREMISE ll TRUE, 

*HAVING DONE THAT, WE WILL HAVE PROVED THAT Goo DOES EXIST,
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the whole world, even though I had made clear to him that 
while that could be done, it is not what is being done here. 
And it is his responsibility to follow me in this discussion. I 
am saying that if there is even one characteristic, attribute 
or property of even one human being which could have 
come into existence only by the creative power of God, then 
that one human being constitutes proof that God does exist. 
I then showed in the second premise at least one 
characteristic, attribute or property of at least one human 
being which could have come into existence only by the 
creative power of God; and that, therefore, one human 
being constitutes proof-when the evidence is recognized 
and reasoned about correctly-that God does exist. 

Note carefully, in connection with this argument, that it 
is valid. That means if the premises are true, the conclusion 
must be true. So if the premises are true-and I showed last 
night that they are-then the conclusion must be true. 

I showed you, in connection with chart No. 96-D, the 
importance of the circulatory, respiratory or the car­
diovascular system of each individual human being. I 
showed that a man with his nose and mouth taped up could 
not survive longer than five minutes. Then, on chart No. 
96-E, I showed you the circulation of the blood between the
heart and the lungs and the rest of the body, showing that
man cannot live without this interchange of oxygen and car­
bon dioxide for more than five minutes. And I indicated, on
chart No. 96-F and succeeding charts, the details of this
gaseous interchange of oxygen and carbon dioxide, showing
that it simply could not have been a result of evolution!
Therefore, it demands the existence of God.

In response to these matters, Dr. Matson showed the utter 
falsity of his own position and the truthfulness of mine by 
his complete failure to deal with the etemality of matter, 
with the matter of life from non-human matter, with 
human life coming from non-human life. And let us note 
now chart No. 38-F, on which we will look at the fact that, 
given Pr. Matson's position, at one time there was only non-
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living matter, then there had to be the step from non-living 
matter to living matter but which was not yet human, and 
then there has to be the step from living matter which is 
non-human to living matter which is human. And I pressed 
him on the point not to talk about when but how this 
occurs. How is the move made from non-living matter to 
living matter and from living matter which is not human to 
that which is human? There has to be this moment in time 
at which there is a change from non-human to human. And 
there is simply no way that he can deal with this. 

Let us now add to that same point the evidence of the 
human reproductive system as you find on this chart. That 
which is non-living and non-human, then living but non­
human, but without human sexuality. Now let him explain 
how the human reproductive system has come along with 
the fact of human life and the identity of human beings as 
human beings. I have already defined both God and human 
beings in some detail. 

Now I want to turn to the next argument that I will give 
in the sustaining of my case. What I have shown thus far is 
that God is the self-existent, the non-contingent being, 
based on the implication of the fact that we as human 
beings exist contingently. I have established that. I did that 
in detail last evening. Now, on chart No. 36-Y, I note in the 
second place that God is good, the goodness and the severity 
of God in relation to the atheist's argument from evil. But 
now let us look at the fact of the goodness of God from what 
the Bible says about it. We are talking in this debate about 
the God of the Bible, just, as a matter of fact, as we were in 
my debate with Dr. Flew. 

The goodness of God. The Bible teaches in II Peter 
3:9-10, that God is not willing that any should perish but 
that all should come to repentance. He does not want a 
single person to perish. He loved each one of us so much, 
every person in this world, of every nation, "that he gave his 
only begotten son that whosoever believeth on him should 
not perish but have everlasting life." And in regard to the 
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Lord Jesus Christ, Paul said, in Philippians chapter 2, 
"Have this mind in you, which was also in Christ Jesus who, 
existing in the form of God, counted not the being on an 
equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied 
himself . . .  " And II Corinthians 8:9, "Though he was rich, 
yet for your sakes he became poor, that ye through his 
poverty might become rich." Romans 8:32: God gave to us 
the greatest gift of all, His Soni 

Therefore, we can reason from that: if God will give us 
the greatest gift of all, He will give us whateve else we need. 
Matthew 7:7-11: "Ask, and it shall be given. Seek, and ye 
shall find. Knock, and it shall be opened." There is Bible 
teaching on the fact of the goodness of God. And we will 
come later to the last part of that chart-on the ;ustice of 
God. 

Let us note on chart No. 68, I am continuing now with 
the point that God is good. This is the second point in my 
basic affirmation. I have established in the first argument 
the self-existence of God; I am now dealing with the 
goodness of God. Now let us note: moral codes and God. 

This is divided into two main parts. Part Number One. 
Notice again the precision of the logical presentation. 

First, if the moral code and/ or actions of any individual 
or society can properly be subjects of criticism as to real 
moral wrong-that is, if you can really say "Look, this 
really is right" or "This really is wrong," not merely express­
ing an opinion, not merely saying "Can't you see that? 
Don't you see? Don't you agree with what I feel?"-but if 
there is some real objective reference, if it can properly be 
the subject of criticism (as to real moral wrong) then there 
must be some objective standard (some "higher law which 
transcends the provincial and transient") which is other 
than the particular moral code and which has an obligatory 
character which can be recognized. 

Second, the second premise: The moral code and/ or ac­
tions of any individual or society can properly be subjects of 
criticism (as to real moral wrong). The Nazi society; for in-
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stance, the Russian society; for instance, the Chinese of 
Communist China and of Cambodia and so on and on-in 
fact, even our own nation. The action of every nation, the 
action of every individual is the proper subject of criticism 
or evaluation. 

The conclusion: Therefore, there must be some standard 
(some "higher law which transcends the provincial and 
transient" -that is, that transcends the law of a certain 
geographical area, of a certain period of time) which is 
other than the particular moral code of any individual or 
society and which has an obligatory character which can be 
recognized. 

That is why the German Nazis in their terrible treatment 
of the Jews and the Communists in their treatment of non­
Communists cannot simply say, "But we have our own law, 
we are obeying our own law." There is a higher law-that 
transcends mere human law-by which they will be called 
to accounts. As a matter of fact, most of humanity recognize 
that to be so. And deep down, even Dr. Matson recognizes 
that he has an objective moral obligation; he knows he 
ought to do some things and he ought not to do other things! 
And he answered that way in the questions tonight. 

Now, Part Number Two. First, if indeed there is-I am 
using the conclusion of Part One as the first premise of the 
second part-if there is some objective standard (that is, 
some "higher law which transcends the provincial and tran� 
sient") which is other than the particular moral code of any 
individual or society and which has a obligatory character 
which can be recognized, then God exists. 

Second, there is some objective standard (some "higher 
law which transcends the provincial and transient") which 
is other than the particular moral code of any individual or 
society and which has an obligatory character which can he 
recognized. 

The conclusion: therefore, God exists. 
Now, Dr. Matson, I suggest that you take up this argu­

ment up and deal with it item by item. Just a "wave of the 
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hand" with a sort of "an aside" will not answer it. It is for­
mulated very carefully and precisely and it merits that kind 
of attention. 

Now, notice on chart No. 68-K, Dr. Matson said he did 
not want to talk any more about the Nazis, and I do not 
blame him-if indeed I held the position which he 
does-for he has no basis upon which really to say that they 
did wrong. They said, "We did right." Matson says, "No, I 
feel that you did wrong." They have just as much right to 
say what they feel as Matson does to say what He feels! 
Their defense was, "Our government demanded it. Under 
our law, we felt it was right. We are doing the right thing." 
Just as the Communists, in Cambodia, no doubt, feel they 
are doing the right thing to eliminate or at least mistreat all 
non-Communists. 

But the Nazis were accused, tried and convicted on the 
basis of a higher law which rii;es above the provincial and 
transient. And that must be the law of God! Notice on chart 
No. 68-M: "Moral Progress and Moral Degeneration." 
Notice [pointing to chart] the law of Germany prior to 1933: 
the people of Germany were under it. There was moral 
degeneration at the time of their living under the Nazi 
regime, the laws of Germany from 1933 to 1945. Following 
that period, there was moral progress. The Germany of to­
day is not the Germany of Nazism. But the Germany of 
Nazism committed terrible crimes, and the leaders were 
tried by a higher law. Notice up in the middle of the chart, 
"the higher law which transcends the provincial and the 
transient" as Prosecutor Jackson indicated. And as Henry 
Kissinger-in another statement, as I recall, recorded in 
Time magazine-indicated, some nations violate the "fun­
damental standards of behavior." There is no way you, Dr. 
Matson, can explain this. There is no atheist who wants to 
get away from objective reality. He wants to claim objective 
moral behavior, but he has no basis for doing so! 

The only basis by which the Nazis could have been rightly 
condemned is the fact that there is a higher law above the 
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THEIR DEFENSE 

1, OUR SOCIETY HAD ITS OWN NEEDS & 
DESIRES, 

2, OUR SOCIETY MADE ITS OWN LAWS, 
BASED ON THOSE NEEDS AND 
DESIRES, 

3, OUR SOCIETY COMMANDED US TO 
EXTERMINATE THE JEWS, 

4. Ir WOULD HAVE BEEN WRONG FOR us

NOT TO HAVE OBEYED,
5. Now YOU TRY TO CONDEMN us BY THE

LAW OF AN ALIEN SOCIETY--A VALUE
SYSTEM WHICH HAD NOTHING TO DO
WITH THE NAZIS,

(CLAIMED AN EX f.Qil EA!:I.O. LAW)

THEIR PROSECUTION 

THEY APPEALED TO A HIGHER LAW WHICH 
"RISES ABOVE THE PROVINCIAL AND 
TRANSCIENT--" --R,H, JACKSON, 

.Cl..2.s.uiG. AD1IB£.s.s. l.ti Il:if NUREMBERG 
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law of Germany, and that law could be only the law of 
God. 

Chart 68-N. Time? Well, we'll continue with this 
point-we'll have more to say just a little later. 
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MATSON'S FOURTH NEGATIVE 

(Thursday Night) 

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. 
I feel no temptation to follow Dr. Warren in becoming a 

broken record myself. I shall instead fulfill the promise-or 
carry out the threat-that I made last night to attempt a 
lecture on evolution. I have already explained how ill­
equipped I am to do this. Furthermore, I have no slide 
show, nor even a blackboard. But, as we all know if we 
watch The Late Show, when somebody gets appendicitis in 
the submarine, the medical petty officer has to operate. I 
beg your indulgence, I hate to see this transcribed forever, 
because it will be used against me; but that can't be helped 
either. 

I did make some remarks last night about evolution being 
a carefully worked out cooperative attempt to explain cer­
tain facts which could not otherwise be explained in any 
plausible manner. I shall now try to expatiate on what those 
facts are. I shall divide my lecture into, first, some talk 
about the evidence-the facts that need to be explained; 
then the various attempts to explain them; then I shall give 
an overview of conclusions. In all this I shall attempt to give 
some aoswer to Dr. Warren's questions about the eternity of 
matter and all those things that I have been accused of 
ignoring. 

All right. Now, as for evidence, we can distinguish this 
into three general classes: evidence accessible to all of us; 
second, the evidence of geology that I suppose isn't accessi­
ble to all of us except insofar as we go to museums; and 
third, the evidence which, while it occurs now, has only 
been noticed by special investigating. 

Let's begin with the evidence accessible to us all. This 
consists of nothing more breath-taking or out of the way 
than the obvious affiliations of the plants and animals that 
we all see all the time. That is to say, cats and tigers are very 
much alike in many ways. So are salmon and trout. So are 
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the various species of oak tree. So are redwoods and dawn 
redwoods. Many dogs look like foxes-more than some dogs 
look like some other dogs. Simple things like this. These 
have been noticed by everybody since people have been 
noticing anything. It is enshrined or encoded in the com­
monplace remark-I don't know who first made it-that 
nature makes no leaps. 

Serious and systematic attempts to study the affiliations 
of nature begin, I think, with Aristotle. (Dr. Warren doesn't 
like me to bring up history, but I'm going to do it just the 
same. But just briefly.) Aristotle, who founded so many 
sciences and brought some of them to perfection, is also the 
founder of the science of biology. He made the first attempts 
at a systematic classification of animals and plants. His 
students carried this on, particularly Theophrastus, many of 
whose works are unfortunately lost; and it was a going con­
cern in pagan antiquity. Thus started the classification 
which is familiar to us from reading the tags on the plants in 
the arboretum, into genera and species. It is something that 
has a cumulative history, and this, that is, the principles of 
this classification, come to fruition pretty much in the work 
of the Swedish botanist, Linnaeus, in the 18th century. 

Now, tl;iis fact that you can construct a sort of tree show­
ing the obvious relationships in skeletal structure, in in­
nards, in habits and so on for animals and plants, can sug­
gest many things. One thing it can immediately suggest is 
that these things that are so much alike probably have some 
common origin; there is a family resemblance to them, so 
perhaps they are descended from the same family. That 
thought, which is a leap essentially to the thought of evolu­
tion, was made extremely early in the history of European 
rational thought. In fact, it is to be found in no later a figure 
than Anaximander, who flourished in the earlier part of the 
sixth century B.C., who talked about the descent of 
animals, the affiliation of animals, the transference of life 
from the sea to the dry land, and the evolution of man. It is 
amazing when you think of it. 
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But another thing that can occur to you is not that these 
have a common descent but that they just do form some 
kind of great chain from the lowest to the highest, from in­
organic matter to the worm, and from the worm to the cow, 
and from the cow to man. Unfortunately for the history of 
science, Aristotle tended to adopt that view. He was im­
pressed by the fixity of species. That is, that the species 
breed true. And he felt that views like those of Anaximander 
were rather irresponsible speculation. As it happens, Aris­
totle was wrong and Anaximander was right. But still, 
Aristotle was perhaps the more rational. On the evidence 
available to him, that was perhaps the more rational con­
clusion to come to. His view was that all these things had 
existed in pretty much the same form forever; there was no 
beginning. 

Well, the evidence that was available to Aristotle is easily 
available to us and hasn't been either added to or subtracted 
from very much. I come now to the evidence of geology. 
There is a preliminary up which hasn't itself to do exactly 
with organic evolutbn but which is necessary for its com­
prehension: the geological dating of strata. It was 
discovered in the latter part of the 18th century where that 
the strata of rocks which are very easily observed in many 
parts of the world-that is, you see a rock and it is cut 
through and there's just layer on layer in it-that these 
strata were produced by sedimentation from water. I could 
have summarized an awful lot there. Indeed, I don't have 
much information to go in between anyway. 

Anyway, Lyell and others had the notion that if these 
rocks were sedimentary, that is, they were formed by the 
sedimentation over ages when they were in lake beds, well, 
we can measure right here and now a sedimentation rate. So 
by extrapolation, we can find out how long it took to form 
those strata. The answer was quite surprising. Even as early 
as Buffon, the French naturalist, Buffon published figures 
in which he thought that perhaps the age of the earth must 
be as great as 70,000 years and in unpublished notes he even 
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suggested 400,000. I think those notes were unpublished 
because even the 70,000 led to such a great outcry. This is 
one of the beginnings of a great conflict between science 
and religion. Because the orthodox view was that you could 
date the history of creation and of the earth from the Bible. 
Archbishop Usher had computed creation as having occur­
red in 4004 B.C. He got it more exactly than that. It was in 
October, if I'm not mistaken. And it seems to me October 
12th, although maybe I am mixing it up with Columbus 
Day. But I'm pretty sure it was 10:00 in the morning. 

Well, Usher here was only culminating a lot of researches 
of this sort and his figure was rather orthodox. Consequent­
ly, Biblical accuracy was thought to be threatened by 
outlandish figures like 70,000 years. Nevertheless, in spite of 
opposition, this view got established at any rate in the scien­
tific community, namely, that the earth is much, much 
older than one would judge by simply totting up the genera­
tions in the Bible. 

The second point I have to notice in terms of 
geology-and here I come to direct evidence for organic 
evolution-is that not only was it discovered that one could 
reasonably date strata, but it was also noticed that the 
sedimentary strata very often contained fossils. You all 
know what a fossil is, a sort of calcified outline or mold of 
some living creature, usually but not always of the bony 
parts, which you can simply chip out of the rock and very 
carefully clean out and look at. Our museums are full of 
these. 

Since these fossils occurred in sedimentary strata, it was 
possible to give them some highly probably dates. I must 
emphasize that there are very many fossils. They are not at 
all uncommon. You don't have to search very far to find 
fossils. But something very interesting . was noted about 
these fossils: namely, that many of them, the majority, 
show skeletal structures that are not identical or even very 
similar to the skeletal structure of any presently-living 
creature. Now, they were pretty obviously the remains of 
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living creatures. They were, after all, skeletons, most of 
them; and some of them complete outlines, such as fish or 
plant leaves or whatnot. But they couldn't be equated with 
present day trout or oak trees or whatever it might be. 

So the conclusion was just about inescapable that these 
were the remnants of life forms that are now extinct, that 
had existed in the past but no longer do. Correlative with 
this was the failure to discover in the lower strata very many 
fossils that could be correlated with present day creatures. 
No man or even man-like creatures, nothing resembling 
very much-at least not obviously and grossly in size and 
everything else-a modern horse, et cetera. Now this, 
notice, was what first gave strong support, in fact it would 
seem to me overwhelming support to evolution. You could 
hardly conclude anything else but that the vast majority of 
the fossils were the remains of creatures that used to exist 
but didn't any longer, and the creatures that exist now 
didn't formerly exist, so there had been some change in the 
population of the earth. There are no longer any dinosaurs. 
That is perfectly clear. But there are plenty of dinosaur 
fossils. This gave a great impetus to the notion that Anax­
imander had first formulated that the relation of living 
creatures is not that of, so to speak, ornaments on a static 
Christmas tree but rather of the very growing tree itself. 

I should also mention (though this discovery came later 
because the remains in question are quite rare, unlike most 
fossils) the fossils include bones of creatures that were more 
man-like than present day chimpanzees but more 
chimpanzee-like than present day humans. Some of these 
remains were also found in association with fires. I mean of 
course the ashes of fires, and not forest fires, but bonfires. 
And tools, specially flint tools. The inference here was very 
easy to make: that these were creatures who, while in their 
body structures very distinct from the men that live 
nowadays, nevertheless had the use of fire and at least a 
primitive kind of tool. 

I think that that is a fair summary of the main outlines of 
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the geological record. And all this was discovered by the 
beginning of the present century; though of course 
discoveries here continue to be made and indeed astounding 
ones such as those in the Olduvai Gorge in Kenya, which 
has greatly increased our knowledge of primate evolution 
and consequently of the descent of man. 

The third thing I would like to mention is some observa­
tions that were made by Charles Darwin when, in his cir­
cumnavigation of the world with the beagle, as resident. 
naturalist he spent a lot of time in the Galapagos Islands. 
These islands, as you know, are off the coast of South 
America rather far out at sea and rather far removed from 
each other. Darwin studied the fauna of the Galapagos, 
many of the forms of which-I think most of them-are not 
exactly like those found on mainland South America, 
though all of them resemble existing South American forms 
rather closely. He not only noticed this fact but he noticed 
that the forms of certain animals, especially finches and 
frogs, differed from island to island in the Galapagos. The 
beaks of the finches, for example, tended to be quite dif­
ferent on one island from what they would be on another. 
And this was also correlated with different diets of the 
finches on one island and another. 

The idea struck Darwin that perhaps these were the 
beginning of species. His great book is called On The Origin 
of Species. It was there that the idea struck him that 
perhaps just, so to speak, leave the interbreeding population 
to itself for a while and it will take off in different directions 
depending on certain factors being found here that aren't 
found elsewhere. 

I think I have a moment left. According to my reckoning, 
only half a minute. And this is a good place to stop. I will 
continue the attempts at explanation in my next presenta­
tion. Thank you. 
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WARREN'S FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE 

(Thursday Night) 

Dr. Matson, gentlemen moderators·, ladies and gentle­
men. 

Well, Dr. Matson assured us at the beginning of his 
speech-and I want to say this in a kind and friendly way, 
but nevertheless I want to say it firmly-he assured us he 
did not know anything about evolution, and then he felt 
that he had to prove that such was the case, so he went right 
on and did it. Dr. Matson, your field is philosophy and I 
told you last evening showed you and explained it to you, 
proved it to you-that we do not discover the origin of life 
by any specific scientific discipline. I challenge you to show 
the single scientific discipline that proves the origin of life. 
Find the biologist that can present the argument-the 
sound logical argument-the conclusion of which is: 
"therefore, I know that human beings now living on this 
earth owe their ultimate origin to evolution from non-living 
matter, from rocks and dirt," if you will. Did he give that 
argument? No. 

Dr. Matson was actually debating himself all through his 
speech with this meandering that he did. And, Dr. Matson, 
I do not mind your giving little dissertations on history. I 
rather enjoy history. In fact, I have sort of halfway majored 
in history of doctrine, but that doesn't have anything to do 
with what you are supposed to be doing. Your field is 
philosophy. I made my arguments in a philosophical way, 
and you should have responded as a philosopher. I pointed 
out last evening that what has to happen in the question of 
the origin of man so far as your dealing with scientific 
disciplines is this-even those who are involved in these 
scientific disciplines realize this-that when you take infor­
mation from biology, then from chemistry, then from 
paleontology, archaeology, physics and so on, and you 
"draw down" [gesturing with hands] that information in an 
effort to synthesize it, that is not science; that is philosophy! 
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The synthesization of data from the various scientific 
disciplines is philosophy. Now, Dr. Matson, that is what 
you ought to have been doing- and you ought to present 
the argument precisely: Premise No. 1, premise No. 2, con­
clusion. Show that the argument is valid: show that the 
premises are true. Did you do that? You didn't even try. You 
didn't even try. 

I said a moment ago that you were debating yourself. I 
call your attention again to your book, The Existence of 
God, page 128. "Then Pasteur showed conclusively that 
there is no such thing as spontaneous generation." Now, he 
said that Pasteur wasn't concerned about proving evolution 
to be false. That does not matter. What you said he 
proved-and what he did prove-is that there is no spon­
taneous generation of life! Now, if there was a beginning, 
even according to your own contentions of there being 
nothing but non-living matter and of there being no spon­
taneous generation of life, will you "pray tell" how-by 
evolution-life ever got here? But that's not all of his state­
ment. He went on to say, all,-not just some-but "all 
living things are generated from seed. " 

Dr. Matson, I am going to give you a kind and loving 
challenge: to take your own book-I am going to leave it 
right here for you [laying the book near Dr. Matson]-and I 
want you to read this statement and explain it to the au­
dience to fit with the speech which you just made. Will you 
please do that? 

You know, Dr. Flew really quit about the middle of the 
first night in our discussion. Dr. Matson quit last night, and 
he "stayed quit" tonight! But he did really try up until about 
the third night. Maybe if we have another debate, we'll get 
somebody that will stay on and really try all the way 
through the four nights. 

What we have just listened to here was really no reply 
whatever to the affirmative speech that has been made in 
this situation. All of this which he has had to say about 
Aristotle and Darwin does not contain even one precise 
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argument that even claims to be valid, much less to be 
sound. Now, Dr. Matson, I am going to give you the 
challenge. Here it is: Will you please take the data from all 
of the writings of Aristotle or Darwin, or whomever you 
wish to choose-now living or dead-and formulate the 
precise argument, the conclusion of which is: "Therefore, I 
know that human beings evolved from non-living matter, 
that life came from that which had no life, and that human 
beings came from that which was not human." However 
many difficulties you may say there are in identifying 
whether something is or is not human, it still remains that 
everything that has ever existed or that now exists is either 
human or not human! 

Dr. Matson, in harmony with the law of excluded mid­
dle, answered "true" to the question-previously in this 
debate-in the written questions, "Every precisely stated 
proposition is either true or false." Now, that is the law of 
excluded middle as it applies to propositions, to statements. 
But that isn't all there is to the law of excluded middle. It 
also has application to ob;ects. What does the law of 
excluded middle say as to ob;ects? It says that "every object 
either has a certain property or it does not." Let us say that 
object X exists. X either has the property of being a rock or it 
does not. X either has the property of being black or it does 
not. X has the property of being human or it does not. 

No�, let's picture Dr. Matson's situation. He claims-he 
has to claim-that matter is eternal. Because, if ever there 
was a moment that there was nothing, then there never 
would have been anything. If there had just been nothing, 
no God, no matter, nothing, then nothing would exist now. 
So, he has got to claim eternality of matter. He's got to 
claim eternality of non-living matter and then he's got to 
come to a point in time when non-living matter turns into 
living matter. For the sake of our argument-though I do 
not believe him, but for the sake of argument;-it is 
counterfactual for me-let it be a hundred trillion years 
"back out there" [gesturing with a hand] of non-living mat-
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ter. There still has to come this moment of time when there 
is in this moment, time T sub one, no life; but in a split 

second, there is life! How did it come about? Dr. Matson 
says, "No spontaneous generation." That means every single 
one without exception-all living things-come from seed/ 
Seeds have lif el There had to be seed before all of these 
living things that are now living. From where did the seed 
come? Exactly where the Bible says it came from: from 
God! God formed man from the dust of the earth, breathed 
into his nostrils the breath of life and man became a living 
soul. 

I want you to note-in connection with this speech and 
Dr. Matson's admission of "no spontaneous generation" and 
that "all living things come from preceding seed" -that he 
does not talk about the mechanism of evolution. He does not 
talk about the how. He wants to talk about the when-way 
back in history! He wants to give us a discourse in history. 
Which has nothing whatever to do with this. Dr. Matson, 
you can dispense with all of that, however entertaining it

might be for all ·of us, and tell us how that which had no life 
came to have life and how that which was living but was 
not human came to be human! 

You cannot solve your problem by just saying, "Nature 
has no leaps." My friend, if your theory is true, there is the 
change that something here, in one split second [gesturing 
with hands], is non-human and the next moment it's 
human. Somehow or other this something is not human and 
then, in the next instance, that something is 
human-whether it is by birth or traformation. And you 
have already given up both of those unless-like so many 
other things-you want to "take that back because you were 
only kidding" about it. Dr. Matson, you ought to get a sign 
and have somebody to hold up the sign that says "He m�ans 
this statement" and then have somebody else to hold up a 
sign with another statement saying, "He doesn't mean this 
one." 

There is no fossil record which supports evolution. Dr. 
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Matson, I challenge you to give it. There is no actual 
"geologic column" in the world. It is only a fabrication of 
various men who hold the atheistic position. They must 
have evolution to sustain it. So here is what happens. In 
some places, it [the "geologic column"] is even upside down 
from what it is supposed to be. They involve themselves in 
circular reasoning. How do they even know how old the 
rocks are? They measure the rocks by the fossils and the 
fossils by the rocks. That is like saying, is A true? Yes. Is B 
true? Yes. Well, how do you know that B is true? Because I 
know that A is true. Well, how do you know that A is true? 
Because I know that B is true. You can see that all he has 
said has nothing to do with getting him out of the problem 
of the eternality of matter, life from non-life, which is false, 
human from non-human, which is false. 

Dr. Matson, we do not deny that change occurs. We do 
not deny that some things have lived and gone out of 
existence. There are even some things now in danger of go­
ing out of existence. Why, we even stopped-or had the 
government to stop-the building of a dam in Tennessee 
because a little "minnow" might go out of existence. But 
would that prove that human beings came from rocks and 
dirt if a thousand years from now there were no snail darters 
up near the Tellico Dam? Would it, Dr. Matson? 

He says that everybody agrees, all the scientists agree the 
world is very old. Dr. Matson, there are scientists who do 
not agree with you, who have just as good scientific creden­
tials. There is no argument he has given, there is no real 
documentation, there is no valid, no sound argument. Some 
things have disappeared. So what follows? He has not given 
any argument on that. 

Incidentally, Dr. Matson, are you aware of the fact that 
there are dinosaur tracks and human tracks in the riverbed 
of the Paluxy River, near Glen Rose, Texas? What about 
considering and discussing that for us? 

Dr. Matson said he didn't know anything about evolu­
tion, and he proved that he didn't. And I suggest, Dr. 
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Matson, that both you and I get back to discussing these 
matters from a philosophic basis. We can take information 
from the sciences, but let's discuss it as philosphers. Darwin 
did not prove life from non-life, did not prove human from 
non-human. Darwin did not prove the cardio-vascular 
system came from the non-human, did not prove that sex­
uality came from non-life. I dare you to formulate, from 
Darwin's writings, a precise, logical, sound argument the 
conclusion of which is: "I know that man, with all of his in­
tricate cardio-vascular system, his digestive system, his 
eliminative system, his reproductive system, has come by 
pure blind chance from non-living rocks and dirt." 

Well, friends, that takes care of that if ever a speech was 
taken care of-and I have been in a number of these discus­
sions-and if ever I have felt that anything has been 
destroyed, I have destroyed that one. 

Now back to my speech in the affirmative. I want to turn 
now to chart No. 68-N and continue, in spite of the fact that 
Dr. Matson does not wish to discuss these matters and their 
implications. I am on the fact of the matter that God is good 

and God is just. On chart 68-N, we have shown you here 
[pointing to the chart] the law which rises above the provin­
cial and the transient, the law of England. Dr. Flew and I 
discussed that. He is an Englishman; he recognized that 
English law had no jurisdiction over the Germans. I 
recognize that American law had no jurisdiction over the 
Germans. Upon what basis then were those men tried, con­
victed, and some of them executed and some put in prison 
for life? Because we recognized that there is a higher law, a 
law that is objective, a law that pertains to right and wrong 
without regard to what any of us think about it. 

Now let us go into the argument concerning the human 
conscience. Chart No. 19. This is a continuation of my affir­
mation that God is good. If at least one human being actual­
ly has a conscience-and the conscience is that which is 
within man which urges him to act in harmony with that 
which he thinks is right, as stated by the Apostle Paul in 
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Romans 2: 15, the conscience bearing witness and thoughts 
either accusing or else excusing. There is the conviction of 
man as to what right and wrong. There is then the God­
given faculty of urging a man to do what he is convinced is 
right. Dr. Matson answered questions. tonight that showed 
that he has a conscience and recognizes its objective 
obligatory nature. 

Now, I am saying, first, if at least one human being 
actually has a conscience, and if that conscience has such 
characteristics as to have originated only with God, then 
God exists. 

Secondly, at least one human being actually has a con­
science, and that conscience has such characteristics as to 
have originated only with God. 

Therefore, God exists. 
It was C. S. Lewis, a former atheist; who came up with 

the realization, he had gone along for years thinking "I can't 
believe in God because of this that or the other" while all 
the while he was talking about "It ought to be this way, I 
ought to do that." He had then recognized that there is a 
higher law-just as I have been talking about-that the 
conscience within urges us that we ought to do it. 

Oughtness cannot be taught. Usually atheistic 
philosophers say all the conscience is is that if you tell your 
child, "Don't play with the goldfish," and you give him a 
spanking if he does, then he won't do it any more. All you 
are doing there is teaching him that if he does it, he is going 
to get a spanking. But that does not teach him oughtness. 
That has to be given to him by God. This is a God-given 
faculty. As we noted, on chart No. 19-A, when an 
individual sees a situation of a drowning person in a river, 
there is the conflict within his mind of the need for the sur­
vival of himself. He's afraid that, if he goes into the river, he 
may drown. There is the desire to save the person, a sense of 
oughtness. "I ought to do it." A child burning in the upper 
story of a building, a ladder in the yard; you know if you 
put the ladder up, the building may fall in. You want to run 
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away and save yourself but you say, "I ought to save the 
child." 

That is something more than just somebody giving you a 
spanking. It is a recognition of something greater and higher 
than ourselves. It is an oughtness. And so we realize that we 
ought to try to save the child. What ought one to do when 
need conflicts with desire? When you come to a fork in the 
road, to make a decision, and you are convinced that this 
road is right and that one wrong, your conscience will urge 
you to take that one [pointing to the one you hold is right]. 
But, if you take this one, then afterwards your thoughts will 
accuse you and say, "You have done wrong." Dr. Matson 
has admitted to all of that tonight. 

Now let us go to the fact of the justice of God. As I look at 
the justice of God, we find in the Bible in regard to the 
severity of God-and this is simply another way of referring 
to His justice, His holiness, His righteousness-that He can­
not tolerate sin! As Paul in giving the basic theme of the 
Book of Romans after saying he was ready to preach the 
gospel (the great message of good news) to those in Rome, 
he said, "For I am not ashamed of the gospel," -and he 
assigned a reason-"for it is t}:le power of God unto salva­
tion, to everyone that believeth, to the Jew first and also to 
the Greek. For therein .is revealed the righteousness of God 
from faith to faith. As it is written, the righteous shall live 
by faith." 

Men obtain, in becoming righteous, freedom from sin by 
the gospel, by the power of the shed blood of Christ. And 
because of the righteous demand of God that we be free 
from sin, God-being the infinite God that He is, not only 
infinite in power and knowledge and presence but infinite 
in justice-cannot tolerate sin. And we have no "platform" 
on which we can stand to evaluate the enormity of even one 
sin. What ought to be the just results of sin? We cannot 
know unless God tells us? And God has told us. He has told 
us by the price it takes to get us out of it: the gift of his Son 
on the cross. And the price that it will take if we lose our 
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soul: the retributive punishment-what we will 
deserve-the wages of sin that we have earned (according to 
Romans 6:23), to be separated from God and everything 
that is good once and forever more. 

Paul says, in Romans 11:22, "Behold then the goodness 
and the severity of God." And he made clear that the 
goodness of God is toward those who will hear and obey 
Him and that His severity (His justice, if you will) is against 
those who reject Him. Notice in chart No. 36-Y-l, the whole 
case that Dr. Matson has is here. And how I do pray that he 
would see that there is no conflict. Maybe if he could see this 
one point, he would see then that God does exist and turn in 
repentance to become a Christian. 

All of us, whether we are religious or not, must recognize 
the Bible. Christianity is the religion of Biblical authority. 
Arid how I could wish that Dr. Matson would recognize not 
only God but the Bible, His word, Jesus Christ His Son, and 
that there is no conflict whatever. There is no incom­
patibility betwe�n the love and goodness of God and the 
severity of God. I could not worship God if He could 
tolerate sin-if, for instance, some wicked drunkard, for­
nicator, or murderer in the street, who out of his drunken­
ness and having been on drugs, would fall into the gutter of 
degradation-that is, if God could simply tolerate any and 
every kind of action. If God were a "person" who would 
say, "It doesn't matter to Me how degraded you are sex­
ually, how degraded you are in lying, in not telling tlie 
truth, to tolerate that which is not good," then there would 
then be a conflict between the goodness of God and the 
justice of God. But the justice of God demands the punish­
ment for unforgiven sin; He cannot tolerate sin. And we 
could not know what that punishment ought to be if we did 
not have the revelation of God. 

But we are discussing here tonight the existence of God, 
not the details of all of the Bible teaching about Him. Now, 
then, the results of atheism are terrible indeed. In Romans 
1:18 and following, after Paul had made clear that the 
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evidence of God is right before the eyes of everyone-His 
everlasting power and divinity are made known by the 
things that are seen-He then showed, in regard to those 
who turned away from God, three times in that chapter he 
said "Wherefore God gave them up" in giving a list of the 
terrible and heinous crimes that were committed. 

My brethren, our nation, our educational system, our 
very well-being in this nation, is being jeopardized by the 
doctrines that are being taught by such men as Dr. Matson 
in our state colleges and universities and schools. 
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MATSON'S FIFTH NEGATIVE 

(Thursday Night) 

Since Dr. Warren has not brought up anything to which I 
have not already fully replied except some vague talk about 
conscience, I will continue with my amateurish exposition 
of evolutionary theory. 

I think I might as well say that I regard it as a great im­
pertinence for Dr. Warren to tell me that I have no right to 
talk about evolutionary theory or biology when he himself 
treats us to so many charts about it. 

I presented in my last presentation the kind of evidence 
for evolution that was available by the middle of the 19th 
century, by which time it had accumulated to such an 
extent that no serious student of the subject had any doubt 
that evolution had occurred. The only question was how. 
It's important to notice that Darwin's fame really lies in his 
having been able to give a satisfactory account of how 
evolution occurs and not that he thought up the whole idea 
from the beginning. 

The theory that existed before Darwin was that of the 
French biologist Lamarck. He saw that there was evolution; 
he tried to explain it by saying that in every organism there 
is an innate drive to perfection and that organisms evolve to 
give an individual certain acquired characteristics and pass 
it on to his descendants. That is, to take the stock illustra­
tion, giraffes have long necks because there were some 
short-necked giraffes who, however, by reaching for leaves 
higher and higher lengthened their necks. They simply 
stretched them and baby giraffes from these people-from 
these giraffes, excuse me-had longer necks and so on. 

He also thought that spontaneous generation is rather fre­
quent. The difference between Darwin and Lamarck, and 
why we are Darwinians and not Lamarckians any more, is 
this: There was no disagreement between them about the 
fact of evolution or about the gradualness of evolution also. 
Geology was beginning to give a time scale sufficient to 
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accommodate the gradualness necessary to account for the 
evolution of very complicated forms such as us. Where 
Darwin differed was that he thought there was a common 
descent of all life. This was the kind of intuition that 
Darwin had, the common descent from one or at least a 
very few proto-ancestors of all living things. That is, in the 
phylum of at least all present day insects, thousands and 
thousands of variations probably can be traced back to one 
original insect. (Well, insects are not a phylum; but I told 
you that I am just an amateur.) 

He taught that all animals have this common descent 
from ideally just one animal but at most, five or six. And he 
explicitly said that this includes man, which of course 
brought the great outcry. Darwin's great claim to fame, 
though, is in his acquiring and propounding cumulatively 
overwhelming evidence for a mechanism of evolution, 
namely, natural selection working upon spontaneously aris­
ing variations in a population. 

As I explained last night, what evolves is not the 
individual, as Lamarck thought, but the gene pool, the in­
terbreeding population. Darwin's idea was that variations 
arise in this pool from unknown causes. They were 
unknown to him; but he demonstrated their existence. That 
is, the fact that there are variations, though he couldn't 
explain them. Some of these will be disadvantageous. The 
individual who has them will be handicapped in the strug­
gle for survival. Other of these variations will be advan­
tageous. He will have a head start on his competitors. Those 
who have the head start will tend to have more descen­
dants. More of them will reach breeding age, propor­
tionately, and they will have more descendants. So the gene 
pool will change in the direction of those who have varia­
tions that are more conducive to adaptation to whatever 
kind of living they have to get in the world. That gave a 
satisfactory account of how we can get from very primitive 
organisms to very complicated ones. It gives in particular a 
satisfactory account of how we can get from simians or 
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primates of one sort or other to man. 
Neo-Darwinism, as it is now called, is the union of 

Darwinism with the science of genetics. Now, this is impor­
tant, because the science of genetics explains what Darwin 
was unable to explain, namely, the origin of variation in a 
population. This science was founded, as you all know, by 
Gregor Mendel, and gives the mechanisms of inheritance. 
Mendel had to postulate the gene, that is to say, the actual 
mechanism for passing on a trait in inheritance. But with 
the discoveries of Watson and Crick, it was found possible 
directly to observe and indeed to chemically manipulate the 
gene. As you all know from reading your newspapers, this 
has become suddenly a practical problem. 

So you have Darwinism giving you the mechnism of 
evolution, namely, natural selection on a population that is 
varied, and genetics giving you the mechanism of variation; 
plus a lot of smaller steps which nevertheless are important 
such as the recent discovery that there is a greater degree of 
variation in individuals of the gene pool than had previously 
been thought. And something else: radioisotope dating. I 
talked in my previous presentation about dating by the fossil 
record and the strata, which Dr. Warren in his usual sober 
scientific way ridiculed. That, fortunately, is not the only 
method of dating that we have any more. We have 
radioisotope dating-I can't explain everything; I will not 
go into what that is-which replaces the previously 
accepted dating which was, after all, very much dead 
reckoning with really quite precise figures. Though nothing 
in principle is changed. That is, it has not been found 
necessary to invert any of the previously established geologic 
eras or anything like that. In general, it has been found 
necessary to stretch it out a bit. Which is, of course, an 
advantage to evolutionary theory; it gives you even more 
time. 

All right. Neo-Darwinism gives to all competent inves­
tigators of these matters a thoroughly satisfying explanation 
of the evolution of the.life forms we have yVith us today. 
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There are other "explanations" that I will mention for the 
sake of completeness. There is the theory of preformation. I 
associate this with a man named Gosse, though I don't think 
he was the originator of it. This was the theory held 
(I think) in the middle of the 19th century that the creation 
of the world indeed did occur in 4004 B.C., as Archbishop 
Usher had calculated, but God created all the strata with all 
the fossils already in them. This view I don't think has any 
adherents now. 

Then fifth is-this was a new one to me, I just heard it a 
few minutes ago-the Fabrication theory: that all this is 
simply invented by wicked scientists who are seeking to lead 
good Christians astray. I have heard of similar theories. For 
example, the view that the earth is really flat and shots 
taken from orbiters of the earth and so on our fabrications 
made by the scientific clique that is interested in deceiving 
us. Though I really did not expect to encounter that, not 
even after what else I have encountered in this series; but 
there is just no limit to what you can find if you wait long 
enough. 

A general overview of conclusions that are now accepted 
within the scientific community: The age of the earth is 4.6 
billion years. The origin of life came about a billion years 
later. It can be dated apparently to one and one-tenth 
billion years, or one thousand one hundred million years: a 
fairly short time after the formation of the earth. Multi­
cellular plants and animals, that is, creatures that have 
more than one cell, only 570 million years ago. They had to 
wait a tremendously long time, almost three billion years 
after the beginnings of life, to get past the limit of one cell 
and to start on multi-cellular things. That is, the most ad­
vanced organism on earth for three billion years was 
something like the amoeba. Mammals came only 200 
million years ago, and then less than one percent of the era 
of mammals sees what we can recognize as man. 

If Dr. Warren presses me on this point, okay, Homo erec­

tus, who was human, arrived on the scene-what's today, 
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September 14th?-September 14th, 1,800,000 B.C. Does 
that satisfy you as a precise answer, Dr. Warren? And 
preserves the wonderful Law of Excluded Middle. 

The use of fire by these creatures has been known for less 
than a third of their overall life span, namely, half a million 
years. Neanderthal man, who is essentially similar to

modern man and could doubtless interbreed with him, one 
hundred thousand years ago. An extremely short time, a 
snap of a finger or less when you are dealing with figures of 
this magnitude. And agriculture and consequently civiliza­
tion as we know it, only one-tenth of that time, ten thou­
sand years. 

Now, the question that I have been asked again and again 
or challenged about, though I am not supposed to talk about 
biology-the question of how life could have arisen from 
non-living matter. First I will quote from my own book 
which has been thrown at me I have lost track of how many 
times. "Thus well into the 19th century biologists commonly 
divided living things into those that were generated from 
seed and those that were spontaneously generated. Then 
Pasteur showed conclusively that there is no such thing as 
spontaneous generation. All living things are generated 
from seed." 

I don't have to take anything back here. I notice that I 
providentially used the present tense here. Pasteur showed 
conclusively that there is no such thing as spontaneous 
generation. 

Spontaneous generation does not go on in our time or in 
Pasteur's time, if by spontaneous generation is meant the 
development of something that we would recognize as hav­
ing life, namely, some cell that reproduces itself, from in­
organic components. Life originated in this way 3.5 billion 
years ago in the form of what are called anaerobic bacteria. 
Anaerobic bacteria still exist so we can study them in the 
laboratory. I mean, they're no big deal. They have gone on 
all this 3.5 billion years. The word "anaerobic," Dr. 
Warren recognizes, being a Greek scholar, means living 
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without air. They are bacteria that are immediately killed 
by contact with oxygen. Among them are such things 
as-well, I won't say. Anaerobic bacteria, if they were 

generated now, would immediately die because there is 
oxygen everywhere and it would immediately kill them. 
They can only arise in an atmosphere that is oxygen-free. 
But the atmosphere of the earth 3.5 billion years ago was, 
happily, oxygen free. The oxygen in the atmosphere comes 
from the breaking down of water and carbon dioxide by 
plants, by photosynthesis. This is a much later stage of 
development. 

I am not making this up or theorizing at random. The 
actual p_rocesses by which this came about are largely 
understood by actual laboratory experimentation, namely, 
the famous experiments of Urey in Chicago in which he 
passed sparks through a flask containing gases which 
approximated the composition of the primordial at­
mosphere. When he analyzed the tars that sank to the bot­
tom of it, lo and behold, there were recognizable, quite 
large quantities, really, of amino acids. Amino acids are 
well-known as the building blocks of all living things, from 
the anaerobic bacteria up to us. Nobody has yet duplicated 
in the laboratory the step from the amino acids to the 
anaerobic bacteria. I'm sure Dr. Warren will triumph that 
that means that it can't be done, and I don't know whether 
it will be done in our lifetime. It took a billion years on earth 
since the soup, as it is called, from which all this started 
began to be formed as soon as the earth got cool enough to 
have oceans. From amino acids it is a fairly small step to the 
polymerization of amino acids into protein chains and from 
there on it is, in a way, all downhill. Although there is much 
detail to be filled in. 

As I said, this is a very carefully worked out corroborative 
enterprise of untold thousands of dedicated men and 
women, and I don't think it is something much to be shaken 
by the sneer that I have got to explain how a monkey mother 
could have a human baby or at what moment a monkey out 
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on his walk became human. 
Thank you very much. 
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WARREN'S SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE 

(Thursday Night} 

Dr. Matson, gentlemen moderators, ladies and 
gentlemen: I'm glad to be before you tonight for the last 
twenty-minute speech of my part of this debate. There will 
remain, for my part, only the five-minute rejoinder or sum­
mary of the discussion. 

As I listened to Dr. Matson I could not help but be im­
pressed by the fact of his spending forty minutes 
tonight-his first twenty-minute speech and his second-in 
a constant barrage of making assertions without any 
documentation or proof. I cannot imagine that a scholar of 
his stature would give a student even a passing grade on 
such an effort at research. Imagine a man of Dr. Matson's 
standing who documents statements with nothing more 
than "scientists say." I would expect this level of scholarship 
perhaps-and, again, I want to say this kindly-from 
fellows who sit around the courthouse square, but not from 
a man of his standing in such a great and prestigious 
university. 

Everything that he has had to say has been answered by 
my argument on the cardio-vascular system. I have shown 
that there is simply no way that this could have evolved. 
You cannot live longer than five minutes without it. There is 
no way that Dr. Matson can explain it, no way any biologist 
or chemist or biochemist or paleontologist or archaeologist 
can explain it. I have written to these men. He said last 
evening, "No wonder they didn't bother to write because 
they're busy men." Dr. Matson, I didn't say they didn't 
write. Many of them did. But what I said was that not a 
single one of them gave an argument, just as you didn't. 
Such men write whole books on the evolution of life and yet 
you can look through them and find not one logical argu­
ment that shows this is a conclusion of this argument. 

Dr. Max Black of Cornell University, professor of 
philosophy and of logic, has in his book on logic called 
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Critical Thinking a statement near the beginning of it in 
which he quotes from Josiah Stamp in pointing out the 
value of a logical presentation of an argument, saying, in 
effect, "400 pages of crowded fact and argument may 
deceive the very elect but to lay bare the bones of an argu­
ment in a three-line syllogism helps everybody to 
understand it." 

Dr. Matson has not done that. He now has let his time 
pass and I will have no opportunity to reply to what he says 
in his following speech, so he cannot offer new material. 
Therefore, I submit to you that everything he said about 
evolution has been answered by what I have said about life 
from non-life and human from non-human. He has not 
explained how life has come from non-living matter. He has 
not given the argument that shows how human beings have 
come from that which is not human. He has, in fact, admit­
ted, in answers to questions, not by birth, not by transfor­
mation. And his facetious remark a moment ago does not 
get rid of it. If he says, for instance, a woman was first on 
earth, you see, he has the problem of saying that there was a 
woman on earth that was never a baby! Please tell us, Dr. 
Matson, how she got here. Or if, on the other hand, he says 
a human baby was on earth before a woman, he has the 
opportunity or the obligation of explaining how there was a 
human baby when there had never been a woman! Dr. 
Matson, that requires a miracle! And, in fact, if you say a 
woman was first before a baby, you're exactly fitting the 
Biblical record! The Bible gives the only record that makes 
any sense of the scientific facts, namely, that God formed 
man from the dust of the earth, breathed into his nostrils the 
breath of life and man became a living soul. And He then 
took a rib from man's side, formed woman and gave her 
unto him. 

You see, the first human pair came from that which was 
self-existent, that which had eternal life, and therefore 
could bestow life. God can bestow existence. You and I have 
existence. We can change things within nature, but God the 
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cause of nature. He can bestow existence. Existence was not 
bestowed upon Him. And God bestowed existence upon us, 
and you can search for a hundred million years and you will 
never find anything different. And this man, neither he nor 
any of his colleagues, has ever said anything to the contrary. 

Now, when I indicated that the proper purpose of our 
gathering here together is as philosophers, I did not say that 
it was wrong for him to consider scientific data. But I 
indicated that he ought to recognize that what he is doing is 
not functioning as a scientist when he does it. When he tries 
to synthesize information from the various scientific 
disciplines, that is an effort to philosophize, and he has done 
a mighty poor job of doing it. 

Now I want to turn to the last point of my affirmation to 
the fact that God is one. He will have opportunity to reply 
to this, even though I won't have an opportunity to reply to 
what he says to it-except in my five-minute rejoinder­
because this is new material for me in the sense of a for­
mulated argument. God is one. I have proved that God is 
self-existent, God is good, God is just, and now God is one. 
There is one and only one self-existent Being. There cannot 
be more than one self-existent being because eternity, 
infinity, omnipresence, omnipotence and so forth cannot 
apply to more than one such being. For example, suppose 
there were two omnipotent Beings. Which could overcome 
or rule the other? Two such beings would limit and exclude 
each other and thus render the being of God impossible. 

Now, let us note an argument. I am not just going to talk 
in general circles, i.e., give you a sort of "history of ideas" 
about it I am going to give you a precisely stated argument, 
just as I did with Dr. Flew. Premise No. 1: If (1) a con­
tingent being exists and if (2) the existence of a contingent 
being proves the existence of a necessary (non-contingent, a 
self-existent) being-it is the very essence of God to exist; 
and (3) if the attributes of a self-existent Being necessarily 
follow from His self-existence, and if (4) the fact that the 
attributes of a self-existent Being necessarily follow from His" 
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self-existence implies there can be no more than one self­
existent Being, then (5) God exists and is the one and only 
God who exists. That was a rather long, complicated 
premise, but it is precisely stated, and it fits in with the 
argument. 

The second premise: A contingent being does exist. I am 
contingent. Dr. Matson is contingent. All of you are con­
tingent. There's no problem there. 

Third premise: the existence of a necessary (self-existent, 
non-contingent) Being is thus proved. 

Fourth premise: the attributes of the self-existent Being 
necessarily follow from His self-existence. 

Fifth premise: the fact that the attributes of a self-existent 
Being necessarily follow from His self-existence implies that 
there can be no more than one self-existent Being. 

The sixth premise is that all of these four preceding 
premises (2,3,4,5) that I have set out are true; that is, 
premise six is the conjunction of premises 2, 3, 4 and 5. I 
will not take the time, I don't have the time to repeat each 
one of them. But having shown all of this information, you 
can surely see that all of it is true. 

Seventh premise God does exist and is the one and only 
God who does exist. 

Now, having said that, I want to say that I have shown 
that God exists as the sel/existent one; He is perfect in 
goodness, perfect in justice, and is the one and only God! 

God is conducive of good. He is the ultimate good. 
Atheism is conducive of evil. We see that truth in the fruits 
of Communism, as exemplified in Cambodia, Russia and 
China. We see the fruits of atheism in our own nation as it 
begins already to eat the very moral fiber of our nation. You 
ought to be worried about your nation. You ought to be 
worried about its educational system and so on. 

Now I want to get into the end of the book as a summa­
�ion of what has happened, so far as Dr. Matson's efforts are 
concerned. I want Chart No. 4-N, to be followed by 4-N-l 
and 4-N-2, if I can get to them. I believe this is one of the 
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1. HE CIAD,£D '.11-!AT THE BURDEN OF PRXJF WAS 00 DR. WARREN -- NOT 00 l1ATSCN. 

2. HE CIAD,£D THAT HE DID NOT NEED ID JQDI FOi LIFE ORIGINA'IED. 

3. HE CIADED THAT HE (AS AN ATHEIST) DID NqI' NEED ID � THAT MATIER IS 

EmRNIIL. 

4. HE CLAIMID THAT HE DID NOT NEED ID KNCW FOi HUMAN LIFE ORIGINATED. 

5. HE AIMIT'.IED THAT THE INFINI'IE GOOD GOD MAY EXIST. 

6. HE TRIED ID DIS'l'INGJISH BETWEEN THE GOOD INFINI'IE GOD OF THE FLEW 

DEBl\'IE AND THE so-cl\LLED (BY HlM) "EVIL" INFINITE GOD OF THE MATs::JN 

Pla'OSITIOO. (THE TR!Jl'H IS THAT NO DISTIOCTION EXISTS.) 

7. HE CLAIMID ID I<N'.M � FlOI THE cnaI"r or GOD THAT GOD IXlES NOT EXIST. 

8. HE CLAIMID THAT GOD'S PUNISHING CDNSTI'lUlES A <XlNI'RADICI'IOO; Nl\ME:LY, THAT 

THE GOOD GOD CXXJID NOT PUNISH EVEN FOR ONE MINUTE EITHER IN 'l'HIS LIFE 

OR IN THE LIFE ID OM!:. 

9. HE ACMITJED THAT PUNISHMENT AS RETRIBUTION IS JUST AND El/EN NOCE.SSARY,

'I.HUS AtMITTING THAT SGlE PUNISIH:NT IS RETRIBUTIVE.

10. HE CIAD,£D THAT "POINTLESS SUFFERING" IS THE EVIL WHICH WARRANTS THE

� THAT GOD IXlES NOT EXIST (Q{JESTIOO NO. 1, M)NJ)AY NIGHl') • YET,

HE � Cl\NNOT DEFINE "POINILESS SUFFERING." 'lllUS, HE CANNOT KNCM 

THAT GOD IXlES NOT EXIST. 

ll. HE ACMITJED (BY IMPLICATION FRO! NO. 10) '.11-lAT THE SUFFERING INFLICTED 

BY THE NAZIS UPON THE JEWS COOID NOT (ACO:JIDING ID HIS POSITirn) BE 

OBJOCTIVELY IDRALLY WIQIG. 

12. HE a:N'l'RADICTED HIS POSITION SET CXT.r IN NO. 11 BY ASSERl'ING "'I·RUE" IN 

QJESTI(l,I NO. 4 ON MJND1\Y NIGHl' THAT THE NAZIS WERE GUILTY OF REAL 

(rnmx::TIVE) IDRAL W!ONG. 

13 Z HE CUWlED THAT AN CMlIPOl'ENl' GOD O'.XJID NOT PUNISH HIM AFTER IJFATH BY 

SAYING THAT GOD ('IHOOGH c:t1Nil?OTENI') CXJUID NOT REASSEMBLE AND RESURROCT W.I.M. 

14. HE CIAillED THAT ALL THE ATHEIST HAS ID IXl ID PR:>VE THAT GOD IXJES NOT EXIST

IS ID SfOI PRJBID!S IN THE THEISTIC AmJMEN'.r. 'lHIS IS NOTHING BUI' 1\GNOSTICISM. 

15. HE CLAIMID THAT MJRDER IS WlONG BECl\l!SE IT IS �lERELY UNPLEASANI' AND TENDS 

ID IE.AD ID UNPLEASANlNESS. 
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16. llE CI.AIMID THAT H/lPPINESS IS "OOING YOOR � TIIING." 

17. HE CLAIMED THAT ALL ATOOCITlES PERPETRATED UNDER THE GUISE OF CHRISI'Il'INI'lY 
O'.lRRESPCffll 'ID NEW TESTJ\MENl' CHRISTIANI'IY. 

18. HE CLAIMED THAT CHRISTIANI'IY IS ANl'I -SEMITIC (OOJE: IN M!ITSCN1 S OPENJN:; 
SPEID! HE All4IT'.IED HE DID NCII' IQOv 1'IOl Aro!Jr THE llIBrE) • 

19. HE CLAIMED THAT FORERNGILEDGE IMPLIES PREDESTINI\TICN 1\.'[) THAT THE 'Im 
IMPLY DE:lERMINISM. 

20. HE CIAIMED THAT THE PHIWSOPHY OF <nMlNISM IS NCII' BASED CN ATHEISM. 

21. HE CLAIMED THAT A HtM\N BEING M.JST HAVE a:J,fE FR:M A NON-lll.lMAN. 
22. HE CLAIMED THAT A I£NG PERIOD OF TIME IS THE l\NSWER 'ID THE ORIGIN OF 

HUMAN BEINGS. YF:r, HE IS llNI\BLE 'ID TELL "IOI" EIIOUJ1'ICN CXXllR&).
23. HE CLAIMED THAT THE LJ>3'I OF EXCLIJDED MIDDIE. IXES NCII' APPLY 'ID lllMIN IEilGl 

BY IM!IGININ3 A THIRD CLI\SS WHICH IS NEI'IBER lUl!\N N:R �. (HE 
IJENIED WHAT HE AIMITlED IN QUE.S'l'ICN NJ. 1, TtJESD.1\Y NIGHI', · CN THE LW1 OF 
EXCUJDED MIOOIE.)

24. HE CLAIMED THAT EXPRESSIC!'IS StQi AS "'l'O,Wl" AND "llUWi" ARE "FIJZzy o::RE?'JS" 
(�ON ID. 3, 'l'UESDI\Y NIGH!') ; THUS, CIAIMING THE IN!IBILl;n''.'JJ:l'Dim'J:llDllSH 
WHETHER HE OR ANY OTHER LIVING 'lHIN'., IS (1) A �WI OR A MAN, !(2) A lUWI 
OR A NON-!llM'IN. (Tll!)S, HE OPENS THE OOOR 'ID A NEW NAZI "OOI.CX:lWST" AND/OR 

CJt,MJN!ST PURGE.) 

25. HE CLAIMED CN VARICUS co:::ASIC!'IS (cf. QJESTIONS ID. 2 AND 4 CN KHll>u'. NIGHl') 
THAT THERE IS REAL OBJFX:TIVE M:>RI\L WIOIG: YF:r, HE HAS NO BI\SIS roR Ml\lCIN:, 
THIS CIAIM ( GIVEN HIS ATl:IEISTIC POSITICN) • 

26. HE CLAIMED THAT IN TORlURING AND/OR MJRDERIN:; _ SIX MILLICN JEW:; THE NAZIS 

WERE <mLTY OF VIOLATING ID LJ>3'I AT ALL (QUE.S'l'ICN ID. 5 � NIGHI') • 
27. HE AOO!Tl'ED (BY IMPLICATION FI01 NO. 26) THAT THE NAZIS DID � l<OR'.lm' 

OF PUNISHMENr (I.E. IF NCII' GUILTY OF VIOIATING ANY LJ>3'1. 00:rE "mGBER 
JAW'' cnaPT) • 

28. HE CLI\IMED THAT THE JUDGES AT NUREMllUlG OOJID NCII' HAVE EBEN JUSTIFIED IN 

<XlOCUJDING THAT THE NAZIS WERE NCII' GUILTY OF REAL (OBJB:TIVE) M)RI\L WR'.N. 
(QUESTICN ID. 7, � NIGH!') ; TWS, CXNI'RI\DICTING HIS ANSh'ER 'ro WF,STICJil 

NO, 5 <ExPLAINEo IN BLUNDER ID. 26) CN THE SAME NIGH!'. 
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( 1¥.TSOO' S BlllNDERS } 

29 • HE aN.l'RADIC'IED (BY THE BlllNDERS rolNJ'ED OUT IN 26, 27, and 28) HIS 

ANSWER 'IO QUESTICN ID, 6 CN MJN[ll\Y NIGH!' IN liHICH HE CLAIMED THI\T IF HE 
HAD BEEN A SOIDIER OORING \'lJRID WAR II AND TllE NAZIS (1) HAD CAPlURED HIM 

AND (2) HAD GWEN HIM THE OK>ICE OF EITllER JOINING THEM IN THEIR EFFORl'S 
'IO EK'lEIMINATE THE JEWS OR BEING MJRDERED, THAT HE \'OJID HAVE AN OBJOC­
TIVE M::lRI\L OBLIGATICN 'IO DIE! 

30, HE CAN!Ul' ANSWER TllE QUESTICN, "WHICH WAS FIRST CN EI\Rl'H, A \OWi OR 
A B!IBY:?" 

31. HE CIAII-E) THI\T DR. WARREN'S prorosITICN IS NEGATED BY THE l\PPLICI\TICN 

OF THE li11LSIFICATICN PRIICIPLE BUT DENIES THI\T IT l\PPLIES 'IO HIS
PROl?OSITICN (QUESTICN 00. 4, 'IUESDAY NIGH!'). 

32. HE AI:MIT1'ED THI\T FOR ALL HE RN'.:MS THE GJD OF TllE 1'11\RREN-FLEW DEElt.TE DCES 
EXIST. 

33. HE CI.AIMED THI\T THERE IS 00 NECESSARY BEING IN NATURE EKCEPT NATURE AS 
A l'l!DIE (QUESTICN ID. 9, WEDNESDAY NIGH!') • 

327 



largest list of blunders, inconsistencies, self-contradictions 
and admissions of defeat which I have ever encountered in 
any opponent. These are Dr. Matson's blunders and by that 
I mean his inconsistencies, self-admissions of contradiction, 
defeat, and so on. 

While he was in the affirmative, he claimed, first, that 
the burden of proof was on me and not on him. 

Second, he claimed that he did not need to know how life 
originated. 

Third, he claimed that he, as an atheist, did not need to 
know that matter is eternal. 

Fourth, he claimed that he did not need to know how 
human life originated, the "how" of it. 

Fifth, he admitted that the infinite good God may exist. 
Sixth, he tried to distinguish between the good-infinite 

God of the Flew debate and the so-called-by him-evil 
infinite God of the Matson proposition. The truth is that no 
distinction exists; we were discussing the God of the Bible in 
both propositions. 

Seventh, he claimed to know, merely from the concept of 
God, that God does not exist. 

Eighth, he claimed that God's punishing constitutes a 
contradiction, namely, that the good God could not punish 
even for one minute either in this life or in the world to 
come. 

Ninth, he admitted that punishment as retribution is just 
and even necessary, thus admitting that some punishment is 
retributive-that is, in admitting that one human being can 
punish another. 

Tenth, he claimed that "pointless suffering" is the evil 
which warrants the deduction that God does not exist 
(Question No. 1 Monday night). Yet, he himself cannot 
define "pointless suffering." Thus, he cannot know that 
God does not exist by that line of reasoning. 

Eleventh, he admitted, by implication from No. 10, that 
the suffering inflicted by the Nazis upon the Jews could not 
(according to his position) be objectively morally wrong. 

Twelfth, he contradicted his position set out in No. 11 by 
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asserting "true" to question No. 4 on Monday night that the 
Nazis were guilty of real (objective) moral wrong. 

Thirteenth, he claimed that an omnipotent God could 
not punish him after death by saying that God, though 
omnipotent, could not reassemble and resurrect him. 

Fourteenth, he claimed that all the atheist has to do to 
prove that God does not exist is to show problems in the 
theistic argument. This is nothing but agnosticism! It is not 
atheism, for atheists claim to know that God does not exist 
and the burden is on their shoulders to prove that He does 
not-not merely to make objections to· the theistic position, 
which is what they almost always confine their efforts to 
doing. 

Fifteenth, he claimed that murder is wrong because it is 
merely unpleasant and tends to lead to unpleasantness. 

Sixteenth, he claimed that happiness is "doing your own 
thing." 

Seventeenth, he claimed that all atrocities perpetrated 
under the guise of Christianity correspond to New Testa­
ment Christianity. I want to call attention again to the fact 
that Christianity-true Christianity-is the religion of 
Biblical authority! It is comprised of those who practice, 
who obey the New Testament teaching, who become Chris­
tians in obeying the New Testament plan of salvation, 
whom God added to His church, and who live in 
faithfulness to that teaching as Christians; that is 
Christianity. Those people do not perpetrate the kind of 
things to which Dr. Matson has referred. 

Eighteenth, he claimed that Christianity is anti-Semitic. 
Note, in his opening speech he admitted that he did not 
know much about the Bible, and that assertion certainly 
constituted proof that he did not. The first Christians were 
Jews and when the Jews cried out before Christ was 
crucified "Let his blood be on us and on our children," those 
were not Christians. There were no Christians until the first 
day of Pentecost following the resurrection of Christ. 

Nineteenth, he claimed that foreknowledge implies 
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predestination and that the two imply determinism. This is 
simply not true. If tomorrow at one o'clock I should eat a 
hamburger at a certain fast food place, today-right this 
moment-God knows that I will do it. But He does not 
make me do it, by knowing it. He knows what I will freely 
do at that time. This point here is the old tactic used by 
determinists. They ought to be total determinists, to be 
atheists, because men, they claim, are nothing but matter in 
motion; and, therefore, freedom is absolutely meaningless 
for one who holds the atheistic position-or it ought to be. 
They are inconsistent in holding that they are free men, and 
for him to even come here to debate and to talk toward per­
suading anybody is completely out of harmony with his own 
basic position. 

Twentieth, he claimed that the philosophy of Com­
munism is not based on atheism. Of course, that is simply 
wrong. Marxist Communism-I am not talking about 
somebody who might just say "I am a Communist" and 
maybe mean "we just all pool our goods together" -but I 
am talking about Marxist Communism. Marxist Com­
munism is based on atheism. It says that God is a figment of 
man's imagination and religion is the "op�um of the people" 
and so on. It is a strange thing to me to have to teach that to 
Dr. Matson. 

Twenty-first, he claimed that a human being must have 
come from a non-human being, and he has absolutely no 
proof whatever. He has given no documentation for it at all. 
And he cannot do so. 

Twenty-second, he claimed that a long period of time is 
the answer to the origin of human beings. But he is unable 
to tell the how of evolution. I have told him if he took a hun­
dred trillion years in time-you know, they like to say, 
"Given enough time, anything can happen." Well, if that's 
so, then, given enough time, God may have come into 
existence! But, of course, they are not willing to contend 
that such happened. They want to pick out what they want 
to be possible to happen. 
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Twenty-third, he claimed that the law of excluded mid­
dle does not apply to human beings by imagining a third 
class which is neither human nor non-human. (He denied 
what he admitted in question No. 1, Tuesday night, on the 
law of excluded middle.) The significance of this point is 
that given, Dr. Matson's position, we might have all of us to 
march by him and ask him to classify us as either non­
human or human-or neither human nor non-human. And 
it would be completely right for you to be put into the gas 
ovens, as the Nazis did the Jews, if he can't really know 
what a human being is. That's the implication of the kind of 
position that he has taken. 

Twenty-fourth, he claimed that such expressions as 
"woman" and "human" are "fuzzy concepts," thus claiming 
the inability to distinguish whether he or any other living 
thing is (1) a woman or a man, (2) a human or a non­
human. Thus, he opens the door to a new Nazi holocaust 
and/or Communist purge! 

Twenty-fifth, he claimed on various occasions (compare 
questions No. 2 and 4 on Monday night) that there is real 
( objective) moral wrong: yet, he has no basis for making this 
claim given his atheistic position, which is in violent conflict 
with it. 

Twenty-sixth, he claimed that in torturing and/or 
murdering six million Jews the Nazis were guilty of violating 
no law at all ( question No. 5 Monday night). 

Twenty-seventh, he admitted (by implication from No. 
26, the preceding point), that the Nazis did nothing worthy 
of punishment, that is, they were not guilty of violating any 
law. But I have explained to you the "higher law" concept. 

Twenty-eighth, he claimed that the judges at Nuremberg 
could not have been justified in concluding that the Nazis 
were guilty of real (objective) moral wrong-that they were 
not guilty of real (objective) moral wrong-thus contradic­
ting his answer to question No. 5-explained in blunder No. 
26-on this same night.

In the final three minutes of my speech, I want to turn to
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charts No. 84-M-l, 84-M-2 and 84-M-3. I'm sure that you 
recognize-in contrast to Dr. Matson's viewpoint-that 
these charts are not confusing, but rather are enlightening. 
They help you to follow what I am saying. And it shows you 
that I am giving you a precise, logical argument. If I were 
just going to talk in generalities about history, etc., then I 
wouldn't want any charts either. 

All right. Chart 84-M-l. Reply to Dr. Matson's argument 
in regard to God and punishment. You will remember what 
he said about the function of the human body. He said that 
after you die, there can be no punishment after death 
because, when you die, your body goes to dust and then, if 
you were "reassembled," you would have to be a different 
person! Now, remember: he (Matson) says there is nothing 
to him but physical matter. That's all there isl there is no 
spirit, no soul. First, if the function of the human body (in 
particular the central nervous system) implies a human 
being's consciousness: Second, and if a human being's con­
sciousness implies a human being's identity; third, then the 
function of the human body implies a human being's 
identity. Argument form: hypothetical syllogism. Note, 
Matson has admitted the above premises by admitting: ( 1) 
an omnipotent God could: (a) create a human being out of 
nothing, (b) reassemble and re�urrect that same body out of 
its original elements, and (2) "identity" and "consciousness" 
is nothing more than the functioning of the human body. 
Therefore, Matson has admitted that God could resurrect 
the same identity. 

Dr. Matson, that chart number is 84-M-l, ifyou would 
like to take it up item by item. 

All right. Now, Matson's dilemma, chart no. 84-M-2. 
Number one, it is the case that ((F) if a person's identity 
while living is determined by the functions of his body, then 
it is the case that (R) the reassembled body constitutes the 
identical human being) and it is the case that ((not F) if it is 
false that a person's identity while living is determined by 
the functions of his body, then it is the case that (T) a man's 
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identity transcends the functions of his body). 
In the second place, we have either F or not F. That is 

clear according to the law of excluded middle-however 
much Dr. Matson doesn't seem to like the law of excluded 
middle. You know, David Hume, a well-known 
philosopher, says "No man turns against reason until reason 
turns against him." In their classroom these 
philosophers-and I'm one-but these philosophers are con­
stantly talking about religious people not being rational. 
They say, "All they (religious people) do is just be sub;ec­
tive; they just tell about their feelings." But when they 
(atheists) get into debate, what do they do? They turn 
against the law of excluded middle, the law of contradiction 
and so on. 

Therefore, it follows: either R or T. I have therefore 
proved it. 

Now, notice on chart No. 84-M-3, circles marked B-1 and 
B-2. Let circle B be the present living body of Wallace
Matson which he identifies as· himself, the pure physical
body, nothing else, that's all! Let circle B-2 be the,
"reconstructed" body which is in every respect identical
with B, which Matson admits God could make-if indeed
God existed. But if B-2 does not contain the identity of
Matson, then this identity is something distinct from either
B-1 or B-2. Christians call such an en,tity which is transcen- .
dent of the body the soul.

Thank you. That's pretty good timing. 
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MATSON'S SIXTH NEGATIVE 

(Thursday Night) 

I think it fitting to devote my final 20-minute period to 
what used to be called a Confession. In so doing I shall be 
violating the laws of debate, but I stand already convicted 
of violating so many objective laws that one more is not go­
ing to make much difference. 

Some of you have asked: "But if you are an atheist, how 
can you bear to live? Without any purpose in life, any goal 
but extinction, nothing making any difference in the end?" 
I'll try to answer that question. 

To do so, I will have to talk about myself. I was born in 
Oregon; but after my father's death when I was three, my 
mother took me, her only child, to Fresno. Except for a few 
years with a stepfather, with whom I didn't get on, she and 
my grandmother raised me. I was poor at games and good 
at school subjects, a combination very close to what 
geneticists call a lethal mutation. It was made even worse 
by my being put a grade and a half ahead in school, so that I 
was supposed to play baseball with boys with one or two 
years' advantage in physical development. I was a lonely 
and unhappy child, spending most of my time off in a cor­
ner wrapped up in a book. 

Fresno had no symphony, no art gallery, no theater. But 
it did have a public library, an institution that I think is a 
much better educator than a public school. I read 
voraciously. I especially remember, first of all, Mark 
Twain, whose books I owned; they were almost the only 
inheritance I had from my father, but a rich inheritance. 
Then Voltaire's Candide. And I devoured every issue of 
Popular Mechanics; and I discovered the American Mercury 
and H. L. Mencken; and Percival Lowell's book on the 
canals of Mars, which made me want to be an astronomer; 
and Andrew White's monumental History of the Warfare 
Between Science and Theology in Christendom. 

I had a proper Christian education, including compulsory 
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Sunday school. But very early-I think I was only about 
nine-I formulated for myself the rationalist view that I 
have been expressing here. It grieved my mother when she 
found out about it, and it still does. And I'm sorry for that, 
but I feel no guilt about it. 

Just when I was starting high school we moved to 
Sacramento, where I had the great good fortune to meet for 
the first time boys of my age who shared my interests. 
(I don't mean atheistic ones. I don't remember our ever talk­
ing about religion at all. I mean just general intellectual and 
boyish ones.) I had somebody to talk to and play with. I 
made friendships that last to this day, though I was in 
Sacramento for less than a year before again moving, this 
time to San Francisco. 

High school for me was a joy, and college sheer heaven. 
And by becoming a professor, I have been able to stay in it 
all my life! I am amazed when I think of the luck I have had 
and the many calamities I no doubt had coming to me but 
which I somehow escaped. I have been blessed with good 
health. A wonderful woman showed up in one of my classes 
when I first began to teach philosophy and consented to 
marry me-after the final examination. We have celebrated 
our 25th anniversary early this year. She has never ceased to 
love me, though I have been very difficult to live with; and I 
have always loved her and striven, I hope with some in­
creasing success, not to cause her pain. 

I have numerous defects, chief of which in my opinion 
are laziness and poorly controlled temper. In consequence, I 
have not accomplished very much of what I think I could . 
have done if I had worked harder. And my temper has led · 
to all kinds of unpleasantness for myself and those who love 
me. But I have not given up the struggle against them, and 
activities like those of this week are very good exercises in 
both respects. 

My wife and I have two sons who, despite my parental 
shortcomings, have grown into fine young men. At least we 
think so, though Dr. Warren might disagree inasmuch as 

338 



one of them is "living in sin," with a beautiful and 
beautiful-souled young woman whom he loves and whom 
my wife and I love as if she were our own daughter. If they 
freely choose some day to have a few words mumbled over 
them by a justice of the peace or even a preacher, that will 
be fine with us. It will be fine if they don't. 

I have friends; some of them are homosexual. It grieves 
me that I can say no more about them. Not that I care what 
anyone might think of me, but because I might inad­
vertently blow their cover and subject them to the persecu­
tion which, despite what you may have heard, exists even in 
my part of the world and shows every sign of becoming 
more virulent, to the joy of Dr. Warren and the angels in his 
heaven. 

I delight in the contemplation of nature. In the first 
place, all of it without exception is esthetically beautiful, to 
my eye. I have never seen a landscape, mountains or desert 
or anywhere, that I didn't find grand; nor an animal or a 
plant that was ugly-not even the wart-hog or the spider, 
when you can conquer your prejudice. There is ugliness 
aplenty in the world, but it is all man-made. I have walked• 
around Tampa in the downtown and the area to the 
northeast to Ybor City and it is an abomination of desola­
tion-about average for an American city, I think. 

In the second place, it is a delight to me to learn about 
nature. The spider and the wart-hog become more 
beautiful, not less, the more I know about their structures, 
habits, affiliations in the great evolutionary tree, and so on. 
Some people seem to think that when you understand what 
makes something tick, it drains all the value out of it; it is 
then "nothing but a hunk of matter, a mere machine," et 
cetera. I simply don't understand their attitude. My wife is 
a hunk of organized matter, and she is infinitely valuable to 
me, and I don't find the slightest clash between these facts. 

I value knowledge. I think knowing how things are is one 
of what I will recklessly call the absolute values: valuable 
always and in all circumstances. If I hadn't experienced it, I 
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doubt if I could believe that there are people who go to 
great lengths to conceal the truth about the world from 
themselves and from others. 

My delight in knowledge even goes to the extent that I 
like to read history books, "the record of the crimes and 
follies of mankind" according to the great historian Gibbon. 
If this shows some kind of delight in horror in me, well, that 
is another defect. 

I delight in the arts, all of them, but above all in music. 
When I listen to Bach's B minor Mass or play-I am an 
amateur pianist and harpsichordist-when I play a piece by 
Chopin, often the tears literally come to my eyes. I am over­
come by awe that there have been men who created such 
grandeur. And no matter how many history books and 
newspapers I have just been reading, I am reassured in the 
certainty that it has, after all, been worthwhile to evolve 
man, and it would be a pity if he killed himself off. 

And being a philosopher, or trying to be, I reflect that the 
appalling amount of evil there is in the world is, as Spinoza 
teaches, not anything positive but simply a lack-primarily 
a lack of knowledge, as I tried to show in considering the 
instance of Hitler. St. Paul teaches that the love of money is 
the root of all evil. I have to disagree. Evil has many roots, 
no doubt including economic ones. But the taproot is 
ignorance, and the worst ignotance of all is the igorance 
that Socrates called attention to: not even knowing that you 
don't know, but persuading yourself that you have the truth 
by the tail and have a God-given right, nay, duty to ram it 
down everybody else's throat. 

As a university professor, it is my duty to disseminate 
knowledge, to present it-take it or leave it-and to add to 
its stock. This I believe to be a worthy enterprise. It gives 
my life all the direction and goals it needs, as far as I can 
see. And I will fight you, Dr. Warren, if you try to take it 
away with your crusade to cleanse the state universities. 

"But how can you face death if you believe it is nothing 
but extinction?" people ask. I don't know. I just do. A 
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psychological quirk, perhaps. I hope I don't die very soon, 
because I enjoy being in this wonderful world and there is so 
much more I want to do. I want to run the marathon some 
day. At my advanced age, I have taken up running and 
found it has all the virtues claimed for it plus, in my case, 
liberation from the feeling I have had since childhood that I 
could never be good at anything physical. I would like to 
learn to play the harpsichord as well as Bill Buckley does. I 
would like to write a novel. It would be great to make it to 
98 in full possession of my faculties, like Bertrand Russell. 

But ·1 don't fear extinction. I just don't. Why should I?· 
(Maybe one reason-I am speculating here or conjectur­
ing-maybe one reason is that, in my opinion, the country is 
going to hell in a bucket. You'll pardon the expression. I 
think we had a good thing going but we blew it. It makes 
me sad to think of what it may be like when my boys are as 
old as I am now.) 

"But suppose you're wrong and God does exist and you 
have an immortal soul after all?" I have given thought to 
this possibility. I have tried to explain my reasons for not 
believing that there is a personal source of nature and man. 
But if there is, what a wonderful guy he or she or it must be! 
To be the First Cause of all this glory, to have endowed 
matter with the potentiality of evolving into Beethoven! 
One thing I'm absolutely certain of is that if there is such a 
being, he couldn't care less about the fact that, unlike Dr. 
Warren, I have masturbated, and indeed more than once, 
and even without repenting and calling for forgiveness. No, 
the creator of earth and the starry heavens could by no 
possibility be also the creator of so squalid a place as hell. 
That, to my eyes, has all the marks of being an exclusively 
human product. Tampa compared to the Everglades. (No 
offense intended to the Chamber of Commerce.) 

Recently I have had occasion to reread the Gospels. I find 
much of value in them. I reread two beautiful texts that 
have always greatly impressed me. One is Jesus's saying that 
the sabbath is made for man, not man for the sabbath. The 
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other is the story of the woman taken in adultery. I believe 
that these have been neglected by you, Dr. Warren, and 
that you might well meditate on them with great spiritual 
profit. 

But I try to live by secular texts as well; and I may not 
always succeed, but at least I try. For instance, here are a 
couple from the novel Tristram Shandy by Laurence Sterne. 
(The Reverend Laurence Sterne, I'm happy to emphasize.) 
One place is where there has been a domestic mishap as a 
result of which everyone is rushing about the shouting and 
accusing and demanding that steps be taken and so on. 
"My Uncle Toby's advice,' said Tristram, 'was to wipe it up 
and say no more about it.' " The other text is where a fly 
was buzzing around Uncle Toby's head and annoying him. 
Instead of swatting it, he carefully caught it in his hands, 
opened the window and let it out, saying, "Little fly, surely 
the world is big enough for me and thee.'' 

I have given you a glimpse into my life style. I think it 
expresses my potential tolerably well. At any rate, I am a 
happy man. I'm not urging anyone else to adopt my life 
style. It wouldn't fit my good friend Dr. Warren at all and 
he, too, is a happy man doing his thing, expressing his 
potential. Is it not written? "In my Father's house are many 
mansions." 

I thank you very much. 
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WARREN'S FOURTH REJOINDER 

(Thursday Night) 

Dr. Matson, ladies and gentlemen: I am here for my final 
five minutes of this discussion. 

I believe this is one of the most curious speeches to 
respond to that I have ever had in my experience at public 
discussion and I do want to say this in kindness-because I 
do love Dr. Matson, I care about him very deeply and 
sincerely. I want him to have a happy life, I want him to 
have a happy eternity. And it is true that the speech he has 
just given was out of order, so far as the rules of debate are 
concerned, because it was new material and should not 
have been introduced at this point. I could not help but 
think-and this is a rather funny little story and I don't 
mean any offense by it, but I think it fits the occasion. 
Herman Hickman-you remember the famous football 
coach-was once penalized for coaching from the sideline. 
He was penalized five yards. And when reminded by 
Hickman that the penalty should have been fifteen, the 
referee told Hickman that his coaching wasn't worth fifteen 
yards. 

And, so, I just say that this speech was really not worth 
objecting to, so far as its value in this debate is concerned. 

I am concerned about his life and all the problems he may 
have had as a child, for all the problems which he may have 
even now. And I assure you, Dr. Matson, that I have not 
neglected the passages to which you refer. I try to do as the 
Apostle Paul did, to preach the whole counsel of God." I try 
to preach that every man ought to love every other man on 
this earth; that if there is any answer to the racism we find 
in the world, it is in the religion of Jesus Christ; that the 
gospel has the great purpose of drawing all men into one 
body, that we may all be one in Christ, no matter whether 
you are from Africa, Europe, China, South America, or 
wherever. Paul makes this clear in Ephesians 2: 13-16. And 
to intimate that we christians do not love those who live in 
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adultery or in homosexuality or that we do not love those 
who are even guilty of murder is to simply and flagrantly 
misrepresent us. The fact that we point out that these things 
are sin and that those who live in willful disobedience and 
who die in that condition will be lost, does not mean that 
we do not love them I 

It was the same Lord who said to the woman taken in 
adultery, "Go thy way and sin no more," who said in 
Matthew 7:14,15, "Enter ye in at the narrow gate, for wide 
is the gate and broad is the way that leadeth unto destruc­
tion and many are there that enter in thereby. But narrow is 
the gate and straight the way that leadeth unto life and few 
there be that find it." 

It was our same Lord who taught-as recorded in 
Matthew 25:46-regarding the great and awful day of the 
judgment when every one of us shall be resurrected from the 
dead to stand before Him to give an accoun� for the deeds 
done in the body, II Corinthians 5:10-11. And the Lord 
Jesus Christ who loved every person, even Wallace Matson, 
who was aware of his unhappy childhood, is aware of his 
problems even today, who loves him in spite of all that he 
has said against Him and who would forgive him-even as 
he would have forgiven Judas, if Judas had come to Jesus in 
penitence and, in effect, fallen down and said, "O Lord 
forgive me, I know I have been .wrong." Our Lord would 
have been as willing to put His arm around Judas, in loving 
kindness and forgiveness, as He did around Peter. Peter 
denied Him; Judas betrayed Him. But Peter repented! And 
whose sermon do we have recorded in the second chapter of 
Acts but that of Peter? Dr. Matson, that's Christianity! 

We are brought together in one body, to love each other, 
because we love Christ. Just as two ants which are on a 
wheel walking around, as they begin to walk down the 
spokes-coming nearer to the hub-they are coming nearer 
to each other. There is no way that two people can come 
nearer to Christ without coming nearer to each other! How 
deeply sorry I feel for every person who has rejected God, 
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for every person who has rejected the gift of God, for every 
person who in spite of the fact that Jesus said "Come unto 
me all ye that labor and are heavy laden and I will give you 
rest. Take my yoke upon you and learn of me, for I am meek 
and lowly in heart and ye shall find rest unto your souls." 

I have had a great deal of tragedy happen in my life, but 
I'm not here to tell you about me, but about Him who died 

for you, that you might live forever. 
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MATSON'S FOURTH REJOINDER 

(Thursday Night) 

Now that it is over, let me admit that I had some misgiv­
ings about coming here. My wife tried to persuade me to 
call if off. She said, "You go preaching atheism in the Bible 
Belt and some nut is going to take a poke at you for Jesus' 
sake." And I was afraid she might have a point. And I am a 
cowardly type. Nevertheless, I felt that the invitation had 
put me in a put-up-or-shut-up position, so I said, oh, what 
the hell-again you should pardon the expression-life is 
uncertain everywhere. 

How groundless were my apprehensions! Nowhere have I 
ever had a more courteous reception, kinder or more 
hospitable treatment. Never did I dream that an audience, 
a large one like this, many members of which must have 
been pained and shocked by much that. I said, could main­
tain such perfect decorum. The courtesy, friendliness, and 
serious interest of the many who have asked me questions 
after the debates have also been extremely impressive. 

I am told that many of you are praying for my soul. 
Please be assured that I greatly appreciate the goodwill thus 
expressed. 

It would be a falsehood or at least an exaggeration if I 
said I had enjoyed every minute of it. But, on the whole, it 
has been a great time for me. I hope your expectations of 
me, whatever they may have been, have found at least 
partial fulfillment. 

I have said some rather bitter things about religion. But 
of course just as there is no Spanish language ( only Spanish 
speakers), and no Mankind (only Tom, Dick and Jane), so 
also there is no such thing as religion, only individual 
believers and practitioners. To the members of the Church 
of Christ here, let me say: I don't hold with your beliefs; but 
your practice is beautiful, as I have seen it. I can do no more 
than endorse Antony Flew's eloquent remarks contrasting 
your ferocious eschatology and your personal kindness and 
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gentleness. If there is inconsistency there, it is blessed incon­
sistency. And now, farewell. 
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CHAIRMAN STEARSMAN'S CLOSING 

REMARKS 

They have restricted you from doing that throughout the 
week in view of keeping down emotionalism, but I am going 
to encourage it now. I think the audience does appreciate 
Dr. Matson, his scholarship, his wisdom, his training, his 
ability. And as we started out in this series, we have stated 
and have continued to state: we do not believe that there is a 
man anywhere in our nation that has the training and the 
ability to uphold the position which he has espoused that 
would be superior to Dr. Matson. We appreciate this 
scholarship, we appreciate this person. We differ with him, 
of course, or we would not be here. But I want the audience 
to express their appreciation both to Dr. Matson and to Dr. 
Warren. You know how we feel about Dr. Warren. The 
same thing could be said about him. We know of no man 
anywhere that can uphold the position of theism as effec­
tively and forcefully as has he. If you would like to express 
your appreciation by saying so with the hand expression, I 
think it is in order. 

(Applause) 
Mr. Stearsman: Being the preacher for the Central 

Church of Christ and being involved in the thinking and the 
putting together of the debate and meditating over what 
would be done and our objective and our purpose, I believe 
I can speak for the elders of the church and everyone who 
has had a part in it, both the local congregation there and 
other churches who have sent contributions and those who 
have come, we as people are concerned with one thing, be it 
on this issue or whatever; and that is that truth be the thing 
that we look to and that we want. That has been the objec­
tive of these debates each evening, and I know I have 
profited tremendously, more than words could express. 
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APPENDIX 

In this Appendix are photographic reproductions of the 
questions asked and answered by the respective disputants 
in this debate. It should be noted that Dr. Matson did not 
present any questions for Dr. Warren on Thursday, the con­
cluding night of the debate. As was the case with the 
Warren-Flew Debate (between Dr. Thomas B. Warren and 
Dr. Antony G. N. Flew), Dr. Warren made some notations 
(all of which are easily identified since they are inside of 
brackets) which he (Dr. Warren) made to remind himself of 
what he intended to say in commenting on Dr. Matson's 
response to the various questions. The answers (to questions 
of the respective opponent) by each disputant are easily 
recognized. 

Part I of the Appendix contains the questions asked by 
Dr. Warren of Dr. Matson. Part II contains the questions 
asked by Dr. Matson of Dr. Warren. 

The publisher feels that these questions and answers are a 
valuable part of the debate. They are reproduced here for 
the convenience and benefit of the reader. 
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APPENDIX, PART I 

Questions from Dr. Warren 
for Dr. Matson 

(Answers by Dr. Matson) 

QJESTI.OOS FOR DR. M<\'.1'SOO, M:.tIDA.Y NIGn', SEPn.MBER 111 1978 

1. I (W.UO know that the ,ml which warrants the deduction that God does DOC 
exist is (check !ill. appropriate bax.es) : L k)f//lT IS 

1'.J'vh:a;;1, 7/l'fr /-W 
0 Violation of the mere opinion of scxne individual hi.man�- /1-R!YAl,:l} 
□ Violation of the mere opinion of the majority of people in a giVBl society. 

□ Violaticn of civil law. '7,;/l,4T /J ���
□ Violaticn of international law. '-'lttFr8Nlfi' r u/,,�iO
Cvwlaticn of sane higher law -which transceoos the pt'QVUlcl.al and transcl.ent. 

C Violation of the law of God. 

□violation of sane other law (rot listed above). Explain: _____ _ 

□violation of ro law at all. 

□violation of sanething else. Explain: f� �s.
(:r ""''t-11.;,.J,_ .,..,.,.e w,r-J ".-ial,d,'u,,.'' is e,,ppcaor,'t11.k.'J
�DoD6€51Q(.ffl;l'100-w+m-Is ''t>01A1ne-ss- �IJG-f'?' 

2. I (W.I.M.) know that the .1::41 "1hich warrants the deducticn that God cloes rot exist 
is (please check all appropriate box.es): 

, ,-;.. - -
□ Mere subjective evil. C'-BuT A::> s]I.J,,�75 2.2-g/.
11::1 , -s 27.-C. 22.�QI Real. objective evil. , ..._ _ 

.
' . .-A

'l--;;('2.';l,./4 
SJ Sarething done by non-� thingc;;)(e"";g.':-a Ta11u?� a ft o'f 

-..ater, a tornado, iiil earthquake) • 

El Sarething done by a � thing -which is �-� (e.g., a rattlesnake, 
a lion, an ape). 

Ii Sanething done by a� thing -which is rnmm (e.g., nu:rder, torture, 
rape of another hunanbeirig). 

£ii Sane pain endured by a non-humn being. 

61 Sare pain endured by a hunan being. 

CSarething else (please explain): ___________ _ 

Q/Arsml APA/ITS: Sl/8.16!;rll/l£81t,, /ShT

1f#irt'��I'%:�� 
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°""""" ,� "'· "''"°"• '!>e!,Y !'!sh', "'"""' 11, ma, -. e_ 
3. CTl:l.d!ra1se Value did not exist before the first h-.m be:l.qJ. CifJQIC'

answer is "false," pl.ease explain: VA I" e <i i.1"f:r 

vthfr:t>vl'"r Jb-.1it.,H"1 J.e.s-. [:Dlt>lfl1T� 

4. IITrueCFalse In lllll"dering six million Jewish men,� and childr:m, the pi1 �
Nazis were guilty of real (objective) m:n:al � �\t�-..�� 

s. In torturing and/or lll.ll"dering six mi.llioo Jews the Nazis wre guilty �
violat� (check all appropriate baxea): • :, 06 -

r,>f,�C>" 

Ct.aw of Germany. 0 1.aw of �land .r }>" �J�lf 
Cl.aw of U.S.A. Ct.aw of Coil 

�i���...w)
C &:ire otoor 1- (explain): 

.k �" 1;,r-

8 No 1- at all. {B v.+ t: J�-t c/,ti /M fr, ie � 
(4.JClY't"· 

6.Jhrue CFalse If you had been a soldier during lokn-ld Warn and if tFii 
(1) had captured you and (2) had given you the choice of either 

1fr.yl1R/tf)ICT5 joining them in their efforts to exterminate the Jews or �

lJ:ATd£/5M7 
nurdered, you �d have had the objective m:,ral obligation to 

- 11 !J die rather than to join than in the m.irder orTeruih men wcmen, 
aria children. f:PO/AITLESS SUFFER/416- CAIJ//PT1Ri11Jt5,... 

__ IIJW l!cl-"S- ltAI lf)/JJ. � OBUl!:,,,lfn(J4J1 
7. CTrue ID False The judges at Nuren'be:rg wuld have been justified in concu'iimi 

�
C

'JL� / d"_ 
1 

that, since the Nazis were obeying the la, of their own land, 
fTTII'-<..) 1?6-�/ the Nazis were� guilty of real (ooJeci:rve-Y roral wrong-iii 

_._ / f')_M / P.. ,, 7 t:orturing and/or lll.ll"dering six million Jewish men, wanen, and 
r,,4-11 'l� -A/_J children. [ Rf!Co6'#/2E5" A'½rd� wf1'v3 

8. I (W.I.11.) kncM that it is possible that, without being �tible with the
infinite love (goodness) of God, His infinite justice could entail for d¥>Se
1'TIO die in willful disobedience to God (check all appropriate boxes):

r'r:, /5P.) /f/)!1JT7e> C
o

at least sme punishnent. - N �� I 11..J rf-
L 1="' at least one minute of punishnent. I _., b ptllllfl///Je,'T 

;

at least one year of punishrent. IN Ou. ex . t 
r,,,.,,�" -ill; /IV at least one decade of punish:nent. 

r 
O j JI\.#- It' .f J , '---c-v ,;;,, at least one century of punishnent. 

�/JI/II IV/ Tl/ at least one mf.llenniun of punishllent. KE::.)EQS ,4L l... 

Jefrµ--b,coAtJ/� an eternity of punishnent. 
'1?.f:.J!J!J!!!lmj} 

-

9. Of the following statanents check the bolt in £root of each correct __.-!!'!"-• ...,(�Ur-­
the statanent is false, leave the bolt blank). 

D At least one � being TlOW' living on earth fm:merly was an ape (or
Scm? other non-hunan being} aniil:Eat ape wss transfomied into that lunan 
being 

C At l�t one hunan be� 'Who lived in the � � ,m is new dead) -
�t one t:lme an ape, (or sane other non-hmin � and that ape - . 
transfottned into that lunan �- �g��-

---

[5et UM 4�1J -� '.'.' · . · 
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�Que
�

sti
�
ons

�
fo�r �Dr.�Ma�tso�n,,.!!:MO!.!!!!]nda�y N�ig�ht _1.!Se�pte�mbgr__et 111 �l9ffi.�,...£Qll\tim' w.,_l 

rn_ 

l - I O, CQn lnUeU, 
1.0. 0£ t:ho £o11owi.ne; atat:ements 

the .Statement 1.s f"alse,. leav�
h

��� ��; ��:n!). 
front of ench corrc.ct answer. (If 

Cl At least one human being now livin on e h 
some other non-human male"f-;nd bor� of 

a�
t �as begotten of a male ape (or 

female). 
- a ema e ape (or some other non-human 

D At least one human being who lived in th 
begotten by a male ape (or some other no�-�n 

(�u� who is now dead) was 

ape (or some other non-human female)' 
a e) and � of a female 

!JI,/ tfl/Estlui>' 9 /JA/l) 10 flt:
At>/11/TTc.l) :(!) #'tJT .By .&>//2.T/I

/tlVP (3/ #t1r 17' T,f',7'/#5Fo-1<.M/?77�/

-S-c; .E"//IJL //17tJIJI /Sfflt...r£-SeP
--

__ ,,-.. __ 

.,qrr/El'rM 1s r/'fLs-E, 
u:;,;, &.,/Iii" d--lj 
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{?1-PIYll'T.S" ''L� OF crFXCLqJ>el) !HIDQiUi// /5 ��

QJESITa<l >m 00. "'""', nmAY NIO<I, """""" 12, 1978 
�....,) 1. ml True [] False Every precisell'. stated proposition is either true or false. 

�2. □True m False The �awing statenent is a precisely stated proposition: (�I� 
either a wanan was first on earth before any ht.man baby, or � . ti a hunan baby was first on earth before any wanan. 

pilt ·1 
3. Of the following statanents, check the box in front of each statement (if �IO'I �� 

statanent is false, leave the box blank): QrJli'TJa,f/ l)()e.[A/7-KV()A)
� 

t) l'f . � 
Cl WH4r. A WOtV'JIJ-,t/ ,.s:J '") 'Q\ ·�iµc,·� 

/ � A wcrnan was on earth before any hunan baby. ...,....--
rt••· 

, ,. I J · C A hunan baby was on earth before any wanan. • r· . 
\I" '1 Explain your answer: • 1,1,� '' a,,i....A. "A,,.,,,_ � tM 

\'·.,\" VA, w.-'.5 c • ...._k,,,.+) .(1,,1227 C("1AC€p-f-s", (I.e. rwre are bonleY-
v ,.�e eo..sr,) 

4. What 'WOUld have to occur (or to have occ;uued) to conviru:� 
,. proposition (in this debate is false? �'rflf?�

��� .. 
�i,P) � No-;t...;"''i; s;'d:.ce t1.e 11e1t1t+re")\ uf ,,,,._7 ff"Oft>ni,n, 
,v-1_� ,s :Sl</t -ccn,,,.-/rt{.cJ:1c+or1.1, 

� 

.. ·\\J> . If I (W. I.M) met a man with one mechanical hand and one natural i\and, then 
v,'9 Mal (please check: ✓-� 

" �True C False I 1,UW.d l<l'low that the mechanical hand was �igned by an ,\l'Ai 'LA 
,:-. intelligent being. TA; :s. l�t'-DJ't:"'-s f- � oe per,,-+ & f- 'J-

o>-'>>□ □ 
/-t<..e C<'Y">»<t"1-'I s rr::re ·.,-f k .. tw_/F-djt"' af n.cJ . 

..:>\i True False I 'WOUld l<rw;:,w that the natural hand was not des� fC!clf' I�. 
:c/' _ (ultimately) by an intell�ent being. -

f , 
� l N,,;,dd,.,_'f �""'1' e,tt ... er �,' u.rf' ,'\'\ f1,.r baJ;s· o n,,,..s �<n11.,,½
"' 6. I (W.I.M.) knC7.. that the set of things� are transcendent of the physical 

univers7 is an empty one (that is, it has no meroers) !?z � of (check all
appro

!

iate boxes): 
My a.n intuition alone. 

��) Deduction fran sane concept(s) alone . 
.r-.r>.�' .\{i:> Deduction frcm sane concept(s) plus sane empirical fact(e). 

,\ \' ".· �;W' Deduction frcm sane empirical fact(e) alone. 
_l' t)i ,#,; D � other means (explain): en,,.• , � 

��#'�ffe-) "+r=c . .-J,-...,-f" .,;"j
i11f:,e'i /,i;:,re, 

��t�{<\ 
7.BJ True C False If the Mars probe discovered a rock with a king's head carved 

,t on it, and with a message of gratitude to the king, then tren 
\ 1 on earth could !<now that at sane time an intelligent being

�
dJfi 

L 1),,/,e;;,s .,;eJ had been on Mars. + ) ,-1\...,,,.flS � 
iltt •r l"1J ,,f- cos 1c �"-/J 1,..:, ui.. e <' L.f'{Ufl 

17>�J 8� C False I (W.I.M.).JIOO�Chait the first cardio-vascular systen (Such 
fo, •T-To KJ.J_ow Hu 

as that s essed by hunan beings) evolved (as per the atheistic 
L!:!.'-i 1' th evolution) frcm sane thing(s) which did not possess 

7'i:toP/ He Mutr (ha such a systen--without an intelligent beingpTanning 

0 
the ess by which such was acca!l)lished. 

/<.AIOr.J TH-,s( /110:.ve C<nt.">i_tbr-« bk c.cn•rPMence in � 
ea,,J'f>tJ·,tS of �Je. whc kt ve isntPih"tal-eA ti; :_s ·frf>i < . 
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o,iestions for Dr. Matson, 'Iuesday Night, Septeml:er 12, 

9. I (W.I.M.) (check awropriate boxes): 

0 Kn:Jw that G::xl could (in carpatibility with His being infinite 
"' 

and perfect) create human beings with free will and pla<X! them 
( 
�(v r �I 

in an ideal environnent in which they could freely make a 0--.,J,..Jl' ./
decision either to love and � Him or to hate and reject P.iln. f\'

1 

Know t:-iat if G::xl is infinite and perfect, then, if He had 

create(, hurran beings with free will, He must (to have acted 

carpatibly with !-:is own infinity and per:ection) have create<l 

them so_.:'.'.:. tv � that they ':"uld �do tI-erff!J 
t.u.,1s. /ot:J M<'.!,.M.A,,J Jo·iln-s , 1-1 ·tt.e c I re � wot'cl.s-,

10. Please <;ivc an e:<aJll?le of suffering ,t.uch is not pointless. A f-

-J1,.__ .e_ )e"f'l.•flsi-, Foo-t 6,:d/ ; 11 i u r .ie.s {s.·o,-,.,,e), {5,nv,,.,:)

fl\ e✓{i c ,ti -f. xf er i ,,.. e,i.,,. f..c_./...i _: , .> k / i1 1 r a. � 'l .

Ce�aq l1t1 r 11+ w h ; le resu , ",1 w r� t cli ,-Id Pr�
b1,,rnir-1. bu1ld11 K'f Pe.f!.,�ce_ (J.f._f1v<f.)'ln_!tu.C1tix1 
J;,;rt"k (j,.,,...ef,,,,,,.erJ. T>eb,,._.fw,i ·ft...e. -e,,..t,s c� of C?11d,.
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"""""'""' ""·""""·""""""',mm, - "· "" � J 
m □ o(/\ ·J 

l.�T F A thing or event is oontingent if the reason why it is what it (q0

.tfl)
i$SI

is, and not othe:tWise, is not asoartainable without looking 1,,-
(j.

R 
l::eya,d the thing or event itself. 

2.EJ T □ F A thing or event is necessax:y if it is what it is no natter �(J()D �,.JJ 
what else is the case-that is, if it is sarething en�y lJ A111()11,1 
�t, in its existence and all its properties, o the /'f" 
exiStenCe and properties of evei:ything else. 

('1 ...--:-'J 
3.18JT OF If a tiling exists, then it exists either oontingently or L£,�Jffl61JJ 

non-contingently (necessarily). n,,,· . 

4 a T IZl F If at least � thing exists oontingerytl):'., then saretlling 
,:, � nust exist non-contingently (necessarily). Not'- a-,,, /f"J'S lJ tflA.J-,Jt.P r»'� 

' 
oJ. use ·fr ca II ·tit. Tl' fTl I ;-I-,,, � �

... "'- • H, i ;u•� I/ of'J'l:��.;:i 
5. In regard to non-living natter, I (W.I.M.) (check all I' Jtllfl""!) 

_.c("� 
appropriate 1:x»1es>: a..:-cel' 

'-.,:lliol.OS THlrTH� �fl�\� ::\ 
;

Matter has always existed. rftiSll'T K-IIQ/1} ��.J 
�

;: tY It has �ver been_the case that nothing ei:ct,sted. 1) /./J.IA-r ... _es H� ,.. DJiJI At one tilre-nothing-not even natter-existed. - .., TfMI ,,., 

� .. � _1,,. ,_,, '!he first living tlung on earth cane into 1::eing (by purely Me:
�

,w B'{� 
r-· £..� · r na�

;
! fran that which had no life. -W oli:S nc 

A."(, OsT:uitj-, � cane into l::eing fran sare non-hunan 'r tr) 

�f.\l\� ,;'\
{§ing and, timately, fran non-livins natter. ,,,, ,, -r 

' • \'))tY ZM/' .. :;-siJ,/e' -/1 s� rry .a,,.J- (1.,.)' wd, )t,,.� bf"e-,, Cr-: . 
f he 

'Y 6. As regards the self-existent l::eing (that is the one wro exists neces- f', r.>·r 
sarily, non-contingently) check the appropriate oox: J"et.-, �aL. 

0 . .S/'o,l:A-. ; n [5 ,. ,-,:-< TifE: I know that he does not exist. �• , ;_ 
�tr<-'� ,.,"'\. 

QI know that he does exist. 1"4<..uf',._,,,,.,Jn 
Q461HW_, a�-not koow whether he does exist. /ttAA<j 44<:;(!'," . 

----'<.i.:e. -P:-t/-. {.:l /;l,,,,N", •'f- c.,.,._,....,� �-tt.e fz,-/,.1, f; �r I 

7. �t� do you (W.I.M.) judge that it is evil that
f
anyone. � .. ,,,.r 

shouB Eepuni.shed in eternal rell? 1k l<t-,k.i 11PJ h,· />!7/d, I 
l",c,...;�.J 

(!b jecf- f,. 'M_p C-ird�d. thrase. Wa,r/111 t&,f ! .hecgµJ·e 
tf iNoald 6e: ft2,11fles-.s suiferi;tj, wh. ,s.;. «lwe,ys J,ut,

([ftJ �,T/J'c° �E­
p� >2/.!VEO?Yi} 
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Q.}ESTICNS FOR DR. MA.'1'500, WED. NIGHl', SEPI'. 13, 1978 (continued) 

sOT IJF If there is no such thing as pointless suffering, then /j1 J> �/f()J:
there is no argu,rent that can prove the non-existence /t/(/f;
of Qxl.. V�f"'Js _,n,,. �.;- '7fYI --n-<<'<tM p '.l ff"d<'f 
Go,'., l'a- b� sh,w/A +. H. ,,i s•qprrf7,,_a v.,5· 

n □ ;>1-A>rred 01,.../-,: -/-y, 

{f {l 
9-IQT F There is no necessai:y teing in nature. R/OJ,u/ (l(Jt" 

·D-L-az.p t- i,,,tt··fr-, re as a.. w /to fe, '"""� "7.? 

There is no necessax:y being transcendent of nature. ,.. . 
':) ( V"" /.-s·s "JI"'- c•c,..._,,,._-f- fl-M<.iier-> .,fc, al' -,/JP1�1Y 

L K/01HIAl6- £?CIST-> Sv/T #/IJ-TrtG"€/ 

[Jr tf/A-T# % � 4- lt/;#,L.E

IS u:7,4/ /J,l!/f El> p;e-

Cp# T?#'6GVT 77/1'#'� 
7� ff C:.,,,t,v,v� r ,B c
,J/M- U;'Y,77/68/U 
-
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1. 

QJFSI'IOOS FOR DR. MA.'1'500
1 

nIDRSlY\Y NIGHr, SEP'l»1BER 14
1 

1978 e 

2. What woold be involved in God'e being infinite in: (1) lDVe )ee d::bo te, 

Uf/PTdP�&K- PA!.. �� 

3. I (IU.M.) (please check all appropriate boxes): 
&�T.> t:J,&/. 

!KncM that I 
�

to do sane things. t7�M7?oiJ 
w KncM that I t not to do sane other things • 
O Do not know r! � or ought not to do anything at all. 
fllllsve done at least one thing whicn1" oi:iht not to have done. 

4. I (W.I.M.):

ElKncM that I (W.I.M.) do not have a soul which will survive my physical death. 
J8)KncM that� I (W.I.M.) suffer physical death, that 'fl.J.� be the caq,lete, 

total end of my (W.I.M.) existence as a living being. l.t:1l!!:J!. J>pes ;'/E'.,1 
� 7'7'ft"S?..J 

S. To say that one has done at least one thing which he knew he ought not to have 
done is to say t:Iiat nefiad (check arr appropriate boxes-Y. 

-

□violated nothing m:,re than a mere hunan law.

1., -;\
. §

Violated sane law �ich transcends the transient and provincial. 
(,l� Violated the law of God.

f).l,D 
Violated sane other law (please explain): __________ _ 

□violated no law at all. J.-c m :� t' ; 11 voNe .v 111 /� -h d'Y7 .,7 fl. /4 �.
QBeen guilty of mere subjective wrong. b,, -t <' J ,t I J.t I T 11,1 11 A 1" t.:J.d 

c:lJ' T fr.a (e exp/a lned (Tv./4,),
6. I (W.I.M.):ffll<ncM that I (W.I.M.) do have a cooscience. L� 2, ,'/�/..S-.1

6 
KncM that I (W.I.M.) oo not have a conscience. :../ 
Do not know �ther I (l{.T.}1.) do or do not have a cooscience. 

-� KncM that I (W.I.M.) do have a ccnscience and that I poasess this con-
Q� 

0
science by means of evolutim fran non-living matter. 
�� a man ):,b:> does not have a CQl\llcience is even m:,re evil than Hitler 
or · T)e/'-i'ffe fA.e ferru .:t I'll fry to a,v.swPr.
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Q.iestions for Dr. Matson, Thursday Night, September 14, 1978, continued.€ 

7. It is at least possible that a smmd �t (i.e., one the conclusion of
which nust be t:rue) may involveaeaucilonl:ran sane observation (i.e., 8Jl)irica 

(_ 
fact) to{checltill appropriate boxes): --

:{ q,;,, l8Jn,e non-existence of sane alleged existent, event, state of affairs, or 
r;; _p

1
. r-,,set cirthings within the universe. 

'"� ;
�nie existence of some alleged existent, event, state of affairs, or set 

{v• All, □of � the universe. 
,/fi,.{ fr•� The !!!!;-exlstence of s 1 ed existent, event, state of affirs, 
� /(jl •'ti' 

D
or set of things c the universe. 

y ;,.v l' The existence of some a eged exis t, event, state o
.
f affairs, or set 

\fl of things � of the universe. _')'-/.-i // tf 011t". ,f/1 t ,-./ 

□ □ 
c wh�r i'h,s 1-n,-,4-,,: 

8. True False I (W. I.M.) know that even if God is infinite in all of His 
attributes, He may refrain fran adninistqring any and all 
punishnent to Smith for his (Smith's) willfu��be4£:enc.:i:> 
(to God's 1� (because of Smith's cont re ilia 
remained�· (by God) and that such r

�
fr · (by Q

"'10Ul
�

e with His (GQd's) infinit usti , h:>lil 
and {',·f'c.le. ·fer- s rr ·ti�t:,/l·

□ r::n 
a. rtt 'J lnl',n,'ft:_ �,I. �=jPl.nc·,c,-:S- J>k,·, 

9. True WFalse I (W.I.M.) 1mcM that every existent either has a certain 
,_,.. M iJ property or it does not ha�that property l.e.g,, X is 

_. ,n, vved, 
�Mtiaf 'f?/-P-ll¥Ti-v ,,;Jppt,f either b,lp�k or not black . ./. d ;s·c,; ssi!'d rn is h1 ll

y 

10. If I (W.I.M.) met two men (Smith and Jones) and Smith had a natural heart
and Jones had a mechanical heart, then I (W.I.M.): 

---

□Would know that Smith's (natural) heart owes its ultimate origin to 
-living, non-intelligent, non-purposive rocks and dirt (i.e., non•

ving matter) and that it was not� �� by any intelligent being. 
Would koolo7 that Jones's (mechanical}7ieiirtowes it existence to the 
� of an intel!Iient being. 

I h /s r's ;M.ere. v,i,i,,,-f. 

[ YPff!. /}1/J'M!J!,, s;-�.s ?,eo:///PCij

[!j()w 1>Ms #E" K#tJIAI r111s ?
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APPENDIX, PART II 

Questions for Dr. Warren 
from Dr. Matson 

(Answers by Dr. Warren) 

Questions tor Dr, Warren Monday Sept ll 

.l. What do you consider to be the principal purpose(s) of these 

debates? 

�lightenment? 
& ?ieoJIE T?Mr

. 60t> £XISTS 1
.:,

V-S
;..__

t_re_n.::..
gt_h _en_i--'ng'--of_th_ e_t_a_H_lt.:.,i

V (:.!.;4,.:::!!.!_��:!(..i}, J 7tJ ST�> 7J/k- >i6V/R,9/,4/c£"

CP "7?#5 /??1::-,:r 

-

1,..,-""Moral uplift? 

Entertainment? ( /110 f) 

j, 

your opinion that all the gods that are or have been 

dJ 5,o/,Je IJ?e/J /l('ltte. 
-worshipped are really the same God?bz(�,,,.C G�
Do you hold that the God or the New Testament is perfectly 

knowing, powerful, and good? /1:!?>'. 
t,. Do you hold that the punishment of individuals in Hell is, 

or at least includes, pain of the kind that we (here on __u 
/c CP'}//�� ,ne. 

earth) !eel wben fire is applied to our bodies? /t/t::kl a,,C77;r!!.. . 
.­---::--".:-:--:-:--:--:-:-:--:--�:-:--:--:---r--.�......iL.il1�A<';,lw Rio/ C, I 

7, It the description of a certain state or affairs co·ntain.'e"a 

contradiction, can God bring about that state of affairs? 

(For example, could God bring it about that a certain individual 

man was at the same time and in the same x respect both a 

bachelor and married? Or that a certain triangle had four 

sides?) SoHJe, /£�f.> (7/t::,. /?ff ..J�b_/�

7t:J ct'�/',�dl� -/J1>r-ev,� _J/

//J/J'!l/� fe>ever, 

361 



Questions ror Dr, Warren

Tuesday Sept, 12 

l, Is it possible for God to sin? !JI!) 
a. If so, does He? -

b, If it is possible, but He never does, why could He not
make men who are also capable of sin, but in fact never 
sin? And if one or a few, why not many or all? 

-

c, If it is not possible for God to sin, is He a moral agent? 
/iE,4:::-ri ()f't)f ,1ce,f,Mr/� 7Z> t'Jt's' nv,t//Y���,t,i�

d, If He is not a moral agent, does itmake sense to call Him 
good, benevolent, etc,? L,.,.,.. /� 
II//Tf/l!:>c3J.&e ??19, &-� ft1!:3 � rrc:7f /1$� � 

e, If it is not possi�le for God to sin, nevertheless He is 
a moral ..... ageuL, why could 'riot men be created who could not 
sin lrutnevertheless were moral agents? /l"JGll/ � fiHTe 

2. Where is Hell? Is it possible in principle to visit it in 
a space ship or earth-porer (while still in this,lifeJ?

Q,i;o_#4t.,, -;&�;t?IJU /u,t#? ef Pl>, - If/OT /,,YA S-�--::S-,¢'� 
3, 1AStumfng that the usual biographical accounts are true) whidh 

of the following are (or will be) in Hell? 

Eve Michelangelo 

J
' A-LL Wlfo bJ€D_

Socrates Tschaikowsky /A} l)l!OBG'l>lrui:. 
Aristotle J, F, Kennedy 

-no 6 ol), Nero Einstein I L 
Marcus Aurelius Wanda Landowska -rrylld.,') / '7�0 
st. Cyril (bishop of Alexandria) Anne Frank .µ.. nv/' ' 7 

4, Do souls being burned in. hell. have free will?("'/?€ l:JIBt�,,'7f6/,fl1£ 
l)€St::RJPllCW er= }¥ii. /#),t:;,f-?c$ /,f/�f?</ a,t:: ?V;;:.,�� /,y 11/IW- .

a. If so, can they repent and be saved?
· 

�6-fflllt;j. 
A/0 �,1>,.,, 

b, Ir not, are they "human"? /,,. 
v�-//1'7,MCK!Tl"J(.. s-d-1� 

c. What is the point or their punishment if it cannot be
corrective or exemplary? ,RET,e/!Jt(T/r.i", ,l!.o,;,6 :.2.3.

5, When you go to Heaven, will you be able to witness the 
torments of those in Hell? 

�
so, will you en�gy it? 

� &IJUi'�cS A-u. /4/ M?'- � N?A"Y. �J/T A/� T 
6. 1:'an a computer comm.it- sin? 'O � ",,,.,_

-,PPM'f � T 
a, If ao, how? i::::!?:: ;2/er,3.;t-t,,P. 

b, If not, please explain the relevant difference in principle 
between a computer and a human being whose every action is 
foreseen by God, Who is his maker, 

0t)O � � /JJ# at/.? L 

r12a'0:f l>Z>. �,P,;,� PD ,,va;r
!--hm- � WILL.,
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-

(Tues. - contd.) 

Suppose I have'the capability of creating free moral agents 
A, B, and C. I also know (in advance) that c, if creatP.d, will 
(freely) rape A and murder B. What is the moral thing for me �to do? / 7' /f /AJ/¥'1>/&.e "=

,A- 17.tM;z; ,Parl/t:? ro 
a. Create A, B, and C, r�{TP ,B� 

/2'-v/�, /rft'l'-v 
b, Create A and B but refrain from cresting C, "'-'/¥-' &. ',IY.S-

/fP-G TM/>?>- 7-3 Gff 4-7 "' 
c, Other �/??'(/ /TW.-fS JI/?'�, 

8. Suppose I create A, B, and C (see previous question) and, as 
I foresaw, C (freely) rapes A and murders B, What is then the ,..t,� moral thing for me to do? .,A-647'� ('?- Cd:Z:r;t,,?'�")t.... ,/"f7".t?/� 

a, Bring it about that C is murdered and ·raped, or suffers -/7?1?...,
equivalent pains, 

e!7tJt) 11/Z: .---b. Make C suffer eternally, 

c, Apologize to A, B, and c. 

d, Submit, myself, to being murdered and raped. 

o, Nothing. 

! • Other ____ 

7}ft ,f/6-- 7tJ /)O 

/5 � fl:'/#lf'lf 
71-#"e-a-'/4;, 
l)//T/1/ 
1>���

9. a. If a !!!.!!1 willed, and brought about (e,g, with atomic {jtJD(e/3fa,
explosives) the Lisbon earthquake, would that be evil?

'/156aJP
A 

10. 

b, Did God will the Lisbon earthquake? 
7 u/OR/...l> l't;s 

c. If He did, but it was not evil, why not? ] --/> �%
d, If He di dn • t, how come it happened? /:t:J/z. 771[;"'" 

. . ptt;e-f/lr 
If suffering is not evil (or at any rate bad -- something the 1-/,,f{)
non-existen-ceoT which would be preferable to its existence), /;r/ 
why is the will to inflict suffering evil? 

C/?EAl/,1(;. 
lfL-L. /j/7lc/;t/f/C _67//C- /..S 

;CJ- Y/OL,,4"710-;;/ &?� /� 

/v/L-? c,,c:: 60..c> Cz;J�ws-:j 

!T-

VA, //lit& 
fJP5'�-

-8t(T d/tJT At-L 
5t,(Pa:7iltf/6- /S cYIL 

/ � ri // 
(//--f?�lz,e_ 

/17'1V 7l? /lrltte 

/-JJ Pt5?/P�-e/ ?o 

£:TT#a!.- /.a,'E"
- )I t)!t,_ / S / I Al 1!:}:- /&J1?JJ'� 

� dl1tl 76 I A/fl/CT 
5tl Pfl;lt#' � 
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Questions for Dr, Warren L.....,._A_, ...,..._.,, Sept, l} 

1• Do you accept the Copernican ast 0 

:
eal with the problem posed by J�s:::7ro Ii2

so
lt h

ow do yo
u 

ow do you justify your O it 
, - .,? It not, 

ot astronomers? 
ppos ion to the unanimous consensus 

-)(- 711; £,.tfV'"# � �r;-G" �#,t) 'T>le" $v'..V 
-A;YI> nf,u'S' ()/I"" /'fl t"'J;QS, 

* l/iwe02-
I 

IT /J t:d:J/??()?IJ.d l'at>IJ'1 ro/L

,/4 0V � � 77/-1-T � S#AI' v;(:/fGr 4' 

II 

/f.rl) �ct.> 11. �c).17""tJr«5Q#.J>�.J:>

/(/1:14-T 77PJ-T /J?E=,?;t/S', 
-,¥: 17 tl?/'ltt P.!3/ �r ,n:;.e--� ue-� 7?/c"

tl/Y1Jl'e:1!-5c S7l"J�.P@ - bf1l/ Yovt ?�rG" 

77/4T 11/e 5"«#" ,-111/.0 /IJHJ,1/ J)/.P �7'!r71Jtd
'°I j
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