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In the second half of the 20th Century Christian mo-
rality in Western society gave way to one founded 
upon materialism, which was predominantly based 
upon a naturalism that declared that only science 
can provide us with a knowledge of our origins.

False philosophy, developed from ideas expressed 
as early as the 17th Century, prepared the way for 
acceptance in the 19th Century (and from then on) of 
pseudoscientific theories which, together with that 
philosophy, have been highly destructive of belief in 
Christian revelation.  In the 19th century the attack 
on faith came from both inside and outside of the 
Christian Church.

In the middle of the 20th Century, materialists were 
able to make improper use of a genuine scientific 
achievement to lead an uninformed populace to ac-
cept their pseudoscience as real science.

From the time of the French philosopher René Descartes, 
philosophy in Europe took a new direction.  That part of his 
philosophy which has endured became known as Ration
alism and, whatever form it subsequently adopted, it put 
reason above faith and expressed an open hostility towards 
the acceptance of the Genesis doctrine of Creation, claiming 
it be error, or, at best, irrelevant to philosophy.

Philosophy, according to the Concise Oxford Dictionary, 
is the name given to the love of wisdom or knowledge, 
especially that which deals with ultimate reality, or with 
the most general causes and principles of things.  It has two 
divisions: Natural philosophy, which is a study of natural 
objects and phenomena; and Moral philosophy, which is a 
study of human actions and conduct.

 English philosopher John Locke proposed a second 
philosophy, known as Empiricism. Empiricism, together 
with Descartes’ Rationalism, set the foundation of an overall 
European philosophical movement known as The Enlight
enment: the name originally given to the philosophy of the 
pre-French Revolution rationalists.1

In the 19th Century, under the fallacious aegis of ‘positiv-

ism’, enlightenment philosophies became linked with pseu-
doscience, which resulted in a highly significant attack upon 
the historical truth of both the Old and New Testaments.

In the Christian Church, the ‘higher’ biblical critics 
embraced The Enlightenment philosophies of the German 
Idealists who were opposed to faith.

Outside of the Church, the pseudoscience consisted of 
made-up stories of vast geological ages, organic evolution 
and (subsequently) a big bang explanation of the origin of 
the universe.  All were alleged pre-historical (and therefore 
unrepeatable) events which were passed off as scientific 
truth in contradiction of biblical truth.

In the early post World War II years, evolutionists mis-
used the prestige attached to a genuine scientific achieve-
ment (the release of energy in the form of an atomic bomb) 
to bolster their false claims that organic evolution was not 
only a genuine scientific theory but also a proven scientific 
fact.

In the years that followed, the principal causes of the de-
mise of Christian morality as the publicly recognized ethical 
standard in our society were:  (a) propaganda in favour of 
an evolutionary worldview, (b) the strict censorship in both 
scientific journals and the popular press against criticism of 
it, and (c) the white-anting of the Christian Churches, not 
only with ‘liberal’ (‘higher’) biblical criticism, but also with 
acceptance of the evolutionary world-view.

The last mentioned cause was the most telling because it 
allowed ‘liberals’ to replace the Genesis doctrine of Creation 
with theistic evolution. This removed much of the criticism 
of evolutionism that otherwise would have been forthcom-
ing from Christian Churches.

None of this would have been possible without the 
groundwork laid by the ‘reason-above-faith’ philosophies 
of The Enlightenment.  The following is a brief history of 
the trends set by Enlightenment philosophers from the 16th 
to the 19th Century.

Philosophical rationalism

René Descartes 
(1596–1650)

P h i l o s o p h i -
cal rationalism is 
said to have com-
menced with Des-
cartes when, in 
1619, he compared 
the philosophy that 
preceded his own 
philosophical ideas 
to an old city that 
had grown in an 
unplanned way 
from a small town.  
His purpose, there-
fore, was to start 

Im
age by T

F
E

 G
raphics



CEN Technical Journal 14(3) 2000 17

Essay

philosophy afresh upon a planned basis.
His earliest work was uncompleted, while his second 

one, Le Monde, was withheld from publication.2  In 1637 
he was ready to publish a selection of his scientific views to 
which he added a philosophical introduction, the Discourse 
de la Méthode.  This later became his best known work.  In 
it he introduced his most famous and most controversial 
proposition, Je pense, donc je suis (I think, therefore I am), 
later Latinised to its best known form, Cogito ergo sum.3

In 1641 Descartes produced his philosophical ‘mas-
terpiece’, known in English as his Meditations.  In it he 
renewed his insistence that philosophy must start with rid-
ding the mind of all accumulated misconceptions.  To this 
end he proposed a device which is known as his method of 
doubt.  In pursuing this, he even rejected the testimony of 
his senses on the ground that his senses might deceive him 
and so he returned to, what for him, was the one existen-
tial truth, namely, that he did not doubt his own existence 
(Cogito).4

From this thought, Descartes introduced what is known 
as his ‘dualism’, consisting of two substances: mind or 
consciousness (res cogitens), which is unextended and 
indivisible, and matter (res extensa), which is extended 
and divisible.5

Descartes was a Christian who, in his Meditations, prof-
fered two proofs of the existence of God which, for him, 
made scientific knowledge possible.  He also indicated that 
what is proposed by God for our belief cannot be doubted, 
for it is impossible that God should lie.6  Nonetheless, his 
‘proofs’ were unconvincing and found very little, if any, 
acceptance.  What remained was a philosophy that was 
wholly subjective and contrary to common sense: a phi-
losophy which turned the traditional notion — where one 
reasoned by reflecting upon things observed or experienced 
— upside down.

An example of that traditional notion is the teaching of 
Paul in Romans 1:19–20, the principles of which are embod-
ied in Natural Theology.  Thus there was no apparent way 
in which Descartes’ philosophy could lead to a knowledge 
of a Creator/God.

Baruch (or Benedictus de) Spinoza 
(1632–1677)

In the 17th Century, post-Cartesian ‘reason-above-faith’ 
found its beginning in the works of Spinoza who had care-
fully studied the works of Descartes.  Spinoza, who was 
Jewish, did not believe in a personal God and, from this 
viewpoint, he could be described as having been both an 
atheist and pantheist.  The 18th Century German Idealists 
(notably Fitche) later adopted his anti-creation views which, 
in his day, offended both Jewish and Catholic authorities.

Philosophical Empiricism

John Locke (1632–1704)

The founder of 
Philosophical Empir
i c i sm  was  John 
Locke, who became 
interested in philos-
ophy after reading 
Descartes.  In one of 
his major works, Es
say Concerning Hu
man Understanding, 
first published in 
1690, Locke claimed 
that ‘all knowledge 
is founded on and is 
ultimately derived 
from sense percep
tion’.  This knowl-
edge, he claimed, 
was gained from ex-
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perience and the paradigm of such knowledge was natural 
science.  However, in the fourth book of the essay, he held 
that the theories of the natural sciences could never aspire 
to be more than probable.

Locke was a close friend of the famous experimental 
scientist Robert Boyle and he also corresponded with Isaac 
Newton, the famous cosmologist.  He proposed to do for 
philosophy what they had done for empirical science.  While 
he followed Descartes in some respects, Locke radically dif-
fered from him in formulating his empiricist philosophy.

So far as religious beliefs were concerned, Locke, who 
had studied scholastic philosophy as an undergraduate 
at Oxford, was prepared to accept as being scientifically 
proven those beliefs that came under a medieval epistemo-
logical doctrine known as the Doxastic Ideal.

While not endorsing this, epistemologist Nicolas Wol-
terstorff, pointed out in a recent article7 that the scholastics 
in no way disparaged the religious beliefs of ordinary 
Christians that did not possess what they considered the 
superior proof of beliefs that came under the Ideal.  Nor 
did they consider that just by being ‘non-scientific’ there 
was any obligation for the ordinary believer to remove that 
deficiency. 8

‘What is new about Locke and his Enlighten
ment cohorts,’ said Wolterstorff, ‘ is that the Ideal is 
used to launch an attack on the ordinary believer on 
life in the everyday.  The ordinary believer has not 
formed his beliefs by employing the optimal method.  
That marks a deficiency that the ordinary believer is 
required to remove.’ 9

David Hume (1711–1776)

Hume was sceptical of all religious beliefs and, as an 
advocate of ‘natural’ religion, was a forerunner to Comte 
and other 19th and 20th Century ‘positivists’.  Hume not only 
opposed the Judeo/Christian doctrine of Creation, but also 

John Locke (1632–1704)
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belief in miracles.
Hume achieved 

fame as an his-
torian.  His History 
of England was 
the standard Eng-
lish work and best 
seller for nearly a 
hundred years. In 
his philosophical 
work, An Inquiry 
into Human Under
standing, published 
in 1748, he devel-
ops his aggressive 
agnosticism con-
cerning religion, 
attacking its estab-
lished apologetic, 

concerning religion in France prior to the French Revolu-
tion were François Marie Arouet (1694–1778), a frequent 
contributor to the Encyclopedia who wrote under the name 
of Voltaire, Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712–1778), Denis Di-
derot (1713–1784), who became editor of the Encyclopedia 
in 1750, and P.H. D’Holbach (1723–1789). Diderot and 
D’Holbach followed the empiricism of Locke and Hume.

Voltaire and Rousseau appear to have been the first of 
the French rationalists.  Voltaire was a deist (i.e. he beleived 
in ‘God’ who created the universe, but not revelation, the 
Bible, miracles, etc.) whose frequent attacks on the Christian 
religion opened the way for the criticisms by others.

Rousseau mostly wrote about social issues but neverthe-
less he was a strident atheistic rationalist.  He concentrated 
on the rights of individuals, in a way that has much in com-
mon with the present day moral philosophy of materialism.  
That is, they were subjective and man-centred: e.g. ‘I must 
be true to myself’, ‘I must do what I feel is right’.

It is significant that, while on exile from France prior to 
the revolution, he went to Scotland at the invitation of Hume 
and was later given hospitality by the father of Charles 
Lyell and the grandfather of Charles Darwin.  This showed 
that rationalism was in the households of the two men who 
were mainly responsible for the made-up stories of the vast 
geological ages and organic evolution.  Rousseau’s writings 

were said to have impressed the German Idealist 
philosopher, G.W.F. Hegel.

The atheistic empiricism of Hume and 
the French Encyclopedists, together with 

the naturalism (‘nature is all there is, 
ever was or ever will be’) it espoused, 
subsequently had many other adher-
ents.  These included the English 
philosophers, Jeremy Bentham (1748–
1832), James Mill (1773–1836), John 
Stuart Mill (1806–1873) and Bertrand 
Russell (1872–1970).  Thus it played 
a major role in laying the groundwork 

for the dramatic rise of materialism that 
has taken place in this century.

Idealism

Idealism refers to a group of philosophies 
that have a common view that what we would 

call ‘the external world’ is somehow created by 
the mind.  While they do not disagree with the ordinary 
man’s view that material things exist, they disagree with the 
view of many other philosophers that the material world is 
independent of the mind.

There are three principal types of Idealism which 
were proposed respectively by Berkeley, Kant and Hegel.  
Berkley, an Anglican bishop, always tried to put faith above 
reason and so his philosophy will not be dealt with here.  
Instead, in addition to the philosophies of Kant and Hegel, 
consideration will be given to that of Fitche, who was 
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namely, Natural Theology and Divine Revelation.  Like 
Locke before him, he claims that all human knowledge 
comes from our senses.  They are, he maintains, impres-
sions (meaning sensations and current emotions) which are 
the stuff from which all our ideas are composed.10

To Hume, morality is a matter of taste and sentiment 
rather than an object of understanding.  He defines 
virtue as ‘Whatever mental action or quality 
gives to a spectator the pleasing sentiment of 
approbation’.11  He held to the doctrine of the 
Epicureans, that pleasure is of the highest 
good and claimed that it is our emotions 
that move us, and reason is powerless.  He 
therefore claimed that reason should be 
the slave of our passions and can never 
pretend to any other office than to serve 
or obey them.12  Hume is usually cast as 
an empiricist in the Locke mould, but he 
was even more Cartesian than Locke in 
relation to things that one can be immedi-
ately aware of.  And so ‘ … for him (Hume) 
it was still appearances in our own minds 
rather than objects in the external world we 
can be aware of’.13

Through these errors, Hume did incalculable 
harm to the acceptance of Christian belief and 
Christian morality, but amongst his empiricist peers 
he was regarded as the most respected and leading 
member of the Scottish Enlightenment.  Before he died, 
Hume declared himself to be a Stratonician atheist.14

The French Encylopedists

The Encyclopedists were part of the French enlight
enment, so-called, which was a movement that was em-
piricist, naturalistic, and diametrically opposed to religion.  
Its main proponents were contributors to the Encyclopedia, 
described as  ‘an analytical dictionary of the sciences, arts, 
and trades’.  Most influential in changing public opinion 

David Hume (1711–1776)

Voltaire (1694–1778)
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something of a bridge between the two.

Immanuel Kant (1724–1804)

In 1770 Kant became professor of logic and metaphysics 
at its University of Konigsberg.  Kant stated that he was 
awakened from his dogmatic slumbers by Hume’s account 
of causality that gave him a completely different direction 
in the field of speculative philosophy.

He wrote three major works: Critique of Pure Reason 
(1781), Critique of Practical Reason (1788) and Critique 
of Judgment (1790).

in the task of metaphysics, if we suppose that objects 
conform to our knowledge.’
 According to Kant, some of the properties we 

observe in objects may be due to the nature of the observer 
rather than the objects themselves.   He concluded that there 
were two sources of human knowledge — sensibility and 
understanding.  ‘Through the former objects are given to 
us, through the latter they are thought.’

Kant claimed there were concepts (twelve in all) that 
were not learnt from experience and enable us to make sense 
of our experience but have no other use.

However, he claimed what he called noumena, which are 
the sources of our external experiences, cannot be known 
in themselves.16  This locked us in a mental world which 
excluded from metaphysics knowledge of the existence of 
God (Natural Theology), free will, etc., and the support 
that could be found in Natural Theology for the Genesis 
doctrine of Creation.

Although Kant believed in the existence of God and the 
future life, he recognized that they could not be logically 
proven by his natural philosophy.  However, his experience 
with the moral law made it certain for him that they are true.  
He stated that if he denied such truths he would be abhorrent 
in his own eyes.17  However, Kant quite clearly looked to 
science and not revelation for the truth about origins and to 
this end he was the first to advance the theory that the solar 
system, including the earth, came from a swirl of matter. 

In his second Critique, which dealt with moral philoso-
phy, Kant made out a case for the existence of God, and the 
moral principles he espoused had some things in common 
with those of the New Testament.  The third Critique deals 
in the main with aesthetic judgments and has little relevance 
to this summary.

Of course, the influence Kant’s First Critique had on 
those who came after him is relevant.

Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762–1814)

Fichte studied and taught at the German universities of 
Jena and Berlin, and later was professor of philosophy at the 
German University of Erlangan.  In 1792, only four years 
after the publication of Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason, 
Fichte published a study on religion entitled, Versuch einer 
Kritik Aller Offenbarung (‘A Critique of all Revelation’).  
His findings were that religion was the belief in the divinity 
of moral law; and that practical moral reason is the founda-
tion of all knowledge and satisfies the needs of its subjects, 
rational beings.18

In 1806, Fichte did another study entitled, Die Anweis
ung Zum Seligen Leben (‘Instructions for a Happy Life’) in 
which he claimed that the ‘concept of creation was the absol
utely fundamental error of false metaphysics’.19  Fichte also 
claimed that Creation was the fundamental error of religion, 
saying that it was ‘the first criterion of falsehood’.20  He 
further claimed that this ‘error’ was ‘the original principle 
of both Judaism and paganism’,21 thus putting them both in 
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The first Cri
tique consisted of 
natural philosophy 
and, in writing it, he 
had to consciously 
consider two dif-
ferent groups of 
philosophies, all 
of which accepted 
Descartes’ Cogito.  
On the one hand, 
there was the ra
tionalist group of 
Spinoza, Leibnitz, 
and Berkeley.  On 
the other,  there 
were those of the 
empiricist group of 
Locke, Hume and the French Empiricists.

Kant’s solution to the problem raised by the differences 
of opinions expressed in these philosophies was embodied 
in his philosophy which he called Transcendental Idealism 
(also called Critical Idealism).  This has been described as 
the term he used for his theory of the external world.  It refers 
to his view that the objects of our experience, in the sense 
of things existing in space and enduring through time, are 
nothing but appearances and have no independent existence 
outside our own thoughts.  The adjective ‘transcendental’ 
indicates Kant’s reason for this view: namely, that only by 
accepting it can we account for our a priori knowledge of 
objects.15

To Kant, ‘pure’ reason meant ‘a priori reason’: that is, 
something that can be known apart from anything derived 
from experience.  Therefore, he was not prepared to accept 
the view of the Empiricists that all knowledge comes from 
experience.

In the preface to the second edition of the first Critique 
he stated:

‘Hitherto it has been assumed that all our knowl
edge must conform to objects.  But all our attempts 
to extend knowledge by establishing something in 
regard to them a priori, by means of concepts, have 
on this assumption ended in failure.  We must there
fore make trial whether we may have more success 

Immanuel Kant (1724–1804)
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the same mould.  While the first study showed the influence 
of Kant, the second study showed that of Spinoza.

Fichte’s main work, Wissenschaftslehre (‘The Doctrines 
of Knowledge’), written and revised over many years, 
contains his doctrine of ego: the autonomous, experienc-
ing, active being in a system of nature.  The ego, which as 
a primitive act of consciousness, constructs the objective 
world from appearances.  This again is a subjective philos-
ophy which leaves no room for natural theology.  This theory 
is said to presage Hegel’s absolute Idealism and of some 
later existentialism.22

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770–1831)

While there were some differences between the phi-
losophies of Kant and Hegel,23 the latter’s Idealism, and 
that of Fitche also, was based upon the Kantian view that 
truth concerning the objective world is mind-imposed.  This 
left no room for accommodating the Genesis doctrine of 
Creation, even though Hegel looked to history rather than 
science as a source of such knowledge.

What was fundamentally new about Hegel’s philosophy 
was his view about contradiction.  Taking a line from the 
Greek word meaning to argue, Hegel proposed that truth 
could be reached by use of the dialec
tic, which involved a process of triads, 
each consisting of thesis, antithesis and 
synthesis.

Hegel’s dialectic opened up a Pando-
ra’s box out of which came the dialectical 
materialism of Karl Marx, the soul of the 
Romantic Movement and the evolution-
ary philosophy of Teilhard de Chardin.

Despite all this, the greatest damage 
done by Hegel to Christian revelation 
was contained in his theological writ-
ings.  Apart from A Life of Jesus, an early 
work in which Hegel has Jesus preaching 
Kantian ethics, these writings conven-
iently gathered together in one book of 
English translations under the title of 
On Christianity.24  It contains two long 
essays, the first one is The Positivity of the 
Christian Religion (written circa 1795–96, 
except Part III, written circa 1800).  The second one is The 
Spirit of Christianity and its Fate (written circa 1798–99) 
and together with a very short one on Love, all translated 
by T.M. Knox of St Andrews, Scotland; and Fragments 
of a System (written circa 1800), which was translated by 
Professor Richard Kroner.  There is also a preface by Knox, 
a 66-page introduction to Hegel’s philosophical develop-
ment by Kroner, and Kroner’s translation of a speech made 
by Hegel.

In the introduction, at page 38, Kroner points out that 
in an unpublished post-1800 fragment, Hegel’s ‘… doubts 
and hesitation which characterized the fragment of 1800 

are now completely superseded by an exalted confidence 
in the power of speculation.  Philosophy is no longer as
signed a place below religion; on the contrary it is destined 
to replace religion, completing the development initiated by 
the Reformation’.

In the first essay Hegel is critical of the fact that the 
pre-Christian Hebrew religion tied its adherents down to 
the acceptance of ‘positive’ religious beliefs and practices 
and he therefore claimed that the Hebrew religion was in-
ferior to that of the ancient Greeks who were not restricted 
but were all individually free to speculate concerning their 
beliefs.  He is also critical of the ‘positivity’ he claims has 
developed in the Christian religion.

Hegel’s second essay dealing with what he argues is the 
Spirit of Christianity, written only a year or so after the first 
one, is regarded by Kroner as being something of an about 
face and (at page 66 of his Introduction) that no one can 
read it without being instructed or enriched.  On the other 
hand Knox in his Preface refers to the fact that a number 
of critics regard it as being enigmatic.

It might be conceded that in this essay there are some 
insightful comments made by Hegel concerning the moral 
teachings of Jesus, which no doubt reflect the fact that before 
he decided to become a philosopher Hegel was a seminary 
student and a prospective Lutheran minister.  However, 

despite the fact that throughout His public 
life Jesus attested to the truth of the Hebrew 
Scriptures, nowhere in his essay does Hegel 
restore his own acceptance of this truth, which 
he had previously downgraded with his criti-
cism of the Jewish religion as a whole.

Paul, in 1 Corinthians 15, has described 
the resurrection of Jesus as a key doctrine of 
the Christian religion.  But in his (second) 
essay, far from reconciling his philosophy 
with the Christian religion, Hegel wrote at 

page 292, ‘to consider the resurrection of 
Jesus as an event is to adopt the outlook 
of a historian and this has nothing to do 
with religion’.

Furthermore, in the second essay, us-
ing a more sophisticated type of argument, 
Hegel claimed that an infinite cause (God) 
cannot have a finite effect and that:

‘miracles therefore are a manifestation of the 
undivine because they are the most unnatural of 
phenomena.  They contain the harshest opposition 
between spirit and body, two downright opposites 
here conjoined without any mitigation of their pro
digiously harsh contradiction.  Divine action is the 
restoration and manifestation of oneness; miracle is 
the supreme disseverance (see p. 297).’
 The apostles, he claimed, did not recognize this 

harshness because they lacked the European intellectualism 
to recognize this opposition between spirit and body (see p. 
300).

The history of the rise of materialism in Western society — Butel
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This is one of the many examples where German Ideal
ism gets right away from reality and amounts to an attack 
on common sense.  The apostles accepted the miracles of 
Jesus first and foremost on the evidence of their eyes but 
also because they believed from Scripture and Christ’s own 
teaching that with God nothing is impossible.

Hegel’s conclusions in this second essay quite clearly 
take away from Christ the divine fiat He employs when 
working miracles and cast doubts about (if not wholly de-
nies) the supernatural nature of Christ’s resurrection.  Thus, 
as Hegel’s followers have made clear, they hold the view 
that Jesus was no more than an ordinary human being and 
not the Son of God.  One has only to look at the works of 
the ‘higher critics’, mentioned below, to be aware of this.

Before dealing with these attacks from inside of the 
Church, it is appropriate to consider the contemporaneous 
attacks that were being made from outside of the Church 
under the aegis of Positivism.

Positivism

The philosophy of Positivism claims that only science 
can tell us of our historical origins and those of the world 
and universe in general.  It was inherent in the philosophy 
of Hume and the other empiricist philosophers.  It was first 
explicated by Auguste Comte (1798–1857) in his work, 
Cours de Philosophie Positive (‘Lessons from Positive 
Philosophy’) (1830–1842).

In his book, Comte claimed that there were three stages 
of man’s thought:
• First was the religious or theological stage where man 

invented gods and devils to explain his origins;
• Second was the metaphysical stage where man (unsuc-

cessfully) tried to discover his origins by philosophical 
abstractions;

•	 Third	and	final was the scientific stage where men, by 
scientific observation and experimentation, will reach 
the positive truth.
 This was never anything but a fallacy because; (1) 

the past cannot be observed and, (2) since the events of past 
history are unrepeatable, any theory that postulates such 
history as science can never be experimentally tested.

Comte endeavoured to found a ‘positive’ religion, which 
he called ‘the religion of humanity’, with himself as high 
priest.  Although some Positivist Societies which wor-
shipped humanity instead of God were formed, the move-
ment was ultimately a failure.  However, his philosophy 
enjoyed success among atheist philosophers and scientists, 
although some rejected Comte’s excesses.

In the 20th Century the ‘Logical Positivists’, a group of 
Austrian philosophers and scientists known as ‘the Vienna 
Circle’, attempted to restate ‘positivism’ in a more intellec-
tual way.  Pursuant to this, they introduced the ‘principle’ of 
‘verifiability’ and claimed that any non-tautological proposi-
tion which is, in principle, unverifiable by observation, is 
devoid of meaning

Logical Positivism attacked theology and metaphysics.  
Their characteristic claims concerning the nature of the 
world and reality were unverifiable, so it was claimed, and 
therefore had no meaning

However, the status of the principle itself was suspect.  
Is it either tautologically or empirically verifiable? And 
what about purported scientifically-determined historical 
propositions or scientific generalizations, neither of which 
can be conclusively verified by observation?25

The type of scientific history the positivists saw as re-
placing the theological one was, after all, only untestable 
pseudoscience.  Karl Popper, renowned philosopher of 
science, believed he killed off Logical Positivism with his 
published work in which he distinguished pseudoscientific 
theories from testable scientific ones.26

Despite the erroneous nature of ‘positivism’, the West-
ern World today, including many Christian Churches, still 
accepts the false philosophy that only science can tell us 
the truth about our origins and those of the heavens and the 
earth.  In fact, it would be true to say that most of the Western 
World is saturated with this positivistic misconception.

Higher biblical criticism

The attack on the Christian revelation that began in 
the 19th Century continues today through the use of the 
pseudoscientific theories of unifomitarianism and organic 
evolution.  Perhaps not so well known is how German 
Idealist philosophy has presented itself in the false garb of 
Christian studies made in German universities

The influence of Kant, Fitche and Hegel, as well as 
others not named in this essay, had the effect of breeding 
a wholesale scepticism about Christian revelation, not 
only amongst lay people but more especially those who 
rate themselves as theologians. Since readers are no doubt 
aware of many of the errors of ‘higher’ criticism, including 
the ‘Documentary Theory’, only some of the perhaps lesser 
known but still very important heresies of the ‘higher’ critics 
will be reviewed.

In 1835, David Friedrich Strauss (1808–1874) published 
his essay on the Life of Jesus which declared the gospels to 
have some historical foundation but were transformed and 
embellished by myth arising from the faith of early Chris-
tians.  Strauss, who rejected the reality of Christ’s miracles, 
lived long enough to hear of Darwinism.  He wrote: ‘Darwin 
opened the door by which a happier coming race will cast 
out miracles, never to return.  Everyone who knows what 
miracles imply will praise him, as a consequence, as one 
of the greatest benefactors of the human race’.27

B. Bauer (1809–1882) wrote a Life of Jesus in which he 
removed any historical foundation of the gospels Strauss 
had left, and declared the whole New Testament to be myth 
and Jesus and Paul to be literary fictions.

Strauss and B. Bauer were greatly influenced by their 
theology professor at Tubingen, F.C. Bauer, who was an 
avid follower of Hegel.
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Ernest Renan (1823–1892), who had been a Catholic 
seminarian in France, corresponded with Strauss.  In 1863 
he also wrote a Life of Jesus in which he presented Jesus as 
being a human person only and dismissed the supernatural 
as being unreal.

All of this led to the 20th Century ‘demythologization’ of 
the New Testament by Rudolph Bultmann.  Bultmann was 
an associate of Martin Heidegger, a reputed existentialist 
philosopher, who publicly declared that the doctrine of 
Creation had no part in philosophy.

The errors of enlightenment philosophy

As it has been shown, the enlightenment philosophy 
subsequently led to attacks on faith from both inside and 
outside of the Christian Church with the end result that 
on the one hand, many scientists who had formerly been 
Christians became ‘positivists’.28  On the other hand, 19th 
Century writers purporting to be Christian scholars, not 
only wiped out the historicity of Genesis, but also denied 
the historicity of the four Gospels, the divinity of Christ and 
the authenticity of His miracles. 

Yet that philosophy contained many errors, three of 
which were fundamental.  
• Firstly, it was based upon the erroneous upside-down 

Cartesian principle of Cogito.
• Secondly, it failed to recognize the existence of a 

Creator/God in the things He created by raising spurious 
arguments against the concept of intelligent design.  

• Thirdly, it ignored the distinction between empirical 
science and pseudoscience.

The distinction between empirical science 
and pseudoscience

Empirical scientific theories are concerned with repeat-
able observations.  Scientists can learn something of the 
daily repeatable functions of natural physical laws (whereby 
God at his pleasure upholds His Creation) through the 
empirical testing of such theories.  But, of course, they can 
learn nothing about origins hypotheses from experimental 
testing (despite Comte’s assertion to the contrary) because 
such hypotheses concern unrepeatable events which cannot 
be put to the test.

It’s not that this hasn’t been a traditional view of sci-
ence.  Francis Bacon (1561–1626) stressed the importance 
of experimentation (which isn’t possible if an hypothesis 
proposes to describe some event or series of events that 
are unrepeatable).  Isaac Newton also engaged in constant 
polemic against what he called ‘hypotheses’, by which 
he understood any or all affirmations not derived from 
sensible phenomena and supported by carefully conducted 
experiments.29

Philosopher Karl Popper recognized the non-scientific 
nature of untestable hypotheses which, ipso facto, are also 
unfalsifiable.  In his autobiography he stated: ‘I have come 

to the conclusion that Darwinism is not a testable scientific 
theory but a metaphysical research programme’.30

Other non-creationists in recent years have also affirmed 
this distinction between genuine natural science and the 
pseudoscientific theory of Darwinism.  Biology professors, 
Paul Ehrlich (Stanford University) and L. Charles Birch 
(Sydney University), stated that evolution was ‘outside of 
empirical science but not necessarily false’ and that ‘noone 
could think of ways to test it’.31  Dr Colin Patterson, who  
before his death in 1994 was a leading paleontologist at 
the British Museum of Natural History, stated that in ask-
ing ourselves whether evolution is a scientific theory or 
pseudoscience, it should be noted that it is purported to be 
a single process of species splitting and progress.  This part 
of the theory, he said, was about unique historical events, 
like the history of England, and unique events are not part 
of science because they are unrepeatable and so not subject 
to test.32

Conclusion

This has been a brief history of how false philosophy laid 
the groundwork for the rejection of the doctrine of Creation 
in favour of so-called natural explanations.  Thus atheism 
(frequently veiled under the name of agnosticism) became 
the false intellectual position of most philosophers.  The 
fact that it was beyond the scope of experimental science to 
provide natural explanations for the origins of all things (all 
purported to be pre-man and therefore pre-historical) was 
falsely and deceitfully covered up by the erroneous notion 
of ‘positivism’, whereby it was claimed that science through 
observation and experimentation would reach the positive 
truth concerning our origins.  Thus atheistic ‘positivism’ 
also became the false intellectual position of most scientists 
although some, while rejecting Genesis as history, became 
theistic ‘positivists’.

It was after the publication of Darwin’s book on the 
origin of species in 1859, that Thomas Huxley (1825–1895), 
Herbert Spencer (1820–1903) and other English atheists, 
vehemently opposed to religion, found fertile ground for the 
propagation of their message of naturalism.  Not only were 
scientists misled, but many within the mainstream Christian 
Churches were equally deceived and therefore looked to the 
‘liberal’ biblical criticism of the ‘higher’ critics in order to 
reconcile faith with what they were led to believe were the 
indubitable conclusions of science.  The intellectual position 
they adopted had the effect of blocking wholesale criticism 
of the false ‘positivistic’ theories.  In fact many Christians 
aided and abetted the deceit of the ‘positivists’ by adopting 
theistic versions of evolutionary theories.

It is little wonder then that, when in 1945 empirical 
science was able to release the energy in radioactive ore 
in the form of an atomic bomb, the world was prepared to 
accept without critical objections the word of scientists.  
The majority believed them when they declared organic 
evolution to be a scientific fact and that the vast geological 
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ages, which purported to illustrate the progress of evolution, 
were ages that really existed in the past.  Having established 
this beachhead, the atheistic ‘positivists’ now try to tell us 
that they can reveal to us how in pre-history the universe 
came about.

In the light of the above facts, it is not hard to see how 
naturalism, which is the chief tenet of the philosophy of 
materialism, has become the main religious belief of the 
majority who control public opinion in Western society and 
why it has pushed Christian revelation to the outer fringes 
of that society.
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