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The theory of true narrative representations 
and some of its applications
John W. Oller Jr, Latayne C. Scott, and Brenden D. Oller

‘True narrative representations’ (TNRs) are essential to successful communications. Every TNR has some particular 
complex object (O), a symbol string (S), and a moving index (π) connecting S to O. The parts may be relatively simple, 
or incredibly complex, but they always agree. The agreement of every TNR expresses the triune nature of the Creator 
God who solved infinitely many instances of Chaitin’s Ω-limit of irreducible complexity. Proved by Peirce’s mathematical 
logic, TNR-theory generates many testable hypotheses. It demolishes the ‘junk’ theory of DNA and obliterates barriers 
between disciplines. Strawn, Collins, Omdahl, and others have applied TNR-theory in theology, archaeology, and genetics. 
Briggs, Scott, and Collins have used it to find biblical Ai and Sodom. Leslie has shown that the Genesis Flood account is 
a TNR. Gryder and others have used it to explain cancers as Shaw has done for Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, and biological 
disorders in general. It is remarkable that in ordinary experience, as in the sciences, no material facts can be discovered 
without TNRs to represent them. Because the Bible reports events from creation to eternity, if it is a TNR as we believe, 
TNR-theory shows with mathematical certainty that valid human understanding must agree with the Bible. 

Both Albert Einstein and psychologist Jean Piaget noted 
that strings of words can be arranged somewhat inde-

pendently of the facts they purport to represent.1,2 This means 
that we can use words to express imaginations and accidental 
errors along with deliberate lies and nonsense. But, as 
Einstein and Piaget also agreed, every language user depends 
on consistent representations of actual entities, events, and 
relations in experience to learn one or more languages. 
Einstein went on to argue that validity in abstract scientific 
theories depends on their agreement with impressions from 
perceptual experience. In saying this, Einstein anticipated 
the process by which true narrative representations (TNRs) 
are constructed. He also agreed, whether intentionally or not, 
with the ‘exact’ strict mathematical ‘logic’ on which Charles 
S. Peirce grounded the ‘correspondence theory of truth’.3 

The biblical narrative asserts that truth telling requires 
agreement between words and the events to which they refer. 
Moses expressed the principle indirectly in this way: 

“When a prophet speaketh in the name of the LORD, 
if the thing follow not, nor come to pass, that is the 
thing which the LORD hath not spoken, but the prophet 
hath spoken it presumptuously: thou shalt not be afraid 
of him” (Deuteronomy 18:22, KJV).4

Ordinary ‘truth’, in the least burdened sense, depends 
only on the agreement of a string of words with whatever 
facts of experience it purports to represent. If the words and 
the facts agree, Peirce insisted that such agreement is all the 
truth that the words in question can possibly deliver.5 Building 
upon the biblical principle of consistency—an idea expressed 
fully only in the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God 
who is the same yesterday, today, and forever (Hebrews 13:8), 
who cannot be made to lie (Titus 1:2), even if all men are liars 

(Romans 3:4)—the theory of true narrative representations 
(TNR-theory) has been established.6–9

TNR-theory

By examination of ordinary human discourse, we find 
that TNRs are not only essential to language acquisition and 
to all successful communications, but are by far the most 
common type found in ordinary experience.10,11 In every 
TNR, as suggested in figure 1, strings of signs (S) consisting 
of words are linked through articulated actions (π) with our 
knowledge of sensory impressions about the objects (O) in 
the world of our experience. If the three elements agree as 
perfectly as they purport to agree with the relevant facts they 
signify about the world, then, the whole triad consisting of 
that SπO relation is a TNR. For example, if Moses was raised 
in Pharaoh’s household, then saying so is a TNR. The facts 
of history deliver all that is claimed in saying that Moses 
was raised in Pharaoh’s household. Moreover, TNR-theory 
proves that facts about the world of experience can only 
be known or discovered through TNRs. Many empirical 
consequences flow from the unique logical properties of 
TNRs. For instance, if it is true that Jericho was visible from 
the east side of the Jordan River where Sodom was located, 
then, a search for the site of Sodom should be conducted from 
a location that is east of the Jordan River Valley opposite 
the ancient ruins of Jericho. Some of the most surprising 
consequences of TNR-theory were anticipated in Einstein’s 
claim that there is a logically uncrossable gulf (see the lower-
middle part of figure 1) between the material world known 
to us through sensory impressions and the realm of abstract 
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ideas that we can only discover and express through words 
and combinations of them.12,13 For instance, it follows by 
strict logic that there is no inherent reason why any string 
of abstract symbols must resemble the ‘facts’ it represents. 
Abstract strings of symbols are almost always entirely unlike 
their material objects. 

In TNRs, nevertheless, human beings successfully cross 
Einstein’s Gulf. We do it in comprehending, learning, and 
using our language(s). Whenever we construct TNRs, we 
map strings of words into our experience to make them 
actually fit (agree with) the facts about our experience that 
our words signify. 

In the proofs of TNR-theory, we first take account of 
the three-part system of relations found in every TNR 
as suggested in the diagram of figure 1. In every TNR, 
irrespective of its complexity, the S, π, and O must be in 
agreement. The O must deliver all that the S signifies, 
and the π-mapping must connect the S and the O so that 
their agreement is discoverable to users of the language in 
question. At the highest level of abstraction, we find the 
symbol (or complex string of symbols), S. This part of the 
dynamic system may be relatively simple, such as a name 
used to refer to the entity, person, or place to which that 
name conventionally applies. Or, S may be complex, such 
as the whole Bible, or the historical events of World War II. 
The somewhat less abstract middle element of the three-part 
system of every TNR is necessarily a sequence of articulated 
acts, π. That pragmatic part must involve the movements of 
speech, writing, typing, or in some way producing a letter, an 
email, a book, or a discourse that, again, may also be simple, 
such as an act of pointing, or complex, as in the construction 
of the Bible by many different authors over many centuries 
who worked in isolation from each other. The middle part 
of the TNR, the π mapping, must succeed in connecting 
the S of that TNR with the third part which is its particular 
material object, call it O, that is singled out for attention. 
That O may be one or many entities, relations, or events in 

the material world. However, in the 
instance of a TNR, the particular O in 
question (whether simple or complex) 
is just the O that S signifies. 

The necessity of TNRs

Only from the perspective of TNRs, 
can we understand human experience, 
or anything in the sciences. Even if a 
majority of scientists should deny this, 
ordinary truth—the agreement between 
words and facts—once established 
cannot be changed by any kind of 
voting or ever so many focus groups. 
TNRs are what they are, independently 

of what we may think or say. Also, TNR-theory itself is 
grounded in nothing but the simplest notion of consistency. 
However, as far as we know, no perfect consistency has 
ever been found in all the sciences, mathematics included. 
Moreover, if Gregory Chaitin is correct, no such consistency 
ever will be found.14 According to the Judeo-Christian 
Scriptures, only the God of the Bible is perfectly consistent, 
throughout all time and for eternity.15 Chaitin’s series of 
intuitive proofs purport to show why it is impossible for 
absolute consistency to be found in the material world. He 
writes about an omega (Ω) limit of ‘irreducible complexity’. 
His argument is mathematically simple yet conceptually 
abstract. It shows that solving the full complexity of the 
arrangements of the dust that constitute biological organisms 
is out of reach of mathematical reasoning to an infinite 
degree. Chaitin’s Ω-limit might be thought of as a tree 
of infinite branches; each exploding into another similar 
tree with an infinitude of infinitudes of branches involving 
‘irreducible complexity’. Or imagine an unsolvable maze 
that branches into an infinity of infinitely many branching 
mazes of infinitely increasing complexities. Oller wrote to 
Chaitin pointing out that the ‘surpassing complexity’ which 
Chaitin described in his proof “is not quite out of reach of 
our intuitive imaginations”. Otherwise, without our amazing 
language capacity, Chaitin would not have been able to 
develop, much less explain to others, his intuitive proof. 

That same capacity enables us to understand that God’s 
thoughts are intrinsically undiscoverable by hide-bound 
minds limited by the space-time universe, unless he chooses 
to reveal them to us. Nevertheless, to understand fully 
abstract ideas we obviously depend on the infinity that God 
put in our hearts per Solomon’s dictum in Ecclesiastes:

“He has also set eternity in the human heart; yet no 
one can fathom what God has done from beginning to 
end” (Ecclesiastes 3:11, NIV).

Or, as the Apostle Paul put it in one of the most quoted 
chapters of the New Testament,

Figure 1. Crossing Einstein’s Gulf through abstract TNRs enriches our experience of the concrete 
material world.
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“For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then 
face to face: now I know in part; but then shall I know 
even as also I am known. (1 Corinthians 13:12, KJV). 

In any case, with Chaitin’s Ω-limit of irreducible 
complexity in hand, we can use it as a complete and irrefutable 
disproof of Carl Sagan’s patently false, even derisible, 
argument that the existence of the universe and our being 
here in it proves evolution.16 The fact is that evolutionary 
theories fail to ask the most obvious questions about life. 
What are we and how did we get into these bodies where 
we find ourselves? The theory of evolution, no matter how 
it might be shaped, tells nothing about the self (soul). What 
happens to the self after death? In one verse of the gospel of 
Matthew, Jesus told us more concerning those deeper questions 
than all the books and articles ever written about evolution: 

“For what is a man profited, if he shall gain the 
whole world, and lose his own soul? Or what shall a 
man give in exchange for his soul?” (Matthew 16:26, 
KJV). 

Perhaps quite unintentionally, Chaitin’s proof shows the 
inescapable need for the God to whom nothing is impossible. 
Our existence shows that the Creator God can and has 
obviously solved the Ω-limit of irreducible complexity. My 
existence and yours are proof that Chaitin’s limit cannot be 
imposed on God, yet stands as an absolutely insurmountable 

barrier to evolution and all those who believe in it. God 
laughs at all such barriers and at men who think he cannot 
overcome them (Psalm 2:4, 37:13). 

The proofs of TNR-theory have been developed in several 
different ways6,7,17 but were summed up most simply in an 
article in Entropy, published by Elsevier in 2014.17 If a person 
distinguishes any given object from all the others that could 
be pointed out with words, it follows that the (SπO)i produced 
and understood determines enough information to set that 
O—say a particular set of car keys, or a car, or a parking 
place, or an address, or an accident, or a war, or anything at 
all—apart from all other objects in the entire universe. Every 
TNR can do this with its particular O regardless if the O is 
simple or complex. But suppose you were asked merely to 
imagine a set of car keys that may or may not exist. You 
would be obliged to construct something like a TNR, but 
with the material object, O, defined only by the significance 
of the S. However, the O must be imagined on the basis 
of whatever significance you infer from S. The fictional 
(imagined) O in such a dynamic representation could be 
represented as (Sπ_)i where the missing O must be supplied 
in part or in whole by the interpreter of the fiction strictly 
on the basis of a subjective interpretation of the fiction. In 
such a case, there is no way to check the interpretation of O 
against any particular fact because the fictional representation 

Figure 2. The ribbon cutting day for the Ark Encounter on July 5, 2016, with a full-scale model of Noah’s Ark attended by Mary Anne and John Oller with 
biochemist Dr Lucija Tomljenovic, shown from left to right in the highlighted portion of the photograph in the lower-right corner.
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is not determinately connected to any particular material 
O. The O is merely imagined, and may or may not exist 
anywhere in the material universe (other than the mind of the 
imaginer). Obviously, every such fiction is less determined 
than any TNR. Therefore, fictions are also less connected 
to the material world than TNRs, and for that reason are 
less generalizable to other contexts because there is no way 
to discover the resemblances or lack of them between any 
imaginary O and the real things that the S in question might 
be used to refer to in a TNR. Therefore, TNRs are more 
determinate, connected, and generalizable than any fictions 
that might be derived from them by requiring interpreters to 
imagine their respective objects. As the proofs of TNR-theory 
show, errors, lies, nonsense, and signs that are completely 
erased (non-existent) are necessarily less well determined, 
connected, or generalizable than fictions. Therefore, the 
proofs are complete. 

Leslie and other applications of TNR-theory

TNR-theory has figured indirectly in many contexts.18–22 It 
was the background focal point of a recent lawsuit defending 
the right of an American professor to believe in the Creator 
God of the Bible which Oller pursued all the way to the U.S. 
Supreme Court.23 That suit was one among those referred to 
in the credits of the 2014 film God Is Not Dead.24 In fact, 
TNR-theory depends entirely on the biblical narrative of 
creation and may perhaps be judged in the future to have 
made a small contribution to the fulfilment of the prophecy 
of Daniel concerning the increase of knowledge in the last 
days.25 The Bible makes it clear that the power of language 
is foundational not only to the creation, but to those creatures 
made in the image of God. Oller and Omdahl argued that the 
defining element of that image is the language capacity18—a 
capacity which even Chomsky of MIT fame says is owed to 
‘special design’ (p. 27).26

In this Journal of Creation article, the original plan was 
to write about the application of TNR-theory to the biblical, 
geological, and historical evidences of Noah’s Flood. The 
impetus was the bold and unprecedented Ph.D. dissertation 
at Trinity Southwest University written by John G. Leslie27 

concerning the record of Noah’s Ark. It is interesting that Dr 
Leslie’s book should appear so soon after the opening of the 
Ark Encounter in northern Kentucky (see figure 2). 

In view of Leslie’s book and other publications from 
Trinity Southwest University in Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
we can say that Trinity has been the crucible of important 
theological works based on TNR-theory introduced 
there in the mid-1990s. Subsequently, those ideas found 
extensive application by J. Michael Strawn (developer of 
Representational Research in theology) and by Latayne C. 
Scott (the second author of this paper), and others. At Trinity, 
Leslie’s work was preceded by the seminal dissertation of 

Trinity’s Peter Briggs, who used TNR-theory to pin down 
the biblical site of Ai as described in the book of Joshua.28 
Briggs noted that as few as three distinct points of geological 
reference are commonly sufficient to determine a particular, 
unique location as he did for Ai based on the biblical record 
and geographical descriptions found there.

Scott’s dissertation, A Definitional Study of Biblical 
Representational Research and its Current Applications 
(2003), also relied on inferences from TNR-theory.29 Later, 
Trinity’s founder, Steven Collins used TNR-theory in a 
solidly concrete way. Collins asserted (in the book with Scott) 
that while ancient mythologies claim to be history, they often 
contain fictional characters and events, but never mythical 
geographies.30 Artefacts alone are meaningless, but with a 
TNR to guide the archaeologist as Briggs demonstrated, and 
as Collins and Scott have shown with reference to the site 
of Sodom in their book, Discovering the City of Sodom,30 
it only takes a few geographical reference points to zero in 
on a particular location anywhere on the face of the earth. 

Leslie, a practising physician, had already earned an MD 
before writing his detailed Ph.D. dissertation on the biblical 
account of Noah’s Flood. He showed that the biblical record 
of Noah’s Flood has all the marks of a TNR.27 That being 
the case, the Genesis account must be read as historical and 
a TNR. Moreover, geological evidences of that Flood are—
as Henry Morris, John Whitcomb, Ken Ham, and others 
have been arguing for some years—written in stones and 
sedimentary deposits all over the earth.

Leslie, however, took on the difficult and abstract problem 
of demonstrating that the biblical narrative concerning the 
world-wide Flood of Noah’s time meets all the requirements 
of determinacy, connectedness, and generalizability. He 
reasoned outward from those unique logical identifiers of 
every TNR, reviewing the evidences from unique linguistic 
forms in the narrative, including the peculiar Hebrew word 
translated as ‘Ark’, to the many ancient Flood stories 
(‘myths’), including the tale of ‘Gilgamesh’, right down to 
the geological evidences written in the rocks. 

The narrative of Noah’s Flood and the souls that were 
saved on the Ark, is a TNR within the larger Messianic 
narrative of the whole Bible. Human history demonstrates 
that one after another biblical prophecies have been fulfilled 
on an apocalyptic scale, with a height, and depth, and breadth 
that absolutely defies chance just as Gregory Chaitin seems 
inadvertently to have proved mathematically.14 

Most recently in 2017, Scott used TNR-theory to refute 
the truth claims of Mormonism.31 Her work shows how TNR-
theory can be used to demolish the false doctrines of cults 
and ‘-isms’ in general.

Finally, no discussion of applications of TNR-theory 
would be complete without noting its centrality to much 
ongoing research in the biological sciences. The health and 
well-being of our bodies, for instance, depend on many 
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billions of correct mappings—ones that must be based on 
well-formed TNRs—from DNA to RNAs to proteins and 
back again as Pellionisz has demonstrated.32 The upshot of 
the work with biosignalling systems is that the corruption 
of valid messages in genetic, epigenetic, and proteomic 
systems inevitably leads to such disorders as cancers,33–35 

neuropathologies such as Parkinson’s and Alzheimer’s32,33,36 
and to all the disorders that inevitably trend toward the 
catastrophic biological disaster that we euphemistically term 
‘mortality’.9,37,38 Because health and well-being depend on 
valid interpretations of biosignalling messages, it follows 
that flawed systems of communication that retain any life-
sustaining functionality must contain or be contained within 
TNRs in order to work at all. TNR-theory shows why it is 
certain that injuries to biosignalling systems from toxicants, 
radiation, pathogens, physical trauma, and combinations 
of these, invariably trend toward disorder, disease, and 
eventually death.9,17 When the degeneracy of such systems 
reaches a critical level, a general and complete catastrophic 
breakdown must follow. 

Additional implications of TNR-theory

Notably, it is on the basis of our words that we have been 
told we will be called into judgment, or that we may escape 
from judgment by trusting in the blood of Jesus. Jesus said 
that all human beings will give an account on the Day of 
Judgment for every careless word we have spoken.39 If our 
words agree with what God has revealed, then, they are 
words of salvation, redemption, grace, and peace with God. 
If our words do not conform to what God has said and done 
in the work of Christ—first in creating everything that is, then 
in redeeming us on the cross, rising from the dead, and soon 
returning in great power—there is no hope for us. 

Significantly, Jesus validated the TNR nature of the Old 
Testament writings in surprising ways—by referring to events 
such as the creation account of Adam and Eve, manna (John 
16:31), the turning of Lot’s wife to salt (Luke 17:32), the 
great fish of Jonah (Matthew 12:39–41)—as well as the Flood 
of Noah and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah. This 
is remarkable because these are events, along with the Virgin 
Birth, the Resurrection, and the recorded miracles, that are 
not reproducible by scientific experiments. 

The most startling implication of TNR-theory is that 
facts of experience are absolutely dependent on TNRs in 
order for those facts (any facts whatsoever) to exist or be 
discovered in the first place. What is more, flawed and 
changing material ‘facts’ can only be known through TNRs 
that are relatively eternal in character and in this respect quite 
unlike the ephemeral ‘facts’ themselves (as proved some 
years ago).40 The fundamental error of supposing that science 
depends on self-evident material ‘facts’ is revealed as soon 
as it becomes clear that the only access any scientist ever has 

to any ‘facts’ whatsoever, must be through consistent TNRs 
that enable the discovery of those same ‘facts’. Also, if the 
Bible is a TNR, it follows from TNR-theory by exact logic, 
that events of the past, including those uncovered by biblical 
archaeology, depend on what the Bible says. The Bible 
teaches that “in the beginning was the Word” (John 1:1), 
not the material universe. The existence of material entities, 
events, and relations depends, therefore, on precisely the sorts 
of messages that are revealed to us in the Scriptures. But God 
depends on nothing but Himself. If God says it, that’s the way 
it was, is, and will be. By the same token, no revealed TNR 
of the Bible is testable in the slightest degree by archaeology, 
or any conceivable empirical investigation. The fact is that no 
scientific study of any kind can be undertaken in the absence 
of TNRs to direct the empirical study in the first place.41

According to the testimony of the Alpha and Omega, 
“the Beginning and the End” (Revelation 1:8, 11, and 17), 
the Creator God, has always been, continues now, and will 
never cease revealing himself in the events of the material 
universe as observed by human beings from the time of Adam 
forward and throughout eternity. All this and infinitely more 
is recorded in the historical and prophetic biblical narrative. 
Some of it we already understand, but much remains to 
unfold. 

Nevertheless, if the God who cannot be made to lie—the 
ultimate and utterly reliable generator of all TNRs—is telling 
the story, and if the parts we can understand are obviously 
true of ourselves and of all aspects of our known predicament 
in space and time, why would we not trust the Lord about the 
parts that pertain to the eternal perspective which we cannot 
yet fully grasp? Jesus put it this way to Nicodemus: 

“I have spoken to you of earthly things and you do 
not believe; how then will you believe if I speak of 
heavenly things?” (John 3:13, NIV). 
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