Review by Allen Johnson: “The Ultimate Proof of Creation” by Jason Lisle, PhD 

What would we expect of any argument to be labeled “The Ultimate Proof of Creation”? Something more than your average epiphany? Like Moses in the cleft of the rock as the glory of God passed by in Exodus 33:17-23? Perhaps without the hand of God concealing the Lord’s face? 

Not surprisingly, Dr. Lisle doesn’t tell how to obtain that proof from the Lord. He does, however, provide a very respectable case for the logic of Biblical creation versus the lack of logic of – anything else. 

“It’s a bold title” Dr. Lisle admits from the start of his Introduction. Recognizing the subjective nature of “persuasion” he admits we don’t have an argument which would persuade everyone. 

Ultimate Proof amounts to a course in apologetics at the philosophy-of-science level, dealing with creation and evolution at the point of presuppositions; reasoning about worldviews rather than haggling about fossils or molecular machines. The way Lisle sees it, secular science is only possible with a bit of cheating. When the choice is made to dispense with the God of the Bible from science, certain presuppositions necessary to receiving and interpreting information are retained in spite of the fact that those presuppositions only make sense if there really is a Creator God as described by the Bible. 

With this book Dr. Lisle puts secularism on notice; “You’re using Bible-based presuppositions! You can’t demonstrate their validity while rejecting scripture, so why not accept the Bible instead?” 

The analysis begins with overviews of the positions of creationists and evolutionists, with demonstration that each can present their best evidences to the other, but since their worldviews are solidly different neither would be convinced. 

Then a discussion of presuppositions essential to scientific reasoning is given, asserting that those basics depend on truths only espoused by the Bible. Principles of logic are developed; with explanations that each relies on the factuality of something declared by scripture. No other worldview is found to have sufficient rational and consistent reasons to justify belief in morality, uniformity of nature, or the laws of logic. 

The appendices consist of many actual arguments from real-life skeptics. They are analyzed, with possible responses based on the principles taught in the first chapters of the book. This strikes me as the most interesting part of the book. It is an eye-opening section which clarified for me where I differed with Dr. Lisle. 

There were several points on which I was in disagreement with Dr. Lisle. 

Firstly, a worldview (page 24) does guide how we interpret experiences, but when faced with evidences which do not fit our worldview it is not necessary to find a “rescuing device”, the worldview can be adjusted. New elements can be incorporated, old elements can be removed. This is, I think, the way worldviews normally develop, and how evolutionists wind up changing to creationists. 

Second, on page 85, children who believe in Santa Claus delivering Christmas gifts by coming down chimneys are given as an example of arbitrariness. I don’t think I ever met anyone who believed that stuff without having been taught it as true by trusted, usually older, people, often with “proofs” carefully crafted by those people to support the story. Believing trusted testimony is not necessarily arbitrary. Evidences reasonably convince one to believe the source. Trusted testimony is how we “know” a lot. We just need to be aware of the nature of our resources. 

Thirdly, on pages 240 and 241 Dr. Lisle speaks of “methodological materialism”. By his definition, “a methodological naturalist might believe in God, but he or she believes that we should restrict our conclusions to natural explanations - we should essentially pretend that God does not exist when we approach science.” 

I agree with Dr. Lisle that such a “methodological materialism” is arbitrary and irrational. 

I was taught “methodological materialism” by a different definition, and I think it’s the approach of most of history’s great, faithful scientists. It is working science with the understanding that miracles are rare and should not be assumed needlessly. Generally I don’t call anything “miracle” except what the Bible describes as a miracle. I expect that God does other, unannounced miracles, but I don’t readily indict God for suspending natural law. As a professional electronics troubleshooter, I am sure that would lead to too many unsolved problems. 

Of a sandstone cast of a lepidodendron, my uncle long ago said, “That rock is that shape because God made it that way.” I reject the idea that seeking a more natural explanation of it is heretical, or a sign of weak faith. 

Nevertheless, the Ultimate Proof of Creation is a very good resource. To attack the problem at the root is a powerful approach, and these disagreements of mine are peripheral. Perhaps, Dr. Lisle does have the ultimate human level proof of creation, after all. 

