
Dr. Michael Shermer chal-

lenged the RTB testable 

model of creation as ar-

ticulated by Dr. Hugh Ross 

and Dr. Fuzale Rana. The 

crowd, shown above, was  

estimated at 3000. 

Last week’s university 

skeptic’s forum here in 

Austin was the largest in 

the history of the program 

held on college campuses 

across the country.  It was 

also the most expensive—

costing more than 

$30,000.This issue of 

our newsletter focuses 

on this event.   Billed as 

“The Great Debate: Was 

Darwin Wrong?” nation-

ally recognized atheist 

Nearly  3000  turn out to hear Hugh Ross, Fuz Rana, Michael 

Shermer and UT faculty panel debate on evolution 

Coordinator’s Corner  by Bob Davis, RTB Austin Network Cordinator 

We heard it worked well in 

Florida, so I rented a gorilla 

suit and with the help of 

two students, handed out 

600 flyers near the stu-

dent union on the UT cam-

pus to promote the debate.  

The sign on my front asked 

“Am I your ancestor?”  

The flyers asked the stu-

dents, if they were de-

scended from an ape?  a 

fish? or ultimately 

slime?.and “Are your 

thoughts, feelings, 

plans, simply mole-

cules in motion?” 

These questions are 

simply a restatement of  

philosophical material-

ism: the belief that 

there is no supernatu-

ral, no God, no soul, 

only matter. It is this 

philosophy that under-

girds much of what 

passes for higher edu-

cation.  

I was surprised at the 

hostility these ques-

tions raised, particu-

larly among the faculty. 

The implications of 

one’s philosophy can 

be disturbing when pre-

sented in such stark 

terms—by a gorilla. 
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Hugh Ross and Fuz Rana 

began with a 50 minute 

presentation of the RTB 

testable creation model.  

Dr. Ross focused on cos-

mology; Dr. Rana, on biol-

ogy. Dr. Shermer fol-

lowed with what was 

supposed to be specific 

responses to the mate-

rial that Ross and Rana 

presented, but was, as 

the comments below 

indicate, a more broadside 

attack laced with sarcasm 

on all religions and Christi-

anity in particular. The 

three person UT faculty 

panel weighed in briefly in 

areas of their expertise.  

which seems to be con-

trary to the evidence).  

_______________ 

Another quote from the 

same atheist blog: 

 

I thought Shermer was a 

poor spokesman for his 

position. He was flip-

pant, ridiculing, and 

condescending instead 

of responsive to the is-

sues raised; that is, 

when he was not misrep-

resenting his opponents 

position, misrepresent-

ing biblical and linguis-

tic scholarship, or 

throwing out red her-

rings ("Why doesn't God 

regrow limbs?") having 

  From an atheist blog on 

the event: 

ñIn my perception, the 

debate was an unmiti-

gated disaster. The de-

bate was a prime exam-

ple of everything I've 

been saying how athe-

ists ...continually get 

suckered into debates 

where the theist controls 

the format, the topic, 

and the crowd.ò 

ðððððð 

 From a  UT faculty 

member: ñThe local 

planning for the event 

was a MAJOR disas-

ter.ò (he gave no ration-

ale for his assessment 

nothing to do with the 

topics under discussion. 

____________  

A visitor from Houston 

observed:   

Hugh Ross and Fuz 

Rana skillfully presented 

the Christian theist posi-

tion.  Michael Shermer 

and UT professor Sa-

hotra Sarkar repre-

sented the skepticôs 

side.  The atheist rebut-

tal was characterized by 

sarcasm rather than a 

positive case for their 

position.    
_________ 

 

One atheist felt so bad 

about how his side fared 

Debate summary 

Quotes from observers regarding their perceptions: 
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A quote from an 

atheist blog 

conceded:  

I thought 
Shermer was a 
poor spokesman 
for his position. 
He was flippant, 
ridiculing, and 
condescending 
instead of 
responsive to 
the issues 
raised. That is, 
when he was 
not 
misrepresenting 
his opponents 
position, 
misrepresenting 
biblical and 
linguistic 
scholarship, or 
throwing out 
red herrings.ò 

 
Students asked 

Dr. Ross ques-

tions long after 

the close of the 

debate. For a 

video excerpt of 

part of his talk 

see:  

http://

www.youtube.co

m/watch?

v=ivAPkmJQUs

s.  

http://atheistexperience.blogspot.com/2009/02/how-to-manage-atheist-debate.html
http://atheistexperience.blogspot.com/2009/02/how-to-manage-atheist-debate.html


 

____________ 

that he observed: ñIt really is 
time to call a moratorium on 
these embarrassing specta-
cles.ò  
_______  
One believer observed that : ñAs a 

debate judge, I would score the 

debate for  Ross and Rana. 

They stayed on point and sup-

ported their thesis. Shermer 

seemed to debate a ñstraw 

manò, and not the model which 

had been proposed. There was 

limited interaction with the ma-

terial presented and no direct 

rebuttal. As far as popular ap-

peal, effective staging, one lin-

ers and humor, playing to the 

skeptics, Shermer came out 

ahead.ò 
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Another believer said:  

Thanks so much for all the 

hard work.  I thought it was 

very exciting.  All the plan-

ning, advertising, volunteers 

and hard work was awesome 

and I think God was pleased!  

____________ 

Another believer said: 

My overall assessment is that 

it was well worth doing, as it 

furthers the conversation. If I 

would rate who won the 

ñdebateò, it would be Sher-

mer, based largely on the 

ñapplause meterò. 
___________ 

Most of the comments 

seemed to focus on Sher-

merôs anticsƷentertaining to some, but 

disappointing to those who hoped to 

hear how atheists might respond to the 

powerful theistic arguments presented 

by Rana and Ross: 

 

ñDr. Shermer might be a worthy oppo-

nent, but his presentation did 

not demonstrate that. I thought he would 

argue for his position. I was expecting 

"Nova" but instead found myself watch-

ing Bill Maher.ò 
_______________ 

Taking into account that the original in-

tent of the University Skeptics Forum 

was to present the RTB Testable Crea-

tion Model, some observers recom-

mended that future events be broken into 

two nights:  one with a debate and the 

other with a scholarly exchange and cri-

tique of the model.  

More Quotes from attendees 

Left. Dr. Rana is making his points about 

how the genetic code points to a Designer 

and how as coded information, it origi-

nated from an intelligent source.  

 

Above. The Gideons gave away 1000 

New Testaments at the event, but not the 

worn copy shown above and carried eve-

rywhere by Hugh Ross  It was after read-

ing this Gideon NT that Dr. Ross gave his 

life to Christ more than 40 years ago.  



(eternal), not limited by 

space (omnipresent), and 

all powerful.  

 

For decades, atheistic sci-

entists have tried to find 

loopholes, exceptions, and 

alternatives to the Big 

Bang, and its powerful 

theistic implications. The 

point in time when this 

cosmic creation event oc-

curred is often referred  

to as the ñsingularity.ò  

 

Recognizing that the RTB 

model relies heavily on 

the existence of the singu-

larity, Michael Shermer, 

asked HughRoss that if it 

could be proved that there 

 Is Christianity an  

Evidenced Based Be-

lief System? 
If there was a climactic 

point in the debate, it was 

when Michael Shermer 

asked Hugh Ross a hypo-

thetical, trick questionðbut 

nevertheless a good question 

for all Christians to con-

sider. 

 

Big Bang Cosmology, now 

the dominant belief among 

astrophysicists, marked a 

turning point in the intellec-

tual wars over the existence 

of God. The beginning of 

matter, space, time, and en-

ergy implies the need for a 

Beginner outside of time 

was no singularity, would 

he give up his faith in 

Jesus Christ as his Sav-

ior? 

 

Shermer had laid a trap. 

If Ross said  ñNoò then 

he would be saying that 

his faith is not based on 

reason and  evidence. If 

he said, ñYesò it would 

be tantamount to saying 

that he places scientific 

findings above scripture. 

 

He responded by saying 

such a finding would be 

fatal to the RTB model. 

But the question posed 

deserves thought.  

Is there any amount of  

evidence  that would evi-

 

To see video of gorilla-student encounters go to: 

https://rcpt.yousendit.com/683650462/47e230cdd7cb4f6c8531d5d7d13e91b8 

Austin REASONS TO BELIEVE Monthly Meeting  

10 am Sat. May 9 

Hill Country Bible Church NW 
 

 

Agenda: 

¶ Welcome newcomers, 

introductions, etc. 

 

¶ John Weber on biblical 

support for an old earth 

 

¶ Discussion on the skep-

tics forum:  what went 

right and what did not 

 

Directions to our meeting 

place: 

¶ Come to HCBC NW see 

map above (1 1/4 mile W 

of 183 on RR 620) 

¶ Park near Building A.  

Look for RTB sign. 

¶ Take elevator or stairs to 

3rd floor. Room 310. 

dence that would cause us 

to give up our faith? 

 

The apostle Paul would 

respond in the affirmative.  

For him, our belief is 

based on the evidence of 

the empty tomb and the 

Resurrection.  

 

In I Corinthians 15:14-19, 

Paul writes ñif Christ has 

not been raised, our 

preaching is useless and 

so is your faithò...and ñwe 

are to be pitied more than 

all men.ò 

 

Faith is not, as some 

would contend, the oppo-

site of reason and evi-

dence. 

   

 


