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SEGMENT THREE

I.  Closing Statements (Dr. Gordon Stein)

A.  Closing Statement from Dr. Gordon Stein

Dr. Bahnsen, in his last response, and indeed, throughout his entire talk, has made a number of claims about what’s possible in an atheist universe and what is not possible in an atheist universe.  All I can say is that he has a very strange conception of an atheist universe and perhaps of the universe in general.

First of all, evil in an atheist universe.  Yes, indeed there can be evil in an atheist universe.  Evil is, by definition, in an atheists universe, that which decreases the happiness of people, the most unhappiness in people.  In other words, if we have two things that we want to make a comparative evil statement, which is more evil than another, the thing is more evil which causes more people to be unhappy.

Well, how do we know this?  We don’t know this; it’s a consensus, just like morality in general is a consensus.  It’s a consensus reinforced by the teachings of society through its parents to children, teachers to students, the media, literature, the Bible:  all these things reinforce morality through teaching and the socialization process.  And also we pass laws to punish people that violate some of the more blatant cases that we have said are no-no’s.

So the idea that there’s no evil in an atheist’s universe is utter hogwash.  Our evil is at least a rational determinate thing.  We don’t say, “Well, did God make this evil?”, and then we have to go flipping through the Bible to see if it was covered at all.  You know, there’s a hundred volumes of commentary—at least a hundred volumes, more—called the Talmud which is the Jew’s interpretation of all the places that the Old Testament didn’t give them any guidance on, for ethical and moral issues.  So, I mean, these things are not clearly not spelled out in the Bible.

We have no guidance on a lot of things, as to what’s evil.  Is organ transplant evil?  I mean, you won’t find that in your Bible.  You’ve got to go and look at the issues, and you do an analysis just the way any rational philosopher would do it, or an … an ethicist.  (Couldn’t think of the word.)  So, I mean, we have standards by which we determine evil and good, and in an atheistic world, the atheistic worldview, I think I’ve demonstrated that the regularity of matter, which is an inherent property of matter, explains that the way we are able to make laws, which are generalizations in the field of science.

To say that—first of all, most, many, many scientists are atheists; it’s been shown by studies over and over again—so to claim or, as Dr. Bahnsen claims to claim, that science doesn’t give us an atheistic worldview that is in conformity with … or, I mean that science is not in conformity with an atheistic worldview, is utter nonsense.  Science is in itself atheistic.  It doesn’t use God to explain things, and it understands that matter behaves in a regular, and therefore predictable, way.  And that is the way in which scientific research is done.
The same with logic.  Logic is a consensus; I think it has a mathematical and linguistic basis; it has some conformity to the reality of the world.  I don’t know how many times we have to repeat that for to get through to Dr. Bahnsen, but it doesn’t seem to be.  And he seems to specialize in what we call the “thinking makes it so” school of logic, if you want to call it that.  Because he says something is so, because he knows what God’s thinking was, therefore it is so; the omniscient Dr. Bahnsen has answered.  Well, that doesn’t answer anything, if we’re going to apply the tests of reason to what he says.  His statements are not only irrational, they are unreasonable.

The idea that the future is going to be like the past—it’s a statistical probability statement.  We have never seen a future.  Today is the future from yesterday; and yesterday, what is happening today was the future.  We have not seen anything in that time period that we have observed, which is several hundred years, to show that the regularity of matter, and its behavior, is going to change.  If it changes, scientific experiments will go haywire, and we’ll know it right off the bat, and then we’ll have to revise a lot of things.  I think the chances of that happening are pretty small.

Now, let me just finish by saying that atheism is not a bleak and negative concept.  It frees man, it sweeps away the theological debris that has prevented man from taking action to correct the problems of this world.  We want to feed the hungry; we want to educate the illiterate; we want to clothe the naked; we want to raise the standard of living; we want to spread reason and thinking and progress and science.  These are all things which are, in and of themselves, atheistic.  We don’t do them because God tells us to do them, we do them because they’re right; they need to be done in this world.  And if we do them because they’re right and they make people happy, we will be made happy ourselves by making other people happy.

It’s a very positive world outlook, something which I don’t think Dr. Bahnsen has even mentioned, but it’s certainly the other side of the coin.  I mean, what happens when you wipe away the God concept?  Are you left with nothing?  No, you’re left with responsibility that you have to take on yourself.  You are responsible for your actions, and also, you get the credit for the things that you do.  And I would rather have a realistic worldview that gives up a few things that would be nice to have but just don’t happen to be true, and I’d rather operate on a worldview like that than I would on making wish fulfillment of things that just are not so.

B.  Closing Statement from Dr. Greg Bahnsen

I’m going to begin my closing statement by thanking the debate team for inviting both Dr. Stein and myself here for this interesting evening and interchange.  And thank you all for giving up an evening to discuss what I consider a very important question.  And I thank Dr. Stein for coming, and for his graciousness toward me.

As far as my rebuttal, or excuse me, my closing statement, I need to deal first of all, perhaps in the entire time analyzing this remark that my statements have been tonight irrational.  Perhaps they have, but saying so doesn’t make it so; that’s something we just heard, as well.  If my statements have been irrational then we need some standards of reasoning by which these statements have been shown to be irrational.

Dr. Stein has yet to explain to us even in the broadest simplest Sunday school child manner that I told you about laws of logic, laws of science, and laws of morality—he hasn’t even begun to scratch the surface to tell us how in his worldview that there can be laws, of any sort.  And if there can’t be laws, or standards in his worldview, then he can’t worry about my irrationality; my alleged irrationality.
The transcendental argument for the existence of God has not been answered by Dr. Stein.  It’s been evaded, it’s been made fun of, but it hasn’t been answered.  That’s what we’re here for, rational interchange.  The transcendental argument says the proof of the Christian God is that without Him you can’t prove anything.

Notice the argument does not say that atheists don’t prove things; the argument doesn’t say that atheists don’t use logic, science, or laws of morality.  In fact, they do.  The argument is that their worldview cannot account for what they are doing.  Their worldview is not consistent with what they are doing.  In their worldview there are no laws; there are no abstract entities; there are no universals; there are no prescriptions.  There’s just a material universe, naturalistically explained, in the way things happen to be.  That’s not law-like or universal, and therefore, their worldview doesn’t account for logic, science, or morality.

[bookmark: _GoBack]But, atheists, of course, use logic, science, and morality.  And in so doing, atheists give continual evidence of the fact that in their heart of hearts they aren’t atheists; in their heart of hearts they know the God I’m talking about.  This God made them; this God reveals Himself continually to them through the natural order, through their conscience, and through their very use of reason.  They know this God, and they suppress the truth about him.  One of the ways we see that they suppress the truth about him is because they do continue to use laws of logic, science, and morality, though their worldview cannot account for them.

Dr. Stein has said that the laws of logic are merely conventional.  If so, then on convention, he wins tonight’s debate, and on convention, I win tonight’s debate.  And if you’re satisfied with that, you didn’t need to come in the first place.  You expected the laws of logic to be applied as universal standards of rationality; rationality is not possible in a universe that just consigns them to convention.

Dr. Stein said the laws of science are law-like because of the inherent character of matter.  But Dr. Stein doesn’t know the inherent character of matter.  Now, if he were God, he might reveal that to us, as I think God has revealed certain things to us about the operation of the universe.  But he’s not God; he doesn’t even believe there is a God.  Since he hasn’t experienced all the instances of matter, and all of the electron reactions, all the other things that scientists look at—since he hasn’t experienced all of those, he doesn’t know that those things are universal.  He doesn’t know that the future’s going to be like the past.

When he says, “Well, it always has been in the past, and boy, if it changes tomorrow, won’t that make the front pages”—that’s not an answer.  You see, we’re asking, “What justifies your proceeding on the expectation that the future’s like the past?”  To say, “Well, it’s always been that way in the past,” it’s just to beg the question.  We want to know on what basis your worldview allows for the uniformity of nature and laws of science.

Thirdly, we’ve spoken of laws of morality tonight.  He says they have laws of morality—the utilitarian standard of what brings the greatest happiness to the greatest number.  Well, that doesn’t justify utilitarianism to announce it.  He’s announced that as a standard.  But why, in an atheistic universe, should we live by that standard?

Marquis de Sade enjoyed torturing women.  Now why should he give up torturing women, so that he might bring greater happiness to those women that he is torturing?  Now, I’ve got an answer for that.  It’s not going to be one that Dr. Stein likes, and maybe some of you out there don’t like it, but at least I can begin philosophically to deal with that.  I have an answer, a universal absolute about morality.  Dr. Stein does not.  He simply has an announced, stipulated standard; if morality can be stipulated, then of course, Marquis de Sade can stipulate his own, even as Dr. Stein has stipulated his own.

Why should he feed the poor?  He says they want to do that.  I grant that.  My argument tonight has never been that atheists are the lousiest people in the world.  That’s not the point.  Some Christians can be pretty lousy, too.  But why is it that I can call atheists or Christians lousy when they act in the ways we’re thinking of?  Because I have absolute standards of morality to judge.  Dr. Stein does not.

And therefore, once again, from a transcendental standpoint, the atheistic worldview cannot account for this debate tonight.  Because this debate has assumed that we’re going to use the laws of logic as standards of reasoning, or else we’re irrational; that we’re going to use laws of science; we’re going to be intelligent men that way; we’re going to assume induction, and causation, and all those things that scientists do.  And it’s assumed moral sense that we’re not going to be dishonest and try to lie or just try to deceive you.

If there are no laws of morality, I’d just take out a gun right now, and say, “Okay, Dr. Stein, make my day.  Is there a God or not?”  You see, if he argues, “Oh no, you can’t murder me because there are laws of morality,” then of course he’s made my day, because I’ve won the debate—that shows that the atheist universe is not correct.

But if he says, “Oh no, there are no absolute standards; it’s all by convention and stipulation,” and that sort of thing, then I just pull the trigger, and it’s all over, and I win the debate anyway.  Would you expect me to win the debate in that fashion?  Absolutely not.  You came here expecting rational interchange.  I don’t think we’ve heard much from Dr. Stein.

I’ve asked him, repeatedly—it’s very simple, I don’t want a lot of details, just begin to scratch the surface—“How, in a material, naturalistic outlook on life, man his place in the world, can you account for laws of logic, laws of science, and laws of morality?”

The atheist worldview cannot do it, and therefore I feel justified in concluding, as I did in my opening presentation this evening, by saying that the proof of the Christian God is the impossibility of the contrary.  Without the Christian worldview, this debate wouldn’t make sense.

The Bible tells us, “The fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no God.’”  Don’t misunderstand that.  When the Bible uses the term fool, it’s not engaging in name calling; it’s trying to describe somebody who is dense, in the sense that they will not use his reason as God has given him; somebody who is rebellious, who is hard hearted.  It’s the fool who says in his heart, “There is no God.”

Paul tells us in 1 Corinthians, the first chapter, that God has made foolish the wisdom of this world. He calls, rhetorically, “Where is the wise?  Where is the disputer, or the debater, of this age?  Hasn’t God made foolish the wisdom of this world?”  In a sense I think what Paul is telling us, if I can amplify and read between the lines, is that the whole history of Philosophy is an argument for the existence of God.  The whole history of philosophy is an argument for the existence of God because of the impossibility of the contrary.  Someone who wants to say, contrary to what the Bible says about God, let him stand up and answer these questions.  Let him show that in his heart he may say there is no God, but he can’t live that way; he can’t reason that way.

In Romans, the first chapter, Paul says God is making himself known continually, to all men, and persuasively, so that men do not have an excuse for their rejection of the existence of the Christian God.  That isn’t to say that all men confess this God; not all will own up to Him as their heavenly Father; not all will submit to Him.  Some continue to rebel; some continue to devise their fool’s errands and rationalizations for why they don’t have to believe in Him.

That’s what the Bible teaches.  I didn’t just come here and make this up.  I didn’t come here tonight, to say, “Well, if you don’t agree, you’re just being rebellious.”  That is what the Bible says.  What I want you to do tonight is to go home and consider whether there isn’t something to that.  Why is it that some people continue to use laws of logic, laws of morality, laws of science, and yet they have a worldview that just clashes with that, and they just won’t do anything to resolve the contradiction.

Dr. Stein tonight made reference to my doctoral dissertation on self-deception; he wondered how relevant it might be.  Well, it’s very relevant, very relevant.  Because what I do in that doctoral dissertation is to show that there are some people who know the truth, and yet work very hard to convince themselves that it’s not true.

Now, of course, atheists think that that’s what Christians are doing; I recognize that, and we’d have to argue what the evidence for and against the self-deception is.  All I want to leave with you tonight is the fact that self-deception is a real phenomenon.  It does happen to people.  People who know the truth, and yet work very hard to rationalize the evidence, convince themselves—as Paul says, “suppress the truth in unrighteousness,” convince themselves—that there is no God.

Well, you can choose tonight between the Christian worldview, the atheist worldview.  We haven’t touched all of the issues that you may want to look into.  But in broad strokes we have touched on a very important issue—if you’re going to be a rational man, a moral man, a man of science, can you do so in an atheist universe?  I say, you can’t.


SEGMENT FOUR

A.  On the exclusivity of Christianity, directed to Dr. Bahnsen:

Moderator:  The first question in keeping with our format this evening, will be directed to
Dr. Greg Bahnsen.  Dr. Bahnsen, the question reads:  “What solid evidence do you have to maintain that the Christian faith is the only true religion with a God?  There are religions far older, and more, or just as widespread, which millions of people consider valid.  Once again, what solid evidence do you have to maintain that the Christian faith is the only true religion with a God?”

Bahnsen:  That’s a very good and relevant question.  I want to say two things just by way of preface.  One, that isn’t what the subject of our debate was tonight; however, that can’t just be taken for granted and its worthy of a debate.  It’s just that we couldn’t do everything in one debate.  Secondly, you might be interested to know that in my original opening statement, I have a long paragraph dealing with that very question so that it wouldn’t be thought that I was just flying over it arbitrarily, and dealing with the matter.  But, when I read it back to myself and timed myself, it just turned out that I had to cut a number of things out, and so I cut that down.
What I did say, however, was that (if I can find it here,) that I have not found the non-
Christian religions to be philosophically defensible, each of them being internally incoherent or undermining human reason and experience.  Unless it will violate your debate format, I’ll give just a couple of illustrations.  Obviously, I can’t cover all of them, but…
For instance, Hinduism assumes that God, or Brahman, is the impersonal, universal soul of the unchanging One of which all things are part, for instance.  And because of that particular outlook Hinduism says that everything in terms of my normal experience of the world and thinking is maya, or illusion, because everything in experience and thinking presupposes distinctions.  But that is contrary the most fundamental metaphysical fact, and that’s that there are no distinctions all is one.  So basically, Hinduism tells me that all my thinking, all my reasoning, is illusion, and in so doing, you see, it undermines reason.

You can take religions such as Shintoism, it’s view of Kami, the forces that permeate the universe; or Taoism, the ordering force in the universe—and they are impersonal forces and as such are even less than human beings because they don’t have volition or intelligence.

Stein:  Well, Dr. Bahnsen has criticized Hinduism.  I would make the case that Hinduism is no more irrational than Christianity is; nor do I think that it is anymore irrational than Islam is; nor is it anymore irrational than almost any other religion that you might name.  With one exception—I would say Buddhism is more rational than either Christianity or Hinduism.  That doesn’t mean I accept Buddhism either, but I just think it’s more rational; at least it makes some psychological sense if nothing else.

B.  On the consensual nature of morality, directed to Dr. Stein:

Moderator:  The next question will be directed to you, Dr. Stein, and the question reads as follows:  “According to your definition and basis for evil, why was Hitler’s Germany wrong, or was it?  Note:  Jews and others were defined as non-persons, so their happiness doesn’t really count.  Once again, according to your definition and basis for evil, why was Hitler’s Germany wrong, or was it?”

Stein:  Well, Germany is part of the Western European tradition; it’s not deepest Africa, or some place or Mars.  They have the same Judeo-Christian background, and basically the same connection with the rest of the developed world, so therefore the standards of morality that have been worked out as consensuses of that society apply to them too.  They can’t arbitrarily, Hitler can’t arbitrarily, say, “Well, I’m not going by the consensuses that genocide is evil or wrong.  I’m just going to change it, and make it right.”  He has not the prerogative to do that, neither does the German society as a whole, because it is still a part of a larger society, which you might call a western society.  So, even though morality is a consensus, it’s not a consensus of just one person, or two people; it’s a consensus of entire civilizations.  And he cannot just arbitrarily do that, so what he did is evil and wrong.

Bahnsen:  Dr. Stein continues to beg the most important questions that are brought up.  He tells us that Hitler’s Germany was wrong because Hitler, or the German people, didn’t have the right to break out of the consensus of Western civilization.  Why not?  Why is there any moral obligation upon Hitler and the German people to live up to the past tradition of Western morality?  In an atheist universe there is no answer to that question.  He gives the answer, but it is totally arbitrary.

C.  On the problem of evil, directed to Dr. Bahnsen:

Moderator:  Next question is directed to you, Dr. Bahnsen:  “Why is there pain and evil in the world?”

Bahnsen:  There are a number of answers that could be given to a question, “Why is something the way it is?”  One relevant one, but not the most ultimate answer, would be that there is pain and evil in this world because men have decided to rebel against God, their maker, and that’s one of the consequences of rebelling against God.

Now somebody can say, “Well, that’s not fair, God shouldn’t punish people for rebelling against Him.”  Well, if there is a God, as I have maintained, and if he is the Christian God as revealed in Scriptures, it won’t do any good to complain about that.  That’s the way God governs mankind.  And if you think you know better than God about morality, then you’re in Job’s position—you want to have an interview with God.  And you’ll end up like Job, you’ll put your hand over your mouth, and you’ll say, “I’ve spoken too soon.  I can’t contend with the Almighty.”

Okay, so one answer is that God has decided that that would be the outcome of people who decided to rebel against Him; if they want to be their own little gods, if they want to make their own rules of morality and live by them, then the consequences are going to be such and such, and that includes pain for animals in the created order, because in so doing man represented all of creation.  Even as the second man, Jesus Christ, represents all of creation, and the new heavens and the new earth—which I believe, based on faith in the Scriptures, is yet to come—and that new heavens and new earth, there will be a redeemed earth where pain and suffering have been removed.

Why is there evil ultimately?  The answer is obviously because God has planned it.  I believe that he governs everything that’s in history.  Does that mean that he caused it?  No, I don’t believe he compelled Adam to fall into sin.

Stein:  Well, Dr. Bahnsen has given us another one of his famous non-answers.  Basically, what he said is, anything God does is what He does.  It’s a tautology; it doesn’t say anything.

How can someone rebel against omnipotent God?  This is a logical self-contradiction.  If God is omnipotent, he has the power to prevent man from rebelling against him.  And assuming he doesn’t like rebellion—which I think Dr. Bahnsen would concede, because man is evidently going to be punished for this in some way for his rebellion, eventually, on the day of judgment—if God had the power to prevent him from rebelling, then he ought to have prevented him from rebelling.  And just to say that God does what he does is not to give us an answer at all.

D.  On the nature of atheism, directed to Dr. Stein:

Moderator:  The next question is directed to you, Dr. Stein.  It reads:  “If you haven’t examined all the evidence, then is it not true that you are really an agnostic?  Isn’t it true that you are open to the fact that God may exist?  If you haven’t examined all the evidence, then isn’t it true that you are an agnostic?”

Stein:  Well, agnostic is a word that is very badly used.  Thomas Huxley, who invented the word, used it in an entirely different way from the way we use it today.  And in fact, the way we use it today is entirely different from the way Herbert Spencer used it.  I would define an agnostic as a subtype of atheist.  An atheist is someone who does not believe in a God; a theist is someone who does believe in a God. There’s no middle ground. You either do or you don’t.

Now an agnostic doesn’t not believe in a God because of either one or two things.  Either he thinks it’s impossible ever to know if there is one or not—that’s the Spencerian, the Herbert Spencer type agnostic, that thinks there are unknowables.  Or secondly, because he or she has never examined the evidence that exists, and therefore has not made up his or her mind, but still at this point, he does not believe in a God.  Now if he examined the evidence, and found it convincing, then he would move into the theist camp.

So, no, I am not an agnostic because I do think that these answers to these questions are solvable, if not maybe we do not know the answer now, but I think we can eventually know the answer, so I’m not a Spencerian agnostic, and I have examined things so I’m not the other kind of agnostic (whatever that kind is called, they don’t have a name for it).

Bahnsen:  It’s interesting that the word agnostic is being used as a subclass of atheist.  I would agree with that, but for reasons different than have been suggested.  It’s also interesting, that atheist is being redefined.  Earlier in the debate an atheist is one who finds a theist proofs inadequate.  I said, “No, traditionally an atheist is one who denies the existence of God, or he doesn’t believe in the existence of God.”  Now he’s using the traditional definition to answer the question.

One more interesting comment about that, and we’ll let it go.  He says “We do believe there are answers to these problems.  We have yet to find them.”  You see, that’s the problem—atheists live by faith.

E.  On the ground of transcendentals, directed to Dr. Bahnsen:

Moderator:  The final set of questions are here before me.  Dr. Bahnsen, the question for you reads:  “Why is it necessary for the abstract universal laws to be derived from the transcendent nature of God?  Why not assume the transcendental nature of logic?”

Bahnsen:  Somebody who wrote the question is good, in that you’ve studied some of these philosophical issues.

The answer may not be meaningful to everybody in the audience, but very briefly, it is that I do believe in the transcendental nature of the laws of logic.  However, the laws of logic do not justify themselves just because they are transcendental; that is a precondition of intelligibility.  Why isn’t it just “sound and fury signifying nothing?”  That’s a possibility too.  So the laws of logic do have a transcendental necessity about them.

But it seems to me you need to have a worldview in which the laws of logic are meaningful, especially when you consider such possible antinomies as the laws of logic being universal, and categorizing things in that way, and yet we have novelties in our experience.  I mean the world of empirical observation isn’t set rigidly by uniformity and by sameness, as it were.  There isn’t a continuity in experience in that way as there is a necessary continuity in the laws of logic.

How can the laws of logic, then, be utilized when it comes to matters of personal experience of the world?  We have a contingent changing world, and unchanging, invariant laws of logic.  How can these two be brought together?  You need a worldview in which that transcendental necessity of logic can be made sense of, in terms of my human experience.  I believe Christianity provides that, and I just can’t find any other one that competes with it that way.

Stein:  I do not have a rebuttal to that particular answer.  I do have a rebuttal to the last one, to his last rebuttal, if I may make that very briefly.
Dr. Bahnsen’s comment that atheists believe things on faith is a false statement.  We have confidence based on experience, confidence that things happen in a certain way, that we have learned a lot of things about the world, and therefore, we will continue to learn a lot more about the world.  Things that we do not know now we will eventually have answers to.  That’s not faith, that’s confidence based on experience, so I think he’s misusing the word faith.

F.  On the acceptability of evidence for the existence of God, directed to Dr. Stein:

Moderator:  Dr. Stein, the final question is directed to you.  It reads:  “You have said that there has been no adequate evidence put forth for God’s existence.  What for you personally would constitute adequate evidence for God’s existence?”

Stein:  Well, it’s very simple, I can give you two examples.  If that podium suddenly rose into the air five feet, stayed there for a minute, and then dropped right down again, I would say that that was evidence of the supernatural, because it would violate everything we knew about the laws of physics and chemistry (assuming that there wasn’t an engine under there, or a wire attached to it; we can make those obvious exclusions).  That would be evidence for a supernatural—violation of the laws; and it would make me call it a miracle, right before your eyes.  That would be evidence I would accept.

Any kind of a supernatural being putting in an appearance, and doing miracles that could not be stage magic, would also be evidence that I would accept.

Those are the two simplest ways.  I would also accept evidence that’s logically non-contradictory, and I have not heard any yet tonight that hasn’t been offered already.

Bahnsen:  Dr. Stein, I think, is really not reflecting on the true nature of atheism and human nature when he says, “All it would take is a miracle in my very presence to believe in God.”

History is replete with, first of all, things which would be apparently miracles to people.  Now, from an atheistic or naturalistic standpoint, I will grant, in terms of the hypothesis, that that’s because they were ignorant of all the causal factors, and so it appeared to be miraculous.  But you see that didn’t make everybody into a theist.  In fact, the Scripture tells us, there are instances of people who witnessed miracles, who all the more hardened their heart, and eventually ;crucified the Lord of glory.  They saw his miracles, that didn’t change their mind.

People are not made theists by miracles.  People must change their worldview; their hearts must be changed; they need to be converted.  That what it takes, and that’s what it would take for Dr. Stein to finally believe it.  If this podium rose up five feet off the ground, and stayed there, Dr. Stein would eventually have, in the future, some naturalistic explanation; because, you see, they believe things on faith, by which I mean, they believe things they have not proven as yet by their senses.
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