
“Islamic History Says Abraham
Spoke Arabic”
Islamic history shows that prophet Abraham (peace be upon him)
spoke Arabic. What would you say to that sir? Not or possible?
Or not sure?

I would be surprised if Islamic history seriously says such a
thing. I would carefully check your sources and make sure the
source you are relying on is a reputable, scholarly source.

At any rate, I do not think it possible that Abraham spoke
Arabic. Arabic appears to go back only about as far as the 4th
century A.D. or so. See, for example:

1) http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/Arabic?o=100074

2) http://www.arabic-language.org/arabic/history.asp.

Since Abraham lived about 2000 B.C., this would be about 2,400
years before the earliest known examples of written Arabic. I
don’t think it likely that a 2,400 year gap can be bridged in
this case. And, of course, biblically speaking, there is no
evidence at all for such an assertion.

Shalom in Christ,
Michael Gleghorn

“Arabic: a Semitic language that developed out of the language
of  the  Arabians  of  the  time  of  Muhammad,  now  spoken  in
countries of the Middle East and North Africa.”

The  above  is  from  one  of  the  links  you  posted.  This  is
false—Arabic was used before prophet Muhammad.

Yes; I would agree that the language dates to before the time
of Muhammad. But as I said, the evidence seems to point to the
4th century A.D. (before Muhammad, but long after Abraham, who
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lived around 2000 B.C.).

Shalom in Christ,
Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries

“Are the Gifts and Calling of
God  ‘Irrevocable,’  or
‘Without  Repentance’?  Which
One is Right?”
The KJV translation says in Romans 11:29, ” . . . for the
gifts and the calling of God are without repentance.” But the
other translations say, ” . . . for the gifts and calling are
irrevocable.” Which is the correct one?

 

The Greek term used in Romans 11:29 is ametameletos. It is
essentially  the  negation  of  the  term  metamellomai  which,
according to the Analytical Lexicon of the Greek New Testament
can mean: (1) feel remorse, become concerned about afterward,
regret (Matt. 27:3); (2) change one’s mind, think differently
afterward (Heb. 7:21). Thus, if we negate these meanings, the
term in Romans 11:29 can really be translated either way,
although  for  contemporary  readers  it  is  probably  best  to
translate as “irrevocable” or “incapable of being changed,”
for this more clearly communicates the idea to most people
today. The phrase, “without repentance,” tends to be a little
more archaic, which one would expect for the KJV, as it was
originally published in 1611.
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Hope this helps.

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries

“What Can You Tell Me About
the Infancy Gospel of James?”
Can  you  give  me  some  information  on  the  writings  of  the
Protoevangelium of James [also known as the “Infancy Gospel of
James”]? I know that has to do with proving the hows and whys
that  Mary  was  a  perpetual  virgin.  Can  you  give  me  some
historical background of it and how we as Protestants refute
that heretical teaching?

Thanks for your letter. You can find some helpful scholarly
information  on  this  gospel  here:
www.earlychristianwritings.com/infancyjames.html  The
introductory  article  offers  some  useful  background
information. To simply highlight a couple of important points:

1. Our earliest manuscript of this gospel dates to the third
century. However, the text itself probably dates to the middle
of the second century. This fact, combined with the fact that
the historical James (the brother of Jesus) was put to death
by Ananias in 62 A.D., clearly make it a pseudonymous work
(i.e. it was not actually written by James, the brother of
Jesus).

2. In addition, the work is clearly dependent on the infancy
narratives found in Matthew and Luke.
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3. Since it was not written by James, the brother of Jesus,
and since it clearly contains mythological embellishments and
historical inaccuracies, the early Fathers of the church were
wise not to include the book in the New Testament canon.

4.  Finally,  for  more  information  on  the  criteria  of
canonicity, please see the section entitled “The Formation of
the New Testament Canon” in my article on “Redeeming the Da
Vinci Code” here: www.probe.org/redeeming-the-da-vinci-code/.
Actually, the entire article has much information that is
relevant as background material to your question.

Concerning  the  doctrine  of  Mary’s  perpetual  virginity:
although Roman Catholics believe that Mary remained a virgin
throughout her entire life, this doctrine seems biblically
problematic. In Matthew 1:24-25 we learn that Joseph took Mary
as his wife, but “had no union with her until she gave birth
to a son. And he gave him the name Jesus.” The verse seems to
clearly imply that Joseph and Mary did have normal sexual
relations after the birth of Jesus. And this is confirmed by
references to Jesus’ brothers and sisters in Matthew 13:55-56.

But could these have been children of Joseph from a previous
marriage, as some Roman Catholic teachers have suggested? This
does not seem to be a very plausible explanation; indeed, it
has  a  very  serious  difficulty.  As  one  commentator  has
observed: “Joseph could not have had children by a previous
marriage, as some suppose, for then Jesus would not have been
heir to the Davidic throne as the oldest son of Joseph.”
Hence,  the  most  plausible  interpretation  of  the  biblical
evidence is that Mary remained a virgin until the birth of
Jesus, but afterward conceived and bore other children via
normal sexual relations with her husband, Joseph.

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn
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“Can’t  God  Use  Reiki  to
Heal?”
Hi Michael,

I am a Christian and I love Jesus with all my heart and
believe in His healing power provided for us at the cross. I
believe the provision is there, in the spiritual realm and it
is up to us to connect with it and receive healing through
prayer and taking authority in Jesus’ name. I believe He works
through us and doesn’t refuse any prayer for healing, but does
need us to connect with the healing and bring it into the
physical realm.

Many  Christians  go  to  the  doctors,  take  medication,  have
operations and none of these practices are frowned upon as
“not being dependent on God for healing,” but many do not
glorify Jesus in their healing, they usually give the glory to
the doctor or hospital who treated them.

I pray for healing and the power to receive and have had
healing  on  many  occasions  and  if  I  haven’t  immediately
received, I do not for one minute think God hasn’t healed me,
I know it’s my connection or the connection of whoever is
praying for my healing that is not quite right.

Yesterday I went for a massage. The therapist asked me about
any problem areas. I told her I had had problems with my back
on and off for many years, but believed God had healed me. She
began  the  massage,  then  she  suddenly  said,  “I  found  the
problem spot,”—which she had, she was right on it—”My hand has
gone really hot, I’m doing reiki on it.” She didn’t ask me,
she just did it. I didn’t mind, didn’t know much about it. The
next morning I woke up and for the first time in years got out
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of bed without any pain or stiffness and my back has been
great all day, despite lifting and carrying as is the nature
of my job. I know it has been healed and I thanked God for the
healing and texted the lady to tell her my back was healed. I
don’t for one minute think she healed me, no more than Benny
Hinn heals anyone, he is just a channel like the massage lady
was. I gave the glory to God and always will.

I wanted to know more about reiki; that’s why I looked on the
internet for information and read your article with interest.
I must say I am confused and must look into this further, I
only want to do the right thing and I will of course speak
with my pastor and other Christians, but my main point is that
it seems instead of using man-made drugs and procedures for
healing, we used natural energy that I believe was created by
God for our use.

I’m glad to hear that your back is feeling better! At the same
time, I must honestly say that some of the views expressed in
your letter strike me as biblically and theologically unsound.
Allow me to explain.

I think your first paragraph is a fairly good example. I
personally don’t believe that what you’re describing here is
actually  biblical  Christianity.  After  all,  where  does  the
Bible teach that God needs us “to connect with the healing and
bring it into the physical realm”? What does this even mean?
I’ve read such things in books by Wiccans (I’m being totally
serious here), but I don’t believe that this is a Christian
notion. After all, is God not sovereign and omnipotent? Can He
not heal anyone He wants—and at any time He wants?

And if God does not refuse a request for healing, then what do
you say to all the truly godly Christian people who (along
with their churches and families) have urgently pleaded with
God  for  healing—and  not  received  it?  Please  think  very
carefully about this, because you could unintentionally end up
causing  a  great  deal  of  spiritual  and  emotional  pain  by



insisting that such people do not have enough faith to be
healed.  Let  me  offer  a  bit  of  biblical  support  for  this
contention.

Many evangelical biblical scholars believe that Paul’s “thorn
in the flesh” was some kind of physical malady. But the Lord
refused to heal him of it (2 Cor. 12:7-10). Now did Paul
really not have enough faith to be healed? Was it not actually
God’s will that he NOT be healed? Similarly, in Galatians
4:13-14 he mentions preaching the gospel to the Galatians
while he was ill, an illness which was a trial to them. But if
Paul could have been instantly healed, then why did he put the
Galatians (and himself) through such an unneccessary trial?
Finally, Elisha was a very great prophet of the Lord. And yet,
in 2 Kings 13:14 we read that he was suffering from the
illness from which he died (2 Kings 13:20). But such a state
of  affairs  seems  totally  unnecessary  (indeed,  virtually
impossible for a great prophet like Elisha) on the view which
you have presented. It thus seems to me that we need to adopt
a more nuanced, biblical view of prayer. To see what I mean,
please carefully read my article on petitionary prayer here:
www.probe.org/problems-and-promises-of-petitionary-prayer/.

In addition, please carefully re-read the last section of my
article on Reiki entitled, “Does All Healing Come from God?”
at www.probe.org/reiki/.

Of course, I certainly agree that modern Western medicine is
not perfect. But its reliance on quality control, reproducible
results, the scientific method, extensive training, education,
and  licensing,  etc.,  clearly  distinguish  it  from  much  of
energy medicine. In addition, since those who practice it are
not  typically  calling  upon  spirit  guides  and  other
questionable entities, it is much less likely to entangle
those making use of it with possible demonic involvement.

At any rate, I’m sincerely glad that you’re feeling better—and
I hope that that continues to be the case. But I would caution
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you against getting any more deeply involved in Reiki energy
medicine.

This is maybe not what you were hoping to hear, but I must
give you my honest opinion before the Lord.

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries

“How Do I Talk To My Brother
About Taoism?”
Greetings Mr. Gleghorn.

I  recently  read  your  article  “Philosophical  Taoism:  A
Christian  Appraisal.”

Recently my older brother confessed to me, “I am not the most
religious person in the world, but I do believe in God, a
universal consciousness from which all things were created.
And I do consider myself to be a spiritual person, though more
in alignment with nature and the universe that falls outside
the confines of organized religion. I have studied the eastern
traditions of Taoism and Buddhism, and while they are separate
and distinct from Christianity, the precepts found in the
commandments and in western religion, including the concept of
forgiveness, are all found there.”

I want to help him very much but I don’t want to preach to
him. But I believe that God has placed this burden on my heart
to help bring my brother into a right relationship with him or
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at least to use me for some part of this purpose. I would like
to know if you could help me with any thoughts or resources
that might help me to witness to him or to help him to see
that he is on the wrong path for salvation. I do not believe
that he is saved at this point in time.

Thanks  for  your  letter.  I  think  you  are  wise  to  avoid
preaching to your brother. As I’m sure you know, however, it
is extremely important that you be praying for him. Also, it
would probably be good for you to familiarize yourself with a
few important religious texts which your brother might be
reading. Here I’m thinking of, for example, the Tao Te Ching
(the  classic  text  of  Taoism).  Finally,  I  would  highly
recommend reading the chapter on Taoism (and whatever other
chapters  may  be  relevant)  in  Dean  Halverson’s  book,  The
Compact  Guide  to  World  Religions.  You  can  find  it  here:
www.amazon.com/Compact-Guide-World-Religions-Halverson/dp/1556
617046/.

Finally, be patient. It may take time (e.g. many years) for
your brother to come to Christ. Keep praying for him, keep
engaging him in conversation, and keep pointing him back to
Jesus.  Although  Taoism  does  speak  of  the  greatness  of
forgiveness,  it  really  doesn’t  have  any  genuine  means  of
providing  it.  The  Tao  is  generally  understood  to  be
impersonal—not  personal—and  hence,  incapable  of  extending
forgiveness (which, after all, only a personal being can do).
Furthermore,  Taoism  has  no  atonement  for  sin.  Only
Christianity offers a personal God, who loves us, and who sent
His  Son  to  be  an  atonement  for  our  sins.  This  is  often
overlooked. But it is the only hope for man—and the only real
“good news” there is (at least in an ultimate sense).

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries
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“Is Reiki Just Another Means
to Medicine?”
I  have  a  daughter  who  is  8  and  [whose  health]  is  very
compromised. We have been to doctors, etc. who have yet to
come up with an answer. I have had several people recommend
Reiki. I have hesitated because I am very leery of “energy”
based healings. I am a believing, Bible reading Christian.
There is a woman in our church who suggested Reiki and is
trained in it. In “testing” her [words against Scripture] I
catch a lot of New Age phrases that I am not comfortable with
and [it has] become clear she is not actually reading the Word
of God…(vs. just attending services).

Your answer supplying a Christian Perspective on Reiki was the
best in terms of guiding me that this is wrong. I think that
the  reason  Reiki  is  more  questionable  is  because  it  is
reaching out to the “spiritual realm” that does not glorify
God. Yet, I am wondering, given that conventional medicine
does not glorify God (more so it glorifies the doctor) is
Reiki just another means to medicine? Or is it not considered
viable because it is so spiritually based?

I  just  do  not  understand  energy  healing  and  many  people
(including  Christians)  suggest  we  explore  energy  healing.
Given my faith…I know that God is sovereign and can use ALL
things…but He also warns us. Do you mind if I ask you to
further elaborate? Given modern medicine is simply a tool of
God, it does also violate some scriptural things if you look
at Old Testament teachings (i.e. vaccines contain animal DNA
and we are not to mix this, etc.)

I just want to put this to rest once and for all and know if I
am not neglecting an avenue of potential healing for my child.
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Thank you.

Thanks for your letter. I’m truly sorry to hear about the
health difficulties your daughter is struggling with! However,
I  could  not,  in  good  conscience,  recommend  Reiki  energy
medicine  as  a  possible  solution.  You  mentioned  an  email
response which I wrote on a Christian perspective on Reiki,
but I’m wondering if you read the article I wrote on Reiki? If
not, you can find it here.

In the article I go into much more depth than I can do over
email. I offer an overview of Reiki energy medicine, look into
the  question  of  whether  or  not  there  is  any  legitimate
scientific support for such energy, ask about Reiki’s alleged
success stories, and discuss some reasons why I believe that
Christians should be concerned about Reiki.

First, and foremost, I think that we should be concerned about
the spiritual aspects of Reiki. As my article spells out in
much more detail, I think that we should be concerned about
where the power of Reiki really comes from (provided that
there is any real power there to begin with). This leads to my
second main concern: if Reiki really has no power whatever to
effect genuine (as opposed to merely psychosomatic) healing of
the body, then we could end up endangering people’s lives by
sending them to a Reiki practitioner, instead of a properly
credentialed medical doctor. I also explain my reasoning here
in more detail in my article.

Of course, modern Western medicine is not perfect. But its
reliance  on  quality  control,  reproducible  results,  the
scientific  method,  extensive  training,  education,  and
licensing, etc., clearly distinguish it from much of energy
medicine. In addition, since those who practice it are not
typically calling upon spirit guides and other questionable
entities, it is much less likely to entangle those making use
of it with possible demonic involvement.
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At any rate, as my article shows, it seems to me that there
are sufficient reasons for Christians to be wary of Reiki and
to avoid it. Others may disagree, but this is definitely my
opinion on the matter.

I hope this is helpful and, again, please check out my article
on the subject (if you have not done so already).

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries

“What Does Circumcision as a
‘Seal’ Mean?”
Hello, I am writing because I recently had a baby boy. My son
was born with a heart defect, and required surgery when he was
about a week old (that’s a great story you can read about
here.) Since he had to have surgery right after birth, we did
not  have  the  opportunity  to  get  him  circumcised  in  the
hospital due to the risk of infection. Now he is five months
old, and I am having a really hard time deciding whether or
not to have him circumcised.

I know that circumcision is not required for salvation, but I
know that the New Testament mentions it. I have read Romans 4,
where circumcision is called a “sign,” and I understand what
this means, but the part where it is called a “seal” is
confusing  to  me.  My  husband  is  just  not  convinced  that
circumcision is necessary, and my reasons for wanting to have
it done are mainly cultural. It would be really nice to hear a
biblical perspective on the matter. Thanks!
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Thanks  for  your  letter.  First,  let  me  say  “hearty
congratulations” on the birth of your son! My wife and I
recently had a baby boy as well, so we can certainly share
your joy.

Second, you’re right about physical circumcision not being
necessary for salvation. Indeed, to claim such a thing would
be completely contrary to both the letter and the spirit of
the New Testament (see, for example, Romans 3:27-30; 4:9-12; 1
Corinthians  7:18-19;  Galatians  2:1-5;  5:6,  11;  6:12-16).
Salvation is a gift of God’s grace, which we receive through
faith in Christ alone.

Third, as it’s used in Romans 4:11, a “seal” is simply a way
of attesting to, or confirming, something. Thus, circumcision
(in this passage) is a “seal” (that is, it attests to, or
confirms) the righteousness which Abraham had by faith before
he was ever circumcised. Thus, circumcision is essentially a
“sign” and a “seal” in the same sense here. The terms are
basically synonymous.

Biblically speaking, you are under no obligation whatever to
have your son circumcised. Medically speaking, however, there
do seem to be certain benefits which may be worth considering
with your physician. But that’s a decision for you and your
husband.

Shalom in Christ,
Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries



Hume’s Critique of Miracles
Michael  Gleghorn  examines  Hume’s  influential  critique  of
miracles and points out the major shortfalls in his argument.
Hume’s first premise assumes that there could not be miracles
and  his  second  premise  is  based  on  his  distaste  for  the
societies that report miracles. As a Christian examining these
arguments, we find little of value to convince us to reject a
biblical worldview saying that God can and has intervened in
natural history to perform miracles.

Introduction
One of the most influential critiques of miracles ever written
came from the pen of the skeptical Scottish philosopher David
Hume.  The  title  of  the  essay,  “Of  Miracles,”  originally
appeared in Hume’s larger work, An Inquiry Concerning Human
Understanding, first published in 1748. This was the Age of
Enlightenment, a time in which skepticism about miracles was
becoming increasingly widespread among the educated elite.{1}
So what were Hume’s arguments, and why have they been so
influential in subsequent scholarly discussions of this topic?

Hume essentially “presents a two-pronged assault
against  miracles.”{2}  He  first  argues  that  “a
miracle is a violation of the laws of nature.” But
since  “a  firm  and  unalterable  experience  has
established  these  laws,  the  proof  against  a
miracle,”  he  says,  “is  as  entire  as  any  argument  from
experience can possibly be imagined.”{3} In other words, given
the  regularity  of  the  laws  of  nature,  Hume  contends  that
miracles are exceedingly improbable events. But this is not
all. He also argues that since miracle reports typically occur
among  uneducated,  barbarous  peoples,  they  are  inherently
untrustworthy and, hence, unworthy of our belief.{4}

Now clearly, if Hume is correct, then this presents a real
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problem  for  Christianity.  For  Christianity  is  full  of
miracles. According to the New Testament, Jesus walked on
water,  calmed  raging  storms,  healed  diseases,  exorcised
demons, and brought the dead back to life! But if miracles are
really as utterly improbable as Hume maintains, and if reports
of miracles are completely lacking in credibility, then it
would seem that the New Testament’s accounts of miracles are
probably unreliable and that Christianity itself is almost
certainly false!

So how compelling are Hume’s arguments? Should believers be
quaking in their boots, fearful that their most cherished
beliefs are a lie? Not at all! As philosopher of science John
Earman observed in a scholarly critique of Hume’s arguments,
Hume’s  essay  is  not  merely  a  failure;  it  is  “an  abject
failure.” He continues, “Most of Hume’s considerations are
unoriginal, warmed over versions of arguments that are found
in the writings of predecessors and contemporaries. And the
parts of ‘Of Miracles’ that set Hume apart do not stand up to
scrutiny. Worse still, the essay reveals the weakness and the
poverty of Hume’s own account of induction and probabilistic
reasoning. And to cap it all off, the essay represents the
kind of overreaching that gives philosophy a bad name.”{5} Now
admittedly, these are strong words. But Earman argues his case
quite forcefully and persuasively. And in the remainder of
this article, I think the truth of his remarks will become
increasingly evident.

Hume’s Argument from the Laws of Nature
What are we to say to Hume’s argument that “a miracle is a
violation of the laws of nature” and that “the proof against a
miracle…is  as  entire  as  any  argument  from  experience  can
possibly be imagined”?

First, we might question whether miracles should be defined as
violations  of  the  laws  of  nature.  According  to  Christian



philosopher Bill Craig, “An examination of the chief competing
schools  of  thought  concerning  the  notion  of  a  natural
law…reveals that on each theory the concept of a violation of
a natural law is incoherent and that miracles need not be so
defined.”{6} Thus, we might object that Hume’s definition of a
miracle is simply incoherent. But this is a debated point, so
let’s instead turn our attention to a more pressing matter.

When Hume says that the laws of nature are established upon “a
firm and unalterable experience,” is he claiming that the laws
of nature are never violated? If so, then his argument begs
the question, assuming the very thing that needs to be proved.
It would be as if he argued this way:

• A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature.

• Experience teaches us that the laws of nature are never
violated (i.e. that miracles never occur).

• Therefore, experience teaches us that miracles never occur.

Such an argument is clearly fallacious. Hume would be assuming
“as a premise for his argument the very conclusion he intends
to prove.”{7} But this is probably not what Hume intended.

As Earman observes, Hume’s view rather seems to go something
like this: “When uniform experience supports” some lawlike
regularity “that is contradicted by testimony,” then one must
set “proof against proof,” and judge which of the two is more
likely. The result of this new formulation, however, is that
“uniform experience does not furnish a proof against a miracle
in the sense of making the . . . probability of its occurrence
flatly zero.”{8}

This is an important point. After all, there is a great deal
of human testimony that solemnly affirms the occurrence of
miracles. Thus, the only way that Hume can maintain that the
uniform experience of mankind is against the occurrence of



miracles is by assuming that all miracle reports are false.
But this assumption, as we’ll see, is completely untenable
when miraculous events are attested by numerous, independent
witnesses.

Hume’s Argument Against the Reliability
of Human Testimony
In Part II of “Of Miracles,” David Hume argues that there has
never been the kind of testimony on behalf of miracles which
would “amount to entire proof.”{9} He offers four reasons for
this claim.{10}

First,  no  miracle  on  record  has  a  sufficient  number  of
intelligent witnesses, of good moral character, who testify to
a miraculous event that occurred in public and in a civilized
part  of  the  world.  Second,  human  beings  love  bizarre  and
fantastic tales, and this irrationally inclines them to accept
such tales as true. Third, miracle reports are usually found
among barbarous peoples. And finally, the miracle reports of
different religions cancel each other out, thus making none of
them effective for proving the truth of their doctrines.

What should we say in response to these arguments? While all
of  the  points  have  merit,  nevertheless,  as  Bill  Craig
observes,  “these  general  considerations  cannot  be  used  to
decide the historicity of any particular miracle.”{11} The
only way to determine if a miracle has actually occurred is by
carefully  examining  the  evidence.  How  many  witnesses  were
there? Are they known to be honest, or are they generally
unreliable?

These questions are particularly important when one considers
the cumulative power of independent witnesses for establishing
the occurrence of some highly improbable event like a miracle.
By  “independent  witnesses”  I  simply  mean  witnesses  whose
testimony to an event comes from firsthand experience and is
not dependent on the testimony of others.



As  Charles  Babbage  demonstrated  in  his  Ninth  Bridgewater
Treatise, if one can find enough independent witnesses to a
miraculous event, who tell the truth more often than not, then
one can always show that the occurrence of the miracle is more
probable than not.{12} Craig explains the matter this way: “If
two witnesses are each 99% reliable, then the odds of their
both independently testifying falsely to some event are only .
. . one out of 10,000; the odds of three such witnesses being
wrong is . . . one out of 1,000,000.” “In fact,” he says, “the
cumulative  power  of  independent  witnesses  is  such  that
individually they could be unreliable more than 50% of the
time and yet their testimony combine to make an event of
apparently enormous improbability quite probable in light of
their testimony.”{13}

So while Hume’s arguments should make us cautious, they cannot
prevent  human  testimony  from  plausibly  establishing  the
occurrence of miracles. And the only way to determine if the
testimony is plausible is to carefully examine the evidence.

Hume and Probability Theory (Part 1)
Hume argues that since miracles run contrary to man’s uniform
experience of the laws of nature, no testimony can establish
that a miracle has occurred unless “its falsehood would be
more  miraculous  than  the  fact  which  it  endeavors  to
establish.”{14}  Although  Hume  makes  it  sound  as  though
establishing  one  miracle  would  require  an  even  greater
miracle, all his statement really amounts to, as John Earman
rightly  notes,  is  that  no  testimony  is  good  enough  to
establish that a miracle has occurred unless it’s sufficient
to  make  the  occurrence  of  the  miracle  more  probable  than
not.{15}

But in Hume’s view this is virtually impossible. No testimony
is really ever sufficient to establish that a miracle has
occurred. And this is problematic. For it can be perfectly
reasonable to accept a highly improbable event on the basis of



human testimony. In fact, we do it all the time.

Suppose the evening news announces that the number picked in
the lottery was 8253652. As Craig observes, “this is a report
of an extraordinarily improbable event, one out of several
million.”{16} If we applied Hume’s principle to such a case,
it would be irrational for us to believe that such a highly
improbable  event  had  actually  occurred.  So  something  is
clearly wrong with this principle. But what?

The problem, says Craig, is that Hume has not considered all
of the relevant probabilities. For although it might be highly
improbable that just this number should have been chosen out
of  all  the  possible  numbers  that  could  have  been  chosen,
nevertheless one must also consider the probability that the
evening news would have reported just this number if that
number  had  not  been  chosen.  And  this  probability  is
“incredibly small,” for the newscasters would have no reason
to  report  just  this  number  unless  it  had,  in  fact,  been
chosen!{17}

So how does this relate to the question of miracles? When it
comes to assessing the testimony for a miracle, we cannot
simply consider the likelihood of the event in light of our
general knowledge of the world.{18} This was Hume’s mistake.
Instead, we must also consider how likely it would be, if the
miracle  had  not  occurred,  that  we  would  have  just  the
testimony and evidence that we have.{19} And if it is highly
unlikely that we would have just this evidence if the miracle
had not occurred, then it may actually be highly probable that
the miracle did, in fact, occur. Even if a miracle is highly
improbable when judged against our general knowledge, it may
still turn out to be highly probable once all the specific
testimony  and  evidence  for  the  miracle  is  taken  into
account.{20}



Hume and Probability Theory (Part 2)
There’s still another problem with Hume’s critique, namely,
that he never actually establishes that a miracle is highly
improbable in light of our general knowledge of the world. He
simply assumes that this is so. But the problem with this
becomes evident when one reflects upon the fact that, for the
Christian, part of what’s included in our “general knowledge
of the world” is the belief that God exists. What’s more, as
believers we have at our disposal a whole arsenal of arguments
which, we contend, make it far more plausible than not that
this belief is really true.

But  notice  how  this  will  influence  our  estimation  of  the
probability of miracles. If belief in God is part of our
general knowledge of the world, then miracles will be judged
to at least be possible. For if an all-powerful God exists,
then He is certainly capable of intervening in the natural
world to bring about events which would never have occurred
had nature been left to itself. In other words, if God exists,
then  He  can  bring  about  miracles!  Thus,  as  Bill  Craig
observes,  whether  or  not  a  miracle  is  considered  highly
improbable relative to our general knowledge of the world is
largely going to depend on whether or not we believe in God.
So the question of God’s existence is highly relevant when it
comes  to  assessing  the  probability  of  miracle  claims.{21}
While those who believe in God may still be skeptical of most
miracle  reports,  they  will  nonetheless  be  open  to  the
possibility of miracles, and they will be willing to examine
the evidence of such reports on a case-by-case basis.

To conclude, although Hume’s critique of miracles is one of
the most influential ever written, it really doesn’t stand up
well  under  scrutiny.  Indeed,  John  Earman  concludes  his
devastating  critique  of  Hume’s  arguments  by  noting  his
astonishment at how well posterity has treated Hume’s essay,
“given how completely the confection collapses under a little



probing.”{22} Although Hume was doubtless a brilliant man, his
critique of miracles is simply unconvincing.
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“You’ve Got Islam Wrong”
Dear Rick Rood,

I stumbled upon your “What is Islam” web page and read it
thoroughly. I would like to know how you got that information
because it is inaccurate. I would just like to point them out
to you so that you may correct them.

“He called on the many factions of the Arab peoples to unite
under  the  worship  of  Allah,  the  chief  god  of  the  Arab
pantheon of deities.”

Correction: Allah is not the chief god of the Arabs pantheon

http://bit.ly/9SSrWU
https://probe.org/youve-got-islam-wrong/
https://www.probe.org/what-is-islam/


of dieties. Allah means “God” in Arabic. You are confusing the
reader by associating Allah with other Arab deities as for
example Zeus is the chief god in the Romans.

“At this point we should discuss the current status of Islam.
In doing so, it’s important to realize that Islam is not a
monolithic system. “

Correction: Islam is a pure monthestic religion. The message
of Islam is that “There is no God, but God.” How is it not?
Please elaborate.

“The Koran mentions numerous names of Allah, and these names
are  found  frequently  on  the  lips  of  devout  Muslims  who
believe them to have a nearly magical power.”

Correction: Muslims do not believe that Allah’s names hold
magical powers. There are 99 names which is mentioned in the
Quran  (not  Koran),  for  example:  The  Most  Merciful,  The
Protector, The Creator, The All-Knowing, The Loving. These
names identify the characteristics of God.

“Though  Muhammed  himself  said  that  he  was  a  sinner,
nonetheless there are many Muslims throughout the world who
appear to come close to worshiping him.”

Correction:  Prophet  Muhammad  (peace  be  upon  him)  always
recognized that he was a human being. He was a human, and he
made  mistakes  just  like  the  other  prophets  who  are  human
beings. It is very judgmental for you to add that Muslims
appear to come close worshipping him when that is not the case
at all. Muslims only worship God, and only God.

“Those who conclude that Islam is a fatalistic religion have
good reason for doing so.”

Why is that?



“But it also contains many elements of prescribed activity
that are of pagan origin.”

What kinds? For example?

“A sixth pillar, that of jihad, is often added. (The term
means ‘exertion’ or ‘struggle’ in behalf of God.) Jihad is
the means by which those who are outside the household of
Islam are brought into its fold. Jihad may be by persuasion,
or it may be by force or ‘holy war.’ The fact that any Muslim
who dies in a holy war is assured his place in paradise
provides strong incentive for participation!”

You got the part right about how the Jihad means “struggle,”
but you got the rest of it completely false. It is a struggle
to attain nearness to God, by struggling to overcome your bad
desires, & to stick to Islam under difficult circumstances,
such as when facing persecution and other problems.

There are MANY other mistakes that you have written about
Islam. Not to mention that it sounds very bigoted. Please fix
your mistakes. Thanks!

Thanks for your letter. Rick Rood is no longer with Probe
Ministries.  However,  I’m  afraid  that  you  may  have
misunderstood certain aspects of Rick’s article. Please allow
me to try to briefly clarify.

“He called on the many factions of the Arab peoples to unite
under  the  worship  of  Allah,  the  chief  god  of  the  Arab
pantheon of deities.”

Correction: Allah is not the chief god of the Arabs pantheon
of dieties. Allah means “God” in Arabic. You are confusing
the reader by associating Allah with other Arab deities as
for example Zeus is the chief god in the Romans.



1. Any good history of the Arab peoples that documents the
religious climate immediately preceding the time of Muhammad
will confirm that there was indeed a pantheon of deities.
Muhammad instituted monotheism in place of a prior Arabic
polytheism.

“At this point we should discuss the current status of Islam.
In doing so, it’s important to realize that Islam is not a
monolithic system. “

Correction: Islam is a pure monthestic religion. The message
of Islam is that “There is no God, but God.” How is it not?
Please elaborate.

2. Mr. Rood uses the term “monolithic” — not “monotheistic.” I
believe that you simply misread him at this point. Islam is
certainly monotheistic. He documents what he means by it not
being  monolithic  in  his  article.  [Note:  Dictionary.com
provides  this  meaning  for  monolithic:  “characterized  by
massiveness,  total  uniformity,  rigidity,  invulnerability,
etc.”]

“The Koran mentions numerous names of Allah, and these names
are  found  frequently  on  the  lips  of  devout  Muslims  who
believe them to have a nearly magical power.”

Correction: Muslims do not believe that Allah’s names hold
magical powers. There are 99 names which is mentioned in the
Quran  (not  Koran),  for  example:  The  Most  Merciful,  The
Protector, The Creator, The All-Knowing, The Loving. These
names identify the characteristics of God.

3. Your third point is well-taken, provided we are speaking of
theologically educated Muslims. However, many Muslims hold to
what some scholars call “folk Islam.” This sort of Islam,
often influenced by animism, does often regard these names as
having magical power. Similar aberrant beliefs can be found in
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Judaism, Christianity, and most other world religions. And
sometimes Sufi mysticism can tend in this direction as well.

“Though  Muhammed  himself  said  that  he  was  a  sinner,
nonetheless there are many Muslims throughout the world who
appear to come close to worshiping him.”
Correction:  Prophet  Muhammad  (peace  be  upon  him)  always
recognized that he was a human being. He was a human, and he
made mistakes just like the other prophets who are human
beings. It is very judgmental for you to add that Muslims
appear to come close worshipping him when that is not the
case at all. Muslims only worship God, and only God.

4. Again, your point is well-taken, provided we are speaking
of theologically educated Muslims. However, as I mentioned
above, some Muslims would come awfully close to worshiping
Muhammad, just as some Roman Catholics come awfully close to
worshiping  the  virgin  Mary.  I’m  not  saying  this  is  what
orthodox Islam teaches, it’s simply what sometimes happens in
practice.

“Those who conclude that Islam is a fatalistic religion have
good reason for doing so.”

Why is that?

5. Do you not believe that all things are dictated by the
sovereign will of Allah? Does anything happen that is not
willed by God? If you reject this doctrine, I think you would
be taking a minority view within Islam.

“But it also contains many elements of prescribed activity
that are of pagan origin.”

What kinds? For example?

6. Casting stones at a stone pillar representing Satan. This



was done by Arab pagans prior to the time of Muhammad.

“A sixth pillar, that of jihad, is often added. (The term
means ‘exertion’ or ‘struggle’ in behalf of God.) Jihad is
the means by which those who are outside the household of
Islam are brought into its fold. Jihad may be by persuasion,
or it may be by force or ‘holy war.’ The fact that any Muslim
who dies in a holy war is assured his place in paradise
provides strong incentive for participation!”

You got the part right about how the Jihad means “struggle,”
but you got the rest of it completely false. It is a struggle
to attain nearness to God, by struggling to overcome your bad
desires, & to stick to Islam under difficult circumstances,
such as when facing persecution and other problems.

7. As for Jihad, it has historically been understood by most
Muslims  (and  still  is  today)  as  Holy  War.  It  can  be
interpreted, as you say, to mean striving in the cause of
Allah to live a pure and righteous life. But many passages in
the Quran resist this interpretation (e.g. Suras 4:74-75; 9:5,
14, 29; 47:4; 61:4; etc.).

The New Encyclopedia of Islam (Altamira Press, rev. ed. 2001)
documents many of these points.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries



“You Should Come to Hinduism”
I read your article by Rick Rood about Hinduism. I think the
author is lacking in the study of Hinduism. Christianity as I
see is very monotonous in the sense that it has only the
bible, a single book and the priest would go over and over all
his life career as a priest. Whereas Hinduiism is like a
universe, one would not be able to complete studing the Vedas
or puranas in his life time. The Dharma Sastra is very unique
and reading that alone would make you understand what is Hindu
religion. It does not discriminate any other faith whereas
Christianity and Islam does. Hinduism is not a pagan religion
as claimed by Christianity and Islam. Hinduism gives you the
freedom to start from nursery and once you have reached the
upper level you do not need any form of idol. That makes the
religion unique from others. The author says “Hinduism lacks
any  understanding  that  God  created  this  world  for  a  good
purpose.” What made him think so? In fact, Hinduism has a
better  understanding  and  knowledge  of  the  purpose  than
Christianity or Islam.

An important factor almost universally accepted is that faith
in a divine power shapes the destiny of mankind. Sanathana
Dharma had famous Saints who had expounded their own specific
philosophy. “Just as a man discards worn out clothes and puts
on new clothes, the soul discards worn out bodies and wears
new ones.” (2.22) Hindus believe that the Atman is eternal it
transmigrates from one living thing to another according to
its karmic action.

Hinduism speaks of the existence of heavens above and hells
below.  The  former  are  sun  filled,  inhabited  by  gods  and
innumerable divine souls. The latter are dark worlds (asurya
lokas) and populated by all the dark and demonic forces. The
individual  souls  go  into  these  worlds  according  to  their
deeds. But they do not stay there permanently till the end of
destruction. They go there basically as a consequence of their
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actions, either to enjoy or to suffer. In either case they
learn the lesson and come back to earth to start a new earthly
life all over again.

The Hindu concept of reincarnation is alien to western people.
It is mostly misunderstood and misinterpreted, partly because
of  ignorance  and  partly  because  of  some  inherent  mental
blockage natural to the single minded pursuit of religious
faith along rutted paths. It generated a lot of controversy
because it directly challenges the western notion of one life,
one heaven and the final day of judgment.

Today this fundamental concept of Hinduism is finding many new
adherents and believers all over the world. The reasons are
many. Firstly, a great mass of evidence is gathering in favour
of reincarnation through the personal experiences of many who
chanced to remember their past lives and were able to record
their  experiences  in  stunning  details  for  the  posterity.
Secondly,  the  modern  theories  of  hypnotic  regression  are
gaining acceptance in many parts of the world. There are now
many  institutions  which  help  interested  individuals  to
remember  their  past  lives  as  a  part  of  their  spiritual
awakening.  Thirdly.  many  enlightened  psychic  masters  like
Edgar Cayce confirmed beyond doubt that reincarnation is not
just a theory or imagination, but a definite reality.

If you look at the personality of an ordinary human being, you
will realize that there is a lot in him, that is grosser and
denser which cannot be purified and transformed in the shorter
time of one life span. What is a hundred years or less than a
hundred of life on a scale of millions of years of continuous
evolution of life on earth? Does not it sound illogical to say
that we would remain static from the evolutionary point of
view, while change is the nature of life and every thing else
all around us is changing and evolving constantly?

It is very obvious that God did not create the worlds and the
beings in His likeness, but in exact opposite to it. If He



would have created everything in His true likeness then there
would have been no differentiation and no possibility of any
movement. Creation would have remained static, without an aim
and purpose, offering no scope for movement and change.

It is true that God is hidden in every aspect of His creation.
But that which is visible and sensible is not His true self.
It is His negative and false self, which tries to compete with
Him and fight for its own individuality, and finally, having
lost the battle, would move towards Him in total obedience.

Thus the whole drama of creation seems to start with the
creation of His individual selves that hide themselves in His
negative selves so that a movement away from Him and then
again back to Him can be initiated and sustained. The Hindu
scriptures  describe  this  process  variously  with  such
expressions as: “the true self hides behind the false self,
God  enters  into  Prakriti,  self  becomes  enveloped  with
ignorance.” There is more that one can explain but I am afraid
there would be no space left to write so I would end here
saying  it  is  the  open  mindnes  of  the  Hindus  that  the
Christians and Muslims took advantage in India that these two
religion is surving there and Cliff Roberston had the chick to
say Hindus are living in darkness. There can be 1000 of him
trying to convert Hindus into Christianity but millions would
be converting to Hinduism in the west. People are beginning to
realize the importance of yoga and the believe in incarnation
and Atman in the west so soon I am afraid the churches would
see empty congregation and priest and pastors would have to
retire.  It  is  not  my  wish  but  it  is  the  Karma  of  the
Christians who had dreamt of converting all the Hindus in this
world. Come be true to yourself and discover what Hinduism has
for all.

Thanks for your kind letter. Rick Rood is no longer with Probe
Ministries. As you are already well aware, both Hinduism and
Christianity are vast, intellectually fascinating, and ancient
faiths. But insofar as they have very different views on the



nature of God, the nature of man, the nature of the cosmos,
what happens to a person after death, etc., it is clear that
they cannot both be right (although they could both be wrong).

Such complex issues cannot be settled quickly over e-mail. We
at Probe are quite convinced that Christianity is true. Our
entire website, with over 1,500 written resources, is devoted
to explaining why we think this. But we respect your right to
disagree.

The Bible is a book of history and there is a huge wealth of
evidence  from  archaeology  and  extra-biblical  historical
sources to commend it to us as such. What’s more, it claims to
be a revelation from the one true God, who created all things.
This claim is either true or false. While I believe that there
are good reasons for embracing the claim as true, I cannot
prove this with absolute certainty. Nevertheless, we must do
our  best  to  examine  the  various  claims  of  the  different
religions, compare these claims with all the evidence we can
find, and attempt to decide which (if any) are actually true.

But  here’s  my  point.  Suppose  that  Hinduism  is  true.  What
follows from that for me as a Christian? If the material world
is ultimately maya, and its reason for being is simply lila,
and if all is one, and Atman is Brahman, then (sooner or
later) I will realize this and get off the wheel of rebirth.
It may take many lifetimes, but I will eventually realize that
all  is  one,  that  I  am  Brahman.  Nothing  (of  eternal
consequence)  follows  from  my  temporary  ignorance.

But now suppose Christianity is true. What follows for those
who do not come to Jesus alone for salvation from the holy
wrath of God against our sin? Eternal punishment away from the
presence of God, the only true and ultimate Source of all that
is true, beautiful and good. In light of all the evidence that
Christianity is really true (here I must simply refer you to
our website), and since we must make some sort of choice
regarding these issues, and since absolute certainty may not



ultimately be possible, it seems to me that the safest bet is
on the God of the Bible. Of course, in the long run, we must
each be willing to take personal responsibility for the choice
that we make – and be willing to accept the consequences that
follow from it.

Wishing you all the best,

Michael Gleghorn
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