God Questions From Little Kids

Recently I asked some of the mamas of littles in our
church, “What God questions are your kids asking?” While not definitive, here are some answers I
trust you’ll find helpful.
Who made God?
God has always existed. No one made God. Everything that has been made, has been made by
someone or something else. Eventually, when we go back far enough, there has to be a Someone or
a Something that is eternal-that was not created. Smart thinkers called philosophers call this an
“uncaused cause.”
How do we know this? Because there are some things we can’t figure out on our own, so God tells us
in His word. Especially where Jesus is talking to His Father:
“So now, Father, glorify me in your own presence with the glory that I had in your presence
before the world existed. Father, I desire that those also, whom you have given me, may be with
me where I am, to see my glory, which you have given me because you loved me before the
foundation of the world.” (John 17:5, 24).
How do we know the Bible is true?
The biggest way we can know is fulfilled prophecy. (Prophecies are a special kind of promise.) That
means that God gave prophets information about the future that only He could know because He
knows everything, and then the prophecies came true in even the smallest detail. This means that
the Bible is a supernatural book because it is from God, who had human helpers to write down what
He wanted written down.
We also have evidence supporting our belief that the Bible is a supernatural book:
Unity: The Bible’s books were written over 1500 years, by 40 different authors, on three different
continents. But there is one consistent, big message from beginning to end: God loves us and has a
big plan and purpose for His creation.
Bibliographical Evidence: The reason we have a Bible at all is that the original texts were copied
many times over. There are 25,000+ handwritten copies of New Testament documents, with many
variations. These variations allow us to see where errors and changes (such as spelling which does
not change the meaning of a word) crept into the copying. There are no variations that question
essential Christian beliefs.

Concerning the Old Testament: the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered between 1949 and 1956thousands of fragments from every book of the Old Testament except Esther, including a complete
copy of Isaiah. These fragments had been stored since 300-100 B.C. The book of Isaiah had not been
changed in that entire time except for a few spelling changes. The scribes were exceedingly careful
in copying God’s word.
Archeological Evidence: Archeology, which is the study of old buried stuff, also supports details in
the Bible. Not everything in the Bible has archeological support, but no archaeological findings have
ever contradicted biblical details.
The evidence for both the Old and New Testaments shows that what we hold in our hands today is
the same as what was written by the original authors.
How can Jesus be God but also God’s Son? (In other words, how does this Trinity thing
work?)
First of all, it’s a hard idea that nobody fully understands because our minds are just too puny and
small. It’s okay not to get it. This truth is called a mystery, and nobody will understand it until
heaven.
Here are three very important truths about God:
1. There is one God.
2. God is three distinct Persons.
3. Each Person is fully God.
The three equal Persons are the Father; the Son, Jesus; and the Holy Spirit. The Father is not the
Son or the Spirit, the Son is not the Father or the Spirit, and the Spirit is not the Father or the Son.
But all three Persons are still one God. Yes, it’s confusing! Here’s a hint: often when people refer to
God they mean the Father. For example, when considering the question, “How can Jesus be God but
also God’s Son,” we can say that Jesus is divine, meaning He is God, but He is the Father’s Son. He’s
not the same as the Father.
So when we’re talking about God it is helpful to refer to either the Father, and Son or the Spirit.
We can see all three Persons of the Trinity at the baptism of Jesus. (Matthew 3:13-17)
Why can’t we see God?
We can’t see God the Father because He is spirit. That’s like invisible energy, like sunlight. Or wind.
And the Holy Spirit is, well, spirit. Jesus became a human being just like us when He left heaven to
live on earth, but we can’t see Him because He’s back in heaven now. God is still on earth because
God is everywhere, but He’s invisible.
I know you’d like to see God, and you know what? So would I! Jesus knew we’d feel that way, which
is why He said, “Blessed are those who believe without seeing Me.” (John 20:29). But if you trust in
Jesus, one day you will see Him very plainly in heaven.
Where is heaven?
Heaven is a spirit place. It’s not like our house or our church or the park where we go, that you can
find on a map or by walking there. I can tell you that when Jesus left the earth and went back to
heaven, He went UP, and the Bible talks about Him coming back DOWN to earth. But it’s not in the

sky like the moon. When astronauts went up into space they didn’t find heaven because heaven’s not
a place we can touch or see.
Why can’t I hear God’s voice? When I say, “Hello, God,” why doesn’t He talk back?
God doesn’t speak to us the same way people do. That’s because He is spirit. But Jesus taught us,
“My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they follow me.” (John 10:27) So hearing His voice
is different from hearing Mommy or Daddy’s voice. You hear His voice with your heart. (Matthew 13)
We recognize God’s voice from reading and hearing His word in the Bible. Everything God says lines
up with what He tells us in His word, so we can learn to tell the difference between His true voice
and our imagination. We have to practice listening. It’s not easy, and we have to know what He says
in His word in order to know what His voice sounds like.
If everything God makes is good, why did He make Satan?
Satan did not start out as an evil creature. God made him a beautiful, powerful, good angel. The
good angel decided to become a bad angel by trying to become like God instead of being content
with how God made him as a good angel.
Some people have asked why God made angels and people who could choose to disobey. That’s
because God wanted angels to CHOOSE to obey Him, and He wanted people to CHOOSE to love
Him. Without the ability to choose, it wouldn’t be real obedience or real love.
How will I know how to get to heaven when I die?
Getting to heaven from earth is like stepping from one room into a hallway or another room. Very
simple, right? And you will probably have angels with you as well. Jesus will make sure to bring you
to Himself, so you don’t need to worry about it.
Before I was in your tummy was I in heaven with God?
No, you didn’t exist before you were in my tummy. God knew you in His mind and in His heart, but
He didn’t create you until just the right time to form you inside my body. The only person who was in
heaven with God the Father before He became a tiny baby was Jesus.
This blog post originally appeared at
https://blogs.bible.org/engage/sue_bohlin/god_questions_from_little_kids
on October 15, 2019.

The Resurrection: Fact or Fiction? – A Real
Historical Event
Dr. Pat Zukeran presents strong evidence discounting the most common theories given against a
historical resurrection. The biblical account and other evidence clearly discount these attempts to
cast doubt on the resurrection. Any strong apologetic argument is anchored on the reality of the
resurrection of Jesus Christ as an historical event.

Introduction
The most significant event in history is the Resurrection of Jesus Christ. It is the strongest evidence
that Jesus is the Son of God. This event gives men and women the sure hope of eternal life a hope
that not only gives us joy as we look to the future but also provides us with powerful reasons to live
today.
Throughout the centuries, however, there have been scholars who have attempted to deny the
account of the Resurrection. Our schools are filled with history books which give alternative
explanations for the Resurrection or in some cases, fail even to mention this unique event.
In this essay we will take a look at the evidence for the Resurrection and see if this event is
historical fact or fiction. But, first, we must establish the fact that Jesus Christ was a historical figure
and not a legend. There are several highly accurate historical documents that attest to Jesus. First,
let’s look at the four Gospels themselves. The authors Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John recorded very
specific facts of the events surrounding the life of Jesus, and archaeology has verified the accuracy
of the New Testament. Hundreds of facts such as the names of officials, geographical sites, financial
currencies, and times of events have been confirmed. Sir William Ramsay, one of the greatest
geographers of the 19th century, became firmly convinced of the accuracy of the New Testament as
a result of the overwhelming evidence he discovered during his research. As a result, he completely
reversed his antagonism against Christianity.
The textual evidence decisively shows that the Gospels were written and circulated during the
lifetime of those who witnessed the events. Since there are so many specific names and places
mentioned, eyewitnesses could have easily discredited the writings. The New Testament would have
never survived had the facts been inaccurate. These facts indicate that the Gospels are historically
reliable and show Jesus to be a historical figure. For more information on the accuracy of the Bible,
see the essay from Probe entitled Authority of the Bible.
Another document that supports the historicity of Jesus is the work of Josephus, a potentially hostile
Jewish historian. He recorded Antiquities, a history of the Jews, for the Romans during the lifetime of
Jesus. He wrote, “Now there was about that time Jesus, a wise man, if it be lawful to call him a
man.”(1) Josephus goes on to relate other specific details about Jesus’ life and death that correspond
with the New Testament. Roman historians such as Suetonius, Tacitus, and Pliny the Younger also
refer to Jesus as a historically real individual.
Skeptics often challenge Christians to prove the Resurrection scientifically. We must understand, the
scientific method is based on showing that something is fact by repeated observations of the object
or event. Therefore, the method is limited to repeatable events or observable objects. Historical
events cannot be repeated. For example, can we repeatedly observe the creation of our solar
system? The obvious answer is no, but that does not mean the creation of the solar system did not
happen.
In proving a historical event like the Resurrection, we must look at the historical evidence. Thus far
in our discussion we have shown that belief in the historical Jesus of the New Testament is certainly
reasonable and that the scientific method cannot be applied to proving a historical event. For the
reminder of this essay, we will examine the historical facts concerning the Resurrection and see
what the evidence reveals.

Examining the Evidence
Three facts must be reckoned with when investigating the Resurrection: the empty tomb, the

transformation of the Apostles, and the preaching of the Resurrection originating in Jerusalem.
Let us first examine the case of the empty tomb. Jesus was a well-known figure in Israel. His burial
site was known by many people. In fact Matthew records the exact location of Jesus’ tomb. He
states, “And Joseph of Arimathea took the body and wrapped it in a clean linen cloth and laid it in his
own new tomb” (Matt. 27:59). Mark asserts that Joseph was “a prominent member of the Council”
(Mark 15:43).
It would have been destructive for the writers to invent a man of such prominence, name him
specifically, and designate the tomb site, since eyewitnesses would have easily discredited the
author’s fallacious claims.
Jewish and Roman sources both testify to an empty tomb. Matthew 28:12 13 specifically states that
the chief priests invented the story that the disciples stole the body. There would be no need for this
fabrication if the tomb had not been empty. Opponents of the Resurrection must account for this. If
the tomb had not been empty, the preaching of the Apostles would not have lasted one day. All the
Jewish authorities needed to do to put an end to Christianity was to produce the body of Jesus.
Along with the empty tomb is the fact that the corpse of Jesus was never found. Not one historical
record from the first or second century is written attacking the factuality of the empty tomb or
claiming discovery of the corpse. Tom Anderson, former president of the California Trial Lawyers
Association states,
Let’s assume that the written accounts of His appearances to hundreds of people are false. I
want to pose a question. With an event so well publicized, don’t you think that it’s reasonable
that one historian, one eye witness, one antagonist would record for all time that he had seen
Christ’s body? . . . The silence of history is deafening when it comes to the testimony against the
resurrection.(2)
Second, we have the changed lives of the Apostles. It is recorded in the Gospels that while Jesus was
on trial, the Apostles deserted Him in fear. Yet 10 out of the 11 Apostles died as martyrs believing
Christ rose from the dead. What accounts for their transformation into men willing to die for their
message? It must have been a very compelling event to account for this.
Third, the Apostles began preaching the Resurrection in Jerusalem. This is significant since this is
the very city in which Jesus was crucified. This was the most hostile city in which to preach.
Furthermore, all the evidence was there for everyone to investigate. Legends take root in foreign
lands or centuries after the event. Discrediting such legends is difficult since the facts are hard to
verify. However, in this case the preaching occurs in the city of the event immediately after it
occurred. Every possible fact could have been investigated thoroughly.
Anyone studying the Resurrection must somehow explain these three facts.

Five Common Explanations
Over the years five explanations have been used to argue against the Resurrection. We will examine
these explanations to see whether they are valid.
The Wrong Tomb Theory
Proponents of this first argument state that according to the Gospel accounts, the women visited the
grave early in the morning while it was dark. Due to their emotional condition and the darkness,
they visited the wrong tomb. Overjoyed to see that it was empty, they rushed back to tell the

disciples Jesus had risen. The disciples in turn ran into Jerusalem to proclaim the Resurrection.
There are several major flaws with this explanation. First, it is extremely doubtful that the Apostles
would not have corrected the women’s error. The Gospel of John gives a very detailed account of
them doing just that. Second, the tomb site was known not only by the followers of Christ but also by
their opponents. The Gospels make it clear the body was buried in the tomb of Joseph of Arimathea,
a member of the Jewish council. If the body still remained in the tomb while the Apostles began
preaching, the authorities simply would have to go to the right tomb, produce the body, and march it
down the streets. This would have ended the Christian faith once and for all. Remember, the
preaching of the Resurrection began in Jerusalem, fifteen minutes away from the crucifixion site and
the tomb. These factors make this theory extremely weak.
The Hallucination Theory
This second theory holds that the Resurrection of Christ just occurred in the minds’ of the disciples.
Dr. William McNeil articulates this position in his book, A World History. He writes,
The Roman authorities in Jerusalem arrested and crucified Jesus. . . . But soon afterwards the
dispirited Apostles gathered in an upstairs room’ and suddenly felt again the heartwarming
presence of their master. This seemed absolutely convincing evidence that Jesus’ death on the
cross had not been the end but the beginning. . . . The Apostles bubbled over with excitement
and tried to explain to all who would listen all that had happened.(3)
This position is unrealistic for several reasons. In order for hallucinations of this type to occur,
psychiatrists agree that several conditions must exist. However, this situation was not conducive for
hallucinations. Here are several reasons. Hallucinations generally occur to people who are
imaginative and of a nervous make up. However, the appearances of Jesus occurred to a variety of
people. Hallucinations are subjective and individual. No two people have the same experience. In
this case, over five hundred people (Corinthians 15) have the same account. Hallucinations occur
only at particular times and places and are associated with the events. The Resurrection
appearances occur in many different environments and at different times. Finally, hallucinations of
this nature occur to those who intensely want to believe. However, several such as Thomas and
James, the half brother of Jesus were hostile to the news of the Resurrection.
If some continue to argue for this position, they still must account for the empty tomb. If the
Apostles dreamed up the Resurrection at their preaching, all the authorities needed to do was
produce the body and that would have ended the Apostles’ dream. These facts make these two
theories extremely unlikely.
The Swoon Theory
A third theory espouses that Jesus never died on the cross but merely passed out and was mistakenly
considered dead. After three days He revived, exited the tomb, and appeared to His disciples who
believed He had risen from the dead. This theory was developed in the early nineteenth century, but
today it has been completely given up for several reasons.
First, it is a physical impossibility that Jesus could have survived the tortures of the crucifixion.
Second, the soldiers who crucified Jesus were experts in executing this type of death penalty.
Furthermore, they took several precautions to make sure He was actually dead. They thrust a spear
in His side. When blood and water come out separately, this indicates the blood cells had begun to
separate from the plasma which will only happen when the blood stops circulating. Upon deciding to
break the legs of the criminals (in order to speed up the process of dying), they carefully examined

the body of Jesus and found that He was already dead.
After being taken down from the cross, Jesus was covered with eighty pounds of spices and
embalmed. It is unreasonable to believe that after three days with no food or water, Jesus would
revive. Even harder to believe is that Jesus could roll a two-ton stone up an incline, overpower the
guards, and then walk several miles to Emmaeus. Even if Jesus had done this, His appearing to the
disciples half-dead and desperately in need of medical attention would not have prompted their
worship of Him as God.
In the 19th century, David F. Strauss, an opponent of Christianity, put an end to any hope in this
theory. Although he did not believe in the Resurrection, he concluded this to be a very outlandish
theory. He stated,
It is impossible that a being who had stolen half-dead out of the sepulchre, who crept about
weak and ill, wanting medical treatment, who required bandaging, strengthening, and
indulgence, and who still at last yielded to his sufferings, could have given the disciples the
impression that he was a Conqueror over death and the grave, the Prince of life, an impression
that would lay at the bottom of their future ministry.(4)
The Stolen Body Theory
This fourth argument holds that Jewish and Roman authorities stole the body or moved it for
safekeeping. It is inconceivable to think this a possibility. If they had the body, why did they need to
accuse the disciples of stealing it? (Matt. 28:11 15). In Acts 4, the Jewish authorities were angered
and did everything they could to prevent the spread of Christianity. Why would the disciples deceive
their own people into believing in a false Messiah when they knew that this deception would mean
the deaths of hundreds of their believing friends? If they really knew where the body was, they could
have exposed it and ended the faith that caused them so much trouble and embarrassment.
Throughout the preaching of the Apostles, the authorities never attempted to refute the
Resurrection by producing a body. This theory has little merit.
The Soldiers Fell Asleep Theory
Thus far we have been studying the evidence for the Resurrection. We examined four theories used
in attempts to invalidate this miracle. Careful analysis revealed the theories were inadequate to
refute the Resurrection. The fifth and most popular theory has existed since the day of the
Resurrection and is still believed by many opponents of Christianity. Matthew 28:12 13 articulates
this position.
When the chief priests had met with the elders and devised a plan, they gave the soldiers a large
sum of money telling them, “You are to say, his disciples came during the night and stole him
away while we were asleep.'”
Many have wondered why Matthew records this and then does not refute it. Perhaps it is because
this explanation was so preposterous, he did not see the need to do so.
This explanation remains an impossibility for several reasons. First, if the soldiers were sleeping,
how did they know it was the disciples who stole the body? Second, it seems physically impossible
for the disciples to sneak past the soldiers and then move a two-ton stone up an incline in absolute
silence. Certainly the guards would have heard something.
Third, the tomb was secured with a Roman seal. Anyone who moved the stone would break the seal,
an offense punishable by death. The depression and cowardice of the disciples makes it difficult to

believe that they would suddenly become so brave as to face a detachment of soldiers, steal the
body, and then lie about the Resurrection when the would ultimately face a life of suffering and
death for their contrived message.
Fourth, Roman guards were not likely to fall asleep with such an important duty. There were
penalties for doing so. The disciples would have needed to overpower them. A very unlikely scenario.
Finally, in the Gospel of John the grave clothes were found “lying there as well as the burial cloth
that had been around Jesus’ head. The cloth was folded up by itself separate from the linen” (20:6 7).
There was not enough time for the disciples to sneak past the guards, roll away the stone, unwrap
the body, rewrap it in their wrappings, and fold the head piece neatly next to the linen. In a robbery,
the men would have flung the garments down in disorder and fled in fear of detection.

Conclusion: Monumental Implications
These five theories inadequately account for the empty tomb, the transformation of the Apostles, and
the birth of Christianity in the city of the crucifixion. The conclusion we must seriously consider is
that Jesus rose from the grave. The implications of this are monumental.
First, if Jesus rose from the dead, then what He said about Himself is true. He stated, “I am the
Resurrection and the life; he who believes in me shall live even if he dies” (John 11:25). He also
stated, “I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no man comes to the father , but through me”
(John 14:6). Eternal life is found through Jesus Christ alone. Any religious belief that contradicts this
must be false. Every religious leader has been buried in a grave. Their tombs have become places of
worship. The location of Jesus’ tomb is unknown because it was empty; his body is not there. There
was no need to enshrine an empty tomb.
Second, Paul writes in 1 Corinthians 15:54, “Death has been swallowed up in victory.” Physical
death is not the end; eternal life with our Lord awaits all who trust in Him because Jesus has
conquered death.
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Jesus’ Resurrection: Fact or Fiction? – A
Clear Christian Perspective
Rusty Wright presents a compelling case for the historicity of Jesus’ resurrection. Looking a four
outcomes of the resurrection, he presents a brief case supporting a Christian worldview
understanding that Jesus acutallly died and was resurrected from the tomb.
At Easter, some might wonder what all the fuss is about. Who cares? What difference does it make if
Jesus rose from the dead?
It makes all the difference in the world. If Christ did not rise, then thousands of believers have died
as martyrs for a hoax.
If he did rise, then he is still alive and can offer peace to troubled, hurting lives.
Countless scholars–among them the apostle Paul, Augustine, Sir Isaac Newton and C.S.
Lewis–believed in the resurrection. We need not fear committing intellectual suicide by believing it
also. Where do the facts lead?
Paul, a first-century skeptic-turned believer, wrote that “Christ died for our sins…he was buried…he
was raised on the third day…he appeared to Peter, and then to the Twelve (Disciples). After that, he
appeared to more than five hundred…at the same time, most of whom are still living.” Consider four
pieces of evidence:
1. The explosive growth of the Christian movement. Within a few weeks after Jesus was
crucified, a movement arose which, by the later admission of its enemies, “upset the world.” What
happened to ignite this movement shortly after its leader had been executed?
2. The Disciples’ changed lives. After Jesus’ arrest and crucifixion, most of the Disciples fled in
fear. Peter denied three times that he was a follower of Jesus. (The women were braver and stayed
to the end.) Yet ten out of the eleven Disciples (Judas committed suicide) were martyred for their

faith. According to traditions, Peter was crucified upside down; Thomas was skewered; John was
boiled in oil but survived. What turned these cowards into heroes? Each believed he had seen Jesus
alive again.
3. The empty tomb. Jesus’ corpse was removed from the cross, wrapped like a mummy and placed
in a solid-rock tomb. A one-and-a-half to two-ton stone was rolled into a slightly depressed groove to
seal the tomb’s entrance.
A “Green Beret”-like unit of Roman soldiers guarded the grave. Sunday morning, the stone was
found rolled away, the body was gone but the graveclothes were still in place. What happened?
Did Christ’s friends steal the body? Perhaps one of the women sweet-talked (karate-chopped?) the
guards while the others moved the stone and tiptoed off with the body. Or maybe Peter (remember
his bravery) or Thomas (Doubting Thomas) overpowered the guards, stole the body, then
fabricated–and died for–a resurrection myth.
These theories hardly seem plausible. The guard was too powerful, the stone too heavy and the
disciples too spineless to attempt such a feat.
Did Christ’s enemies steal the body? If Romans or Jewish religious leaders had the body, surely they
would have exposed it publicly and Christianity would have died out. They didn’t, and it didn’t.
The “Swoon Theory” supposes that Jesus didn’t really die but was only unconscious. The expert
Roman executioners merely thought he was dead. After a few days in the tomb without food or
medicine, the cool air revived him.
He burst from the 100 pounds of graveclothes, rolled away the stone with his nail-pierced hands,
scared the daylights out of the Roman soldiers, walked miles on wounded feet and convinced his
Disciples he’d been raised from the dead. This one is harder to believe than the resurrection itself.
4. The appearances of the risen Christ. For 40 days after his death, many different people said
they saw Jesus alive. Witnesses included a woman, a shrewd tax collector, several fishermen and
over 500 people at once. These claims provide
further eyewitness testimony for the resurrection.
As a skeptic, I realized that attempts to explain away the evidences run into a brick wall of facts that
point to one conclusion: Christ is risen.
The above does not constitute an exhaustive proof, rather a reasoned examination of the evidence.
Each interested person should evaluate the evidence and decide if it makes sense. Of course, the
truth or falsity of the resurrection is a matter of historical fact and is not dependent on anyone’s
belief. If the facts support the claim, one can conclude that he arose. In any case, mere intellectual
assent to the facts does little for one’s life.
A major evidence comes experientially, in personally receiving Jesus’ free gift of forgiveness. He
said, “I stand at the door and knock; if anyone hears my voice and opens the door, I will come in to
him (or her).”
Worth considering?
©1997 Rusty Wright. Used by permission. All rights reserved.

What Is Apologetics?
Four Probe staffers answer the question, “What is apologetics?’ from their own experience and
understanding.
Apologetics is the defense of the Christian faith, generally speaking. That’s the definition of the
word. But, that’s about the extent of the agreement among Christian apologists. From this point on
begin many differences.

Many well informed Christians define apologetics differently. When it comes to how
we defend the faith, there is a lot of discussion on the best method. When it comes to why we do
apologetics many disagree. Thoughtful Christians do not agree on the best place from which to
begin defending our historic Christian faith, and we certainly don’t all agree on who apologetics is
for, that is, who is the intended recipient or beneficiary of our defense of Christianity.
However, as we begin a discussion on these questions, it is important to keep in mind these
differences occur among faithful Christians, sincere believers, and are well intended. So these
differences are not a salvation issue—that’s about faith in Christ. Airing out these differences then,
is a fulfillment of Proverbs 27:17, “As iron sharpens iron, so one man sharpens another.” It is our
hope and expectation as the writers therefore, that all Christians will be edified by this discussion
whether they have walked with Christ for thirty years or thirty days.
In this article, we’re going to hear from several Probe staffers answering the question, “What is
apologetics?”
So, you Probe fans are going to get to know us Probe staff better. First-time readers, I hope you
consider a perspective you may not have considered before. And for all of us, I hope that by
considering these different perspectives, we all grow in the way we defend our faith, and carry out
the charge from 1 Peter 3:15. That’s the passage of Scripture from which we derive our English
word “apologetics.” It says, “But sanctify Christ as Lord in your hearts, always being ready to make
a defense to everyone who asks you to give an account for the hope that is in you, yet with
gentleness and reverence.”
Regardless of how we define apologetics, we are all still called to defend our faith. The point of this
discussion is not the discussion itself. The point is to equip us by the Spirit in the action of defending
our faith, as we obey the call of our one common Lord Jesus Christ.

Dr. Ray Bohlin
In this article you will become well-acquainted with the idea that apologetics basically means
defending the gospel or defending the faith. That is how I have always understood apologetics. But
in my nearly forty years with Probe Ministries I understand that my “defense” goes in two directions
and I believe that to be the case for every believer.
Apologetics was instrumental in my initial profession of faith while a college student at the
University of Illinois. Though I was raised in a religious home, it was primarily a religion of duty and
performance. But in my second year of college I became aware that there was real evidence that the
gospels could be trusted and that Jesus was a real person who lived and died in early first century
Israel. That made a huge difference in my willingness to consider Jesus that was never there before.
That was just over forty years ago, and evidences for the truth of the history of the Bible have always
held a unique place in my thinking. As one trained as a scientist, I learned that data or evidence
meant everything. Ideas are fine in science but if you can’t support your ideas with evidence, you’re
wasting your time. Therefore, finding real evidence for my faith put my own thoughts on solid
ground. So it can be for every believer. We all struggle with trust in God and in His love for us. But if
we are able to see that God fulfills prophecy, that His Word is trustworthy in every respect, then we
find it easier to trust Him with our lives.
The other direction for my defense of the faith is outward to other believers who have real questions
and find themselves stuck in their walk with God. Their mind is full of doubts about God, Creation,
and redemption. While I make it clear that I cannot prove that God exists, I can string together
evidences from science and philosophy to demonstrate that belief in God as Creator is quite
reasonable. And if the best evidence demonstrates that Jesus physically and historically rose from
the dead, then everything He said can be trusted as well.
This also applies to unbelievers who come with honest questions. Those outside the church have
many reasons for not believing that this rather fantastic story is true. Especially when it all
happened two thousand years ago! There are definitely some unbelievers who ask their questions
only to avoid getting down to business about Jesus. But initially, we can’t judge a person’s heart or
motive. When we take those questions and doubts seriously and respond with gentleness and
respect, both our manner and our answers can be used by the Spirit to draw someone to the Father.

Dr. Lawrence Terlizzese
Apologetics is the most misunderstood word in the Church today! Average church-goers relegate it
to a side category of their minds as a hobby horse for those “smart” Christians who are too cerebral
and not practical enough. Apologetics appears to them as the playground of theologians, far
removed from the lay Christian who thinks the true gospel ministry consists of “just preaching the
Word” irrespective of the Church’s cultural setting.
Theologians contribute to the popular aversion to apologetics through misrepresenting the discipline
as a branch of theology that seeks to give a rational justification to the claims of Christianity that is
theoretical in nature as opposed to practical. Others separate apologetics entirely from theology: “If
theology is the queen of the sciences, apologetics is her handmaid.” This is the Rationalist approach.

All theology is apologetics. The term apologetic theology distinguishes it from the Rationalist
approach. It stresses the relevance of the gospel to the philosophical needs of a given culture,
creating a synthesis. One definition states that “systematic theology is ‘answering theology.’ It must
answer the questions implied in the general human condition and special historical situation.
Apologetics, therefore, is an omnipresent element and not a special section of systematic theology.”
Apologetic theology supplies answers from revelation to the ultimate questions of a given social
context, such as “What is the meaning of life?”
Apologetic theology maintains the integrity of the two poles of message and audience. It must never
compromise the essential meaning of the gospel, nor can it neglect the spiritual needs of the society
it wishes to reach through ignoring or ridiculing whatever ultimate questions it presents.
All theology is apologetics, and by extension all that the Church does is apologetically oriented. The
adaptation of contemporary music in the worship service demonstrates an apologetic theology that
takes the traditional message of the gospel of Jesus Christ and makes it resonant with the cultural
needs of the younger generation. The same may be said with the use of film or any artistic, religious
or philosophical expression. For example the 2013 Superman movie Man of Steel retells the story of
Christ in modern allegory in the context of American individualism. It asks the question, can
individuals practice personal freedom and exercise the self-restraint necessary for a democratic
society to survive? Revelation answers that in Christ personal freedom is rooted in the love of God
that provides necessary restraint.
As its task, apologetic theology answers the world’s questions with the Bible and proves practical
and accessible to all Christians, trained in theology or not. It stresses the Bible’s universal relevance
to every individual, group and circumstance or philosophical system.

Rick Wade
In 1 Peter 3:15 we’re told to “give a defense to anyone who asks you for a reason for your faith.” The
roots of Peter’s exhortation can be found in Isaiah 8 where God warns His people to stand firm when
the enemy attacks, and in Luke 12 and 21 where Jesus tells His disciples what to do when
persecutions come. In both passages in Luke, Jesus uses the word that is translated “defense” in
Peter’s epistle. In Luke 21:13 he says something interesting: “This will be your opportunity to bear
witness.” I see two main exhortations here: faithfulness and witness. Elaborate arguments and
evidences can serve that. But defense ought to be conducted for the purpose of proclaiming Christ
and winning the lost, not merely to prove Christianity true. That is too low a target.
Apologetics with non-Christians can include the defense of Christian doctrines, challenges to other
beliefs, and persuasion. To be done well, these require knowledge of at least basic Christian
doctrines and the ability to discriminate between the true and the false. That skill can be applied in a
variety of areas such as theology, philosophy, history, culture, and the broader human experience.
If we should attempt to persuade someone by making a case for the faith, where do we begin? In one
respect, we should begin with questions that are being asked rather than with our own pet
arguments. But in another respect, we should begin as Christians, thinking and speaking within the
context of Christian beliefs, rather than attempting to stand on some neutral ground with
unbelievers to look at evidences together.
One mistake younger apologists can make is deciding to find some non-Christians and “do
apologetics” with them. This is to focus on the arguments and not on the listeners. Apologetics

provides tools for Christians to use along with the tools of proper Bible interpretation, counseling,
practical hands-on help, and other things as needed in the context of proclaiming the gospel of Jesus
and drawing people to Him.
Apologetics serves not only non-Christians but Christians by clarifying the differences between
Christian and non-Christian beliefs and by showing why our beliefs are intellectually credible. This
should serve to strengthen our faith.

Paul Rutherford
When I tell someone I meet at church that I’m into apologetics, the most common response, I get is,
“Huh?” After I tell them what it means, perhaps the next most common response is, “What are you
sorry for?”, inferring from the similar sound of the word “apology” that I must be apologizing for
something.
While the root word in Greek is the same for both words—apologia. these words in English have
rather different meanings. So, I will begin my turn at defining apologetics by clarifying what it is not.
Apologetics is not being sorry for Christianity. Let’s make that clear right now. I am not sorry I’m a
Christian. On the contrary, Christ is the source of all my boasting. He is the source of my joy in my
life. It is Christ who gives me purpose, meaning, even significance. No, apologetics is not being sorry
for Christianity.
Years ago I had lunch with a friend one Sunday after church and explained to him what I
do–apologetics. After using 1 Peter 3:15 to define it as making a defense for the faith, he responded
by saying our faith should not be defensive, but offensive. My friend got one thing right—our faith
does have an offensive component.
But, my friend also got one thing wrong. The command to defend our faith does not describe the
entirety of our experience as a believer. This passage does not mean that our faith should be entirely
defensive, or even primarily defensive. We should, however, have the capacity to defend our faith.
To conclude my definition and this series, I will share a recent change in my perspective over the
years. When I first began studying apologetics years ago, I did it to seek affirmation of my
convictions. To be honest, I studied not to “show myself approved” (2 Timothy 2:15), but rather to
satisfy a sense of self-righteousness. I did apologetics in order to show others I was right and they
were wrong. Scripture calls that pride. And, although that’s no longer my primary motivation, the
struggle remains today.
It’s not that I no longer think I’m right. I do think the positions I hold are right, but as an apologist
my goals have changed. I no longer expect others to take the same positions I do. Now, I desire
others to think more biblically than they did before.
My hope for you reading this article is that your reasons for defending the faith are motivated more
by Christ than by culture, and that by considering what it means to defend your faith you are now a
more confident ambassador for Christ.
©2014 Probe Ministries

Answering the New Atheists – A Christian
Addresses Their Arguments
Kerby Anderson counters the claim by popular new atheists that Christianity (along with other
religions) is blind, irrational and without any evidence. Kerby demonstrates that contrary to the
atheists’ claims God is not an invention of mankind, that faith is not dangerous, and that science and
Christianity support one another. From a Christian point of view, the new atheists are bringing out
tired old arguments that don’t stand up to rational scrutiny.

Is Faith Irrational?
Many of the best selling books over the last few years have been written by the New Atheists. I’d like
to consider some of the criticisms brought by these individuals and provide brief answers. You may
never meet one of these authors, but you are quite likely to encounter these arguments as you talk
with people who are skeptical about Christianity.
For our discussion, we will be using the general outline of the book Is God Just a Human
Invention? written by Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow.{1} I would encourage you to read the
book for a fuller discussion not only of the topics considered here but of many others as well.
You cannot read a book by the New Atheists without encountering their claim that religion is blind,
irrational, and without any evidence. Richard Dawkins makes his feelings known by the title of one
of his books: The God Delusion.
Why does he say that? He says religions are not evidentially based: “In all areas except religion, we
believe what we believe as a result of evidence.”{2} In other words, religious faith is a blind faith
not based upon evidence like other academic disciplines. So he concludes that religion is a
“nonsensical enterprise” that “poisons everything.”{3}
Each of the New Atheists makes a similar statement. Dawkins states that faith is a delusion, a
“persistent false belief held in the face of strong contradictory evidence.”{4} Daniel Dennett claims
Christians are addicted to blind faith.{5} And Sam Harris argues that “Faith is generally nothing
more than the permission religious people give one another to believe things without evidence.”{6}
Is this true? Do religious people have a blind faith? Certainly some religious people exercise blind
faith. But is this true of all religions, including Christianity? Of course not. The enormous number of
Christian books on topics ranging from apologetics to theology demonstrate that the Christian faith
is based upon evidence.
But we might turn the question around on the New Atheists. You say that religious faith is not based
upon evidence. What is your evidence for that broad, sweeping statement? Where is the evidence for
your belief that faith is blind?
Orthodox Christianity has always emphasized that faith and reason go together. Biblical faith is
based upon historical evidence. It is not belief in spite of the evidence, but it is belief because of the
evidence.

The Bible, for example, says that Jesus appeared to the disciples and provided “many convincing
proofs, appearing to them over a period of forty days and speaking of the things concerning the
kingdom of God” (Acts 1:3).
Peter appealed to evidence and to eyewitnesses when he preached about Jesus as “a man attested to
you by God with mighty works and wonders and signs that God did through him in your midst, as
you yourselves know” (Acts 2:22).
The Christian faith is not a blind faith. It is a faith based upon evidence. In fact, some authors
contend that it takes more faith to be an atheist than to believe in God.{7}

Is God a Human Invention?
Human beings are religious. We are not only talking about people in the past who believe in God.
Billions of people today believe in God. Why? The New Atheists have a few explanations for why
people believe in God even though they say God does not exist.
One explanation that goes all the way back to Sigmund Freud is projection. He wrote that religious
beliefs are “illusions, fulfillments of the oldest, strongest, and most urgent wishes of mankind.”{8}
In other words, we project the existence of God based on a human need. It is wish fulfillment. We
wish there would be a God, so we assume that he exists.
As Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow point out in their book, there are five good reasons to
reject this idea. One objection is that Freud’s argument begs the question. In other words, it
assumes that there is no God and then merely tries to find an explanation for why someone would
believe in God anyway.
The projection theory can also cut both ways. If you argue that humans created God out of a need for
security, then you could also just as easily argue that atheists believe there is no God because they
want to be free and unencumbered by a Creator who might make moral demands on them.
Perhaps the reasons humans have a desire for the divine is because that is the only thing that will
satisfy their spiritual hunger. C.S. Lewis argued that “Creatures are not born with desires unless
satisfaction for those desires exists. A baby feels hunger: well, there is such a thing as food. A
duckling wants to swim: well, there is such a thing as water. Men feel sexual desires: well, there is
such a thing as sex. If I find in myself a desire, which no experience in this world can satisfy, the
most probable explanation is that I was made for another world. Probably earthly pleasures were
never made to satisfy it, but only arouse it, to suggest the real thing.”{9}
Some atheists suggest that perhaps we are genetically wired to believe in God. One example would
be the book by Dean Hamer entitled The God Gene: How Faith is Hardwired into Our Genes. It is
worth noting that even the author thought the title was overstated and at least admitted that there
“probably is no single gene.”{10} Since the publication of the book, its conclusions have been shown
to be exaggerated. Francis Collins served as the director of the Human Genome Project and has
plainly stated that there is no gene for spirituality.
Richard Dawkins believes that religious ideas might have survived natural selection as “units of
cultural inheritance.”{11} He calls these genetic replicators memes. Although he has coined the
term, he is also quick to acknowledge that we don’t know what memes are or where they might
reside.
One critic said that “Memetics is no more than a cumbersome terminology for saying what

everybody knows and that can be more usefully said in the dull terminology of information
transfer.”{12} Alister McGrath perceives a flaw: “Since the meme is not warranted scientifically, we
are to conclude that there is a meme for belief in memes? The meme concept then dies the slow
death of self-referentiality, in that, if taken seriously, the idea explains itself as much as anything
else.”{13}
There is another explanation that we can find in the Bible. Why do most people believe in a God? The
writer of Ecclesiastes (3:11) observes that it is God who has “set eternity in the hearts of men.”

Is Religion Dangerous?
The New Atheists contend that religion is not just false; it’s also dangerous. Sam Harris believes it
should be treated like slavery and eradicated.{14} Christopher Hitchens wants to rally his fellow
atheists against religion: “It has become necessary to know the enemy, and to prepare to fight
it.”{15} Richard Dawkins is even more specific: “I am attacking God, all gods, anything and
everything supernatural, wherever and whenever they have been invented.”{16}
Much of the criticism against religion revolves around violence. We do live in a violent world, and
religion has often been the reason (or at least the justification) for violent acts. But the New Atheists
are kidding themselves if they think that a world without religion would usher in a utopia where
there is no longer violence, oppression, or injustice.
Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow point out in their book on the New Atheists that details matter
when you are examining religion. Injustices by the Taliban in Afghanistan ought not to be used as
part of the cumulative cases against religion in general or Christianity in particular. The fact that
there are Muslim terrorists in the world today does not mean that all Muslims are dangerous. And it
certainly doesn’t mean that Christianity is dangerous.
Alister McGrath reminds us that “all ideals—divine, transcendent, human or invented—are capable
of being abused. That’s just the way human nature is. And that happens to religion as well. Belief in
God can be abused, and we need to be very clear, in the first place, that abuse happens, and in the
second, that we need to confront and oppose this. But abuse of an ideal does not negate its
validity.”{17}
Religion is not the problem. People are the problem because they are sinful and live in a fallen
world. Keith Ward puts this in perspective:
No one would deny that there have been religious wars in human history. Catholics have
fought Protestants, Sunni Muslims have fought Shi’a Muslims, and Hindus have fought
Muslims. However, no one who has studied history could deny that most wars in human
history have not been religious. And in the case of those that have been religious, the
religious component has usually been associated with some non-religious, social, ethnic,
or political component that has exerted a powerful influence on the conflicts.{18}
The New Atheists, however, still want to contend that religion is dangerous while refusing to accept
that atheism has been a major reason for death and destruction. If you were to merely look at body
count, the three atheistic regimes of the twentieth century (Hitler in Nazi Germany, Stalin in Russia,
and Mao in China) are responsible for more than 100 million deaths.
Dinesh D’Souza explains that “Religion-inspired killing simply cannot compete with the murders

perpetrated by atheist regimes.” Even when you take into account the differences in the world’s
population, he concludes that “death caused by Christian rulers over a five-hundred-year period
amounts to only 1 percent of the deaths caused by Stalin, Hitler, and Mao in the space of a few
decades.”{19}
Religion is not the problem; people are the problem. And removing religion and God from a society
doesn’t make it less dangerous. The greatest death toll in history took place in the last century in
atheistic societies.

Is the Universe Just Right for Life?
The New Atheists argue that even though the universe looks like it was designed, the laws of science
can explain everything in the universe without God. Richard Dawkins, for example, says that “A
universe with a creative superintendent would be a very different kind of universe from one
without.”{20}
Scientists have been struck by how the laws that govern the universe are delicately balanced. One
scientist used the analogy of a room full of dials (each representing a different physical constant). All
of the dials are set perfectly. Move any dial to the left or to the right and you no longer have the
universe. Some scientists have even called the universe a “Goldilocks universe” because all of the
physical constants are “just right.”
British astronomer Fred Hoyle remarked, “A commonsense interpretation of the facts suggests that
a super intellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as chemistry and biology, and that there are no
blind forces worth speaking about in nature.”{21}
McDowell and Morrow provide a number of examples of the fine tuning of the universe. First is the
expansion rate of the universe. “If the balance between gravity and the expansion rate were altered
by one part in one million, billion, billion, billion, billion, billion, billion, there would be no galaxies,
stars, planets, or life.”{22} Second is the fine tuning of ratio of the electromagnetic force to the
gravitational force. That must be balanced to one part in 10 to the 40th power. That is 1 with 40
zeroes following it.
Scientists also realize that planet Earth has extremely rare conditions that allow it to support life at
a time when most of the universe is uninhabitable. Consider just these six conditions: (1) Life must
be in the right type of galaxy, (2) life must be in the right location in the galaxy, (3) life must have
the right type of star, (4) life must have the right relationship to the host star, (5) life needs
surrounding planets for protection, and (6) life requires the right type of moon.{23}
Scientists (including the New Atheists) are aware of the many fine tuned aspects of the universe.
They respond by pointing out that since we could only exist in a fine-tuned universe, we shouldn’t be
surprised that it is fine tuned. But merely claiming that we could not observe ourselves except in
such a universe doesn’t really answer the question why we are in one in the first place.
Richard Dawkins admits that there is presently no naturalistic explanation for the find-tuning of the
universe.<a href=”#text24>{24} But he is quick to add that doesn’t argue for the existence of God.
And that is certainly true. We know about God and His character from revelation, not from scientific
observation and experimentation. But we do see the evidence that the design of the universe implies
a Designer.

Are Science and Christianity in Conflict?
The New Atheists believe that science and Christianity are in conflict with one another. They trust
science and the scientific method, and therefore reject religion in general and Christianity in
particular.
Sam Harris says, “The conflict between religion and science is unavoidable. The success of science
often comes at the expense of religious dogma; the maintenance of religious dogma always comes at
the expense of science.”{25}
Richard Dawkins believes religion is anti-intellectual. He says: “I am hostile to fundamentalist
religion because it actively debauches the scientific enterprise . . . . It subverts science and saps the
intellect.”{26}
Are science and Christianity at odds with one another? Certainly there have been times in the past
when that has been the case. But to only focus on those conflicts is to miss the larger point that
modern science grew out of a Christian world view. In a previous radio program based upon the
book Origin Science by Dr. Norman Geisler and me, I explain Christianity’s contribution to the rise
of modern science.{27}
Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow also point out in their book that most scientific pioneers were
theists. This includes such notable as Nicolas Copernicus, Robert Boyle, Isaac Newton, Blaise Pascal,
Johannes Kepler, Louis Pasteur, Francis Bacon, and Max Planck. Many of these men actually
pursued science because of their belief in the Christian God.
Alister McGrath challenges this idea that science and religion are in conflict with one another. He
says, “Once upon a time, back in the second half of the nineteenth century, it was certainly possible
to believe that science and religion were permanently at war. . . . This is now seen as a hopelessly
outmoded historical stereotype that scholarship has totally discredited.”{28}
The New Atheists believe they have an answer to this argument. Christopher Hitchens discounts the
religious convictions of their scientific pioneers. He argues that belief in God was the only option for
a scientist at the time.{29} But if religious believers get no credit for the positive contributions to
science (e.g., developing modern science) because “everyone was religious,” then why should their
negative actions (e.g., atrocities done in the name of religion) discredit them? It is a double
standard. The argument actually ignores how a biblical worldview shaped the scientific
enterprise.{30}
The arguments of the New Atheists may sound convincing, but once you strip away the hyperbole
and false charges, there isn’t much left.
If you would like to know how to answer the arguments of the New Atheists, I suggest you visit the
Probe Web page at www.probe.org and also consider getting a copy of the book by Sean McDowell
and Jonathan Morrow. You will be able to answer the objections of atheists and be better equipped
to defend your faith.
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Reasonable Faith – Why Biblical Christianity
Rings True
Dr. Michael Gleghorn briefly examines some of the reasons why noted Christian philosopher William
Lane Craig believes that Christianity is an eminently reasonable faith.

Reasonable Faith
One of the finest Christian philosophers of our day is William Lane Craig. Although he has become
very well known for his debates with atheists and skeptics, he’s also a prolific writer. To date, he has
authored or edited over thirty books and more than a hundred scholarly articles.{1} His published
work explores such fascinating topics as the evidence for the existence of God, the historical
evidence for the resurrection of Jesus, divine foreknowledge and human freedom, and God’s
relationship to time. In 2007 he started a web-based apologetics ministry called Reasonable Faith
(www.reasonablefaith.org). The site features both scholarly and popular articles written by Craig,
audio and video recordings of some of his debates, lectures, and interviews, answers to questions
from his readers, and much more.

But before he launched the Reasonable Faith Web site, Craig had also authored a
book by the same title. One of the best apologetics books on the market, a revised and updated third
edition was recently released. His friend and colleague, the philosopher J. P. Moreland, endorsed
Craig’s ministry with these words:
It is hard to overstate the impact that William Lane Craig has had for the cause of Christ. He is
simply the finest Christian apologist of the last half century, and his academic work justifies
ranking him among the top one percent of practicing philosophers in the Western world. Besides
that, he is a winsome ambassador for Christ, an exceptional debater, and a man with the heart
of an evangelist. . . . I do not know of a single thinker who has done more to raise the bar of
Christian scholarship in our generation than Craig. He is one of a kind, and I thank God for his
life and work.{2}
Although the book has been described as “an admirable defense of basic Christian faith,”{3} many
readers will find the content quite advanced. According to Craig, “Reasonable Faith is intended
primarily to serve as a textbook for seminary level courses on Christian apologetics.”{4} For those
without much prior training in philosophy, theology, and apologetics, this book will make for some
very demanding reading in places. But for those who want to seriously grapple with an informed and
compelling case for the truth of Christianity, this book will richly repay one’s careful and patient
study.
Although we cannot possibly do it justice, in the remainder of this article we will briefly consider at
least some of the reasons why Craig believes that biblical Christianity is an eminently reasonable
faith.

The Absurdity of Life Without God
Imagine for a moment that there is no God. What implications would this have for human life?
Science tells us that the universe is not eternal, but that it rather had a beginning. But if there is no
God, then the universe must have come into being, uncaused, out of nothing! What’s more, the
origin of life is nothing more than an unintended by-product of matter, plus time, plus chance.{5}
No one planned or purposed for life to arise, for if there is no God, there was no one to plan or
purpose it. And human beings? We are just the unpredictable result of a long evolutionary process
that never had us in mind. In fact, if one were to rewind the history of life to its beginning, and allow

the evolutionary process to start anew, it’s virtually certain that none of us would be here to think
about it! After all, without an intelligent Agent guiding this long and complicated process, the
chances that our species would accidentally emerge a second time is practically zero.{6}
Depressing as it is, this little thought experiment provides the appropriate backdrop for Craig’s
discussion of the absurdity of life without God. In his view, if God does not exist, then human life is
ultimately without meaning, value, or purpose. After all, if human beings are merely the accidental
by-products of the unintended forces of nature, then what possible meaning could human life have?
If there is no God, then we were not created for a purpose; we were merely “coughed” into existence
by mindless material processes.
Of course, some might wonder why we couldn’t just create some meaning for our lives, or give the
universe a meaning of our own. But as Craig observes, “the universe does not really acquire
meaning just because I happen to give it one . . . . for suppose I give the universe one meaning, and
you give it another. Who is right? The answer, of course, is neither one. For the universe without
God remains objectively meaningless, no matter how we regard it.”{7}
Like it or not, if God does not exist, then the universeand our very livesare ultimately meaningless
and absurd. The difficulty is, however, that no one can really live consistently and happily with such
a view.{8} Although merely recognizing this fact does absolutely nothing to show that God actually
exists, it should at least motivate us to sincerely investigate the matter with an open heart and an
open mind. So let’s now briefly consider some of the reasons for believing that there really is a God.

The Existence of God
In the latest edition of Reasonable Faith, Craig offers a number of persuasive arguments for
believing that God does, in fact, exist. Unfortunately, we can only skim the surface of these
arguments here. But if you want to go deeper, his book is a great place to start.
After a brief historical survey of some of the major kinds of arguments that scholars have offered for
believing that God exists, Craig offers his own defense for each of them. He begins with a defense of
what is often called the cosmological argument. This argument takes its name from the Greek word
kosmos, which means “world.” It essentially argues from the existence of the cosmos, or world, to
the existence of a First Cause or Sufficient Reason for the world’s existence.{9} Next he defends a
teleological, or design, argument. The name for this argument comes from the Greek word telos,
which means “end.” According to Craig, this argument attempts to infer “an intelligent designer of
the universe, just as we infer an intelligent designer for any product in which we discern evidence of
purposeful adaptation of means to some end (telos).”{10} After the design argument, he offers a
defense of the moral argument. This argument “implies the existence of a Being that is the
embodiment of the ultimate Good,” as well as “the source of the objective moral values we
experience in the world.”{11} Finally, he defends what is known as the ontological argument.
Ontology is the study of being, and this much-debated argument “attempts to prove from the very
concept of God that God exists.”{12}
Taken together, these arguments provide a powerful case for the existence of God. As Craig presents
them, the cosmological argument implies the existence of an eternal, immaterial, unimaginably
powerful, personal Creator of the universe. The design argument reveals an intelligent designer of
the cosmos. The moral argument reveals a Being who is the transcendent source and standard of
moral goodness. And the ontological argument shows that if God’s existence is even possible, then
He must exist!

But suppose we grant that all of these arguments are sound. Why think that Christianity is true?
Many non-Christian religions believe in God. Why think that Christianity is the one that got it right?
In order to answer this question we must now confront the central figure of Christianity: Jesus of
Nazareth.

The Son of Man
When the previous edition of Reasonable Faith was published in 1994, most New Testament scholars
thought that Jesus had never really claimed to be the Messiah, or Lord, or Son of God. But a lot has
happened in the intervening fourteen years, and “the balance of scholarly opinion on Jesus’ use of
Christological titles may have actually tipped in the opposite direction.”{13}
For example, we have excellent grounds for believing that Jesus often referred to himself as “the Son
of Man.”{14} Although some believe that in using this title Jesus was merely referring to himself as
a human being, the evidence suggests that he actually meant much more than that. Note, for
example, that “Jesus did not refer to himself as ‘a son of man,’ but as ‘the Son of Man.'”{15} His use
of the definite article is a crucially important observation, especially in light of Daniel 7:13-14.
In this passage Daniel describes a vision in which “one like a son of man” comes before God with the
clouds of heaven. God gives this person an everlasting kingdom and we are told that “all peoples,
nations and men of every language worshiped him” (Dan. 7:14). It’s clear that Daniel’s “son of man”
is much more than a human being, for he’s viewed as an appropriate object of worship. Since no one
is worthy of worship but God alone (see Luke 4:8), the “son of man” must actually be divine, as well
as human.
According to Mark, at Jesus’ trial the high priest pointedly asked him if he was the Christ (or
Messiah), “the Son of the Blessed One.” Jesus’ response is astonishing. “I am,” he said, “And you will
see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of the Mighty One and coming on the clouds of heaven”
(Mark 14:61-62). Here Jesus not only affirms that he is the Messiah and Son of God, he also explicitly
identifies himself with the coming Son of Man prophesied by Daniel.{16} Since we have excellent
reasons for believing that Jesus actually made this radical claim at his trial, we’re once again
confronted with that old trilemma: if Jesus really claimed to be divine, then he must have been either
a lunatic, a liar, or the divine Son of Man!
Now most people would probably agree that Jesus was not a liar or a lunatic, but they might still find
it difficult to accept his claim to divinity. They might wonder if we have any good reasons,
independent of Jesus’ claims, for believing his claims to be true. As a matter of fact we do!

The Resurrection of Jesus
Shortly after Jesus’ crucifixion, on the day of Pentecost, the apostle Peter stood before a large crowd
of people gathered in Jerusalem and made a truly astonishing claim: God had raised Jesus from the
dead, thereby vindicating his radical personal claims to be both Lord and Messiah (see Acts
2:32-36). The reason this claim was so incredible was that the “Jews had no conception of a Messiah
who, instead of triumphing over Israel’s enemies, would be shamefully executed by them as a
criminal.”{17} Indeed, according to the Old Testament book of Deuteronomy, “anyone who is hung
on a tree is under God’s curse” (21:22-23). So how could a man who had been crucified as a criminal
possibly be the promised Messiah? If we reject the explanation of the New Testament, that God
raised Jesus from the dead, it’s very difficult to see how early Christianity could have ever gotten
started. So are there good reasons to believe that Jesus really was raised from the dead?

According to Craig, the case for Jesus’ resurrection rests “upon the evidence for three great,
independently established facts: the empty tomb, the resurrection appearances, and the origin of the
Christian faith.”{18} He marshals an extensive array of arguments and evidence in support of each
fact, as well as critiquing the various naturalistic theories which have been proposed to avoid the
resurrection. He concludes by noting that since God exists, miracles are possible. And once one
acknowledges this, “it’s hard to deny that the resurrection of Jesus is the best explanation of the
facts.”{19}
This brings us to the significance of this event. According to the German theologian Wolfhart
Pannenberg:
The resurrection of Jesus acquires such decisive meaning, not merely because someone
. . . has been raised from the dead, but because it is Jesus of Nazareth, whose execution was
instigated by the Jews because he had blasphemed against God. If this man was raised from the
dead, then . . . God . . . has committed himself to him. . . . The resurrection can only be
understood as the divine vindication of the man whom the Jews had rejected as a
blasphemer.{20}
In other words, by raising Jesus from the dead, God has put His seal of approval (as it were) on
Jesus’ radical personal claims to be the Messiah, the Son of God, and the divine Son of Man! This
forces each of us to answer the same haunting question Jesus once asked his disciples, “Who do you
say I am?” (Matt. 16:15).
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Are the Biblical Documents Reliable?
We can trust that the Bible we hold in our hands today is the same as when the various documents
were written. Probe founder Jimmy Williams provides evidence for the trustworthiness of the biblical
documents.
How do we know that the Bible we have today is even close to the original? Haven’t copiers down
through the centuries inserted and deleted and embellished the documents so that the original
message of the Bible has been obscured? These questions are frequently asked to discredit the
sources of information from which the Christian faith has come to us.
Three Errors To Avoid
1. Do not assume inspiration or infallibility of the documents, with the intent of attempting to prove
the inspiration or infallibility of the documents. Do not say the bible is inspired or infallible simply
because it claims to be. This is circular reasoning.
2. When considering the original documents, forget about the present form of your Bible and regard
them as the collection of ancient source documents that they are.
3. Do not start with modern “authorities” and then move to the documents to see if the authorities
were right. Begin with the documents themselves.
Procedure for Testing a Document’s Validity
In his book, Introduction in Research in English Literary History, C. Sanders sets forth three tests of
reliability employed in general historiography and literary criticism.{1} These tests are:
Bibliographical (i.e., the textual tradition from the original document to the copies and
manuscripts of that document we possess today)
Internal evidence (what the document claims for itself)
External evidence (how the document squares or aligns itself with facts, dates, persons from
its own contemporary world).
It might be noteworthy to mention that Sanders is a professor of military history, not a theologian.
He uses these three tests of reliability in his own study of historical military events.
We will look now at the bibliographical, or textual evidence for the Bible’s reliability.

The Old Testament
For both Old and New Testaments, the crucial question is: “Not having any original copies or scraps
of the Bible, can we reconstruct them well enough from the oldest manuscript evidence we do have
so they give us a true, undistorted view of actual people, places and events?”

The Scribe
The scribe was considered a professional person in antiquity. No printing presses existed, so people
were trained to copy documents. The task was usually undertaken by a devout Jew. The Scribes
believed they were dealing with the very Word of God and were therefore extremely careful in
copying. They did not just hastily write things down. The earliest complete copy of the Hebrew Old
Testament dates from c. 900 A.D.
The Masoretic Text
During the early part of the tenth century (916 A.D.), there was a group of Jews called the
Masoretes. These Jews were meticulous in their copying. The texts they had were all in capital
letters, and there was no punctuation or paragraphs. The Masoretes would copy Isaiah, for example,
and when they were through, they would total up the number of letters. Then they would find the
middle letter of the book. If it was not the same, they made a new copy. All of the present copies of
the Hebrew text which come from this period are in remarkable agreement. Comparisons of the
Massretic text with earlier Latin and Greek versions have also revealed careful copying and little
deviation during the thousand years from 100 B.C. to 900 A.D. But until this century, there was
scant material written in Hebrew from antiquity which could be compared to the Masoretic texts of
the tenth century A.D.
The Dead Sea Scrolls
In 1947, a young Bedouin goat herdsman found some strange clay jars in caves near the valley of the
Dead Sea. Inside the jars were some leather scrolls. The discovery of these “Dead Sea Scrolls” at
Qumran has been hailed as the outstanding archeological discovery of the twentieth century. The
scrolls have revealed that a commune of monastic farmers flourished in the valley from 150 B.C. to
70 A.D. It is believed that when they saw the Romans invade the land they put their cherished
leather scrolls in the jars and hid them in the caves on the cliffs northwest of the Dead Sea.
The Dead Sea Scrolls include a complete copy of the Book of Isaiah, a fragmented copy of Isaiah,
containing much of Isaiah 38-6, and fragments of almost every book in the Old Testament. The
majority of the fragments are from Isaiah and the Pentateuch (Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers,
and Deuteronomy). The books of Samuel, in a tattered copy, were also found and also two complete
chapters of the book of Habakkuk. In addition, there were a number of nonbiblical scrolls related to
the commune found.
These materials are dated around 100 B.C. The significance of the find, and particularly the copy of
Isaiah, was recognized by Merrill F. Unger when he said, “This complete document of Isaiah quite
understandably created a sensation since it was the first major Biblical manuscript of great antiquity
ever to be recovered. Interest in it was especially keen since it antedates by more than a thousand
years the oldest Hebrew texts preserved in the Masoretic tradition.”{2}
The supreme value of these Qumran documents lies in the ability of biblical scholars to compare
them with the Masoretic Hebrew texts of the tenth century A.D. If, upon examination, there were
little or no textual changes in those Masoretic texts where comparisons were possible, an
assumption could then be made that the Masoretic Scribes had probably been just as faithful in their
copying of the other biblical texts which could not be compared with the Qumran material.
What was learned? A comparison of the Qumran manuscript of Isaiah with the Masoretic text
revealed them to be extremely close in accuracy to each other: “A comparison of Isaiah 53 shows
that only 17 letters differ from the Masoretic text. Ten of these are mere differences in spelling (like

our “honor” and the British “honour”) and produce no change in the meaning at all. Four more are
very minor differences, such as the presence of a conjunction (and) which are stylistic rather than
substantive. The other three letters are the Hebrew word for “light.” This word was added to the
text by someone after “they shall see” in verse 11. Out of 166 words in this chapter, only this one
word is really in question, and it does not at all change the meaning of the passage. We are told by
biblical scholars that this is typical of the whole manuscript of Isaiah.”{3}
The Septuagint
The Greek translation of the Old Testament, called the Septuagint, also confirms the accuracy of the
copyists who ultimately gave us the Masoretic text. The Septuagint is often referred to as the LXX
because it was reputedly done by seventy (for which LXX is the Roman numeral) Jewish scholars in
Alexandria around 200 B.C. The LXX appears to be a rather literal translation from the Hebrew, and
the manuscripts we have are pretty good copies of the original translation.
Conclusion
In his book, Can I Trust My Bible, R. Laird Harris concluded, “We can now be sure that copyists
worked with great care and accuracy on the Old Testament, even back to 225 B.C. . . . indeed, it
would be rash skepticism that would now deny that we have our Old Testament in a form very close
to that used by Ezra when he taught the word of the Lord to those who had returned from the
Babylonian captivity.”{4}

The New Testament
The Greek Manuscript Evidence
There are more than 4,000 different ancient Greek manuscripts containing all or portions of the New
Testament that have survived to our time. These are written on different materials.
Papyrus and Parchment
During the early Christian era, the writing material most commonly used was papyrus. This highly
durable reed from the Nile Valley was glued together much like plywood and then allowed to dry in
the sun. In the twentieth century many remains of documents (both biblical and non-biblical) on
papyrus have been discovered, especially in the dry, arid lands of North Africa and the Middle East.
Another material used was parchment. This was made from the skin of sheep or goats, and was in
wide use until the late Middle Ages when paper began to replace it. It was scarce and more
expensive; hence, it was used almost exclusively for important documents.
Examples
1. Codex Vaticanus and Codex Siniaticus
These are two excellent parchment copies of the entire New Testament which date from the 4th
century (325-450 A.D.).{5}
2. Older Papyrii
Earlier still, fragments and papyrus copies of portions of the New Testament date from 100 to 200
years (180-225 A.D.) before Vaticanus and Sinaticus. The outstanding ones are the Chester Beatty
Papyrus (P45, P46, P47) and the Bodmer Papyrus II, XIV, XV (P46, P75).

From these five manuscripts alone, we can construct all of Luke, John, Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians,
Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Hebrews, and portions of
Matthew, Mark, Acts, and Revelation. Only the Pastoral Epistles (Titus, 1 and 2 Timothy) and the
General Epistles (James, 1 and 2 Peter, and 1, 2, and 3 John) and Philemon are excluded.{6}
3. Oldest Fragment
Perhaps the earliest piece of Scripture surviving is a fragment of a papyrus codex containing John
18:31-33 and 37. It is called the Rylands Papyrus (P52) and dates from 130 A.D., having been found
in Egypt. The Rylands Papyrus has forced the critics to place the fourth gospel back into the first
century, abandoning their earlier assertion that it could not have been written then by the Apostle
John.{7}
4. This manuscript evidence creates a bridge of extant papyrus and parchment fragments and copies
of the New Testament stretching back to almost the end of the first century.
Versions (Translations)
In addition to the actual Greek manuscripts, there are more than 1,000 copies and fragments of the
New Testament in Syria, Coptic, Armenian, Gothic, and Ethiopic, as well as 8,000 copies of the Latin
Vulgate, some of which date back almost to Jerome’s original translation in 384 400 A.D.
Church Fathers
A further witness to the New Testament text is sourced in the thousands of quotations found
throughout the writings of the Church Fathers (the early Christian clergy [100-450 A.D.] who
followed the Apostles and gave leadership to the fledgling church, beginning with Clement of Rome
(96 A.D.).
It has been observed that if all of the New Testament manuscripts and Versions mentioned above
were to disappear overnight, it would still be possible to reconstruct the entire New Testament with
quotes from the Church Fathers, with the exception of fifteen to twenty verses!
A Comparison
The evidence for the early existence of the New Testament writings is clear. The wealth of materials
for the New Testament becomes even more significant when we compare it with other ancient
documents which have been accepted without question.
Author and
Work

Author’s
Lifespan

Date of
Events

Date of
Writing*

Earliest
Extant
MS**

Lapse:
Event to
Writing

Lapse:
Event to
MS

Matthew,
Gospel

ca. 0-70?

4 BC – AD
50 – 65/75 ca. 200
30

<50 years <200 years

Mark,
Gospel

ca. 15-90?

27 – 30

65/70

ca. 225

<50 years <200 years

Luke,
Gospel

ca. 10-80?

5 BC – AD
60/75
30

ca. 200

<50 years <200 years

John,
Gospel

ca. 10-100

27-30

ca. 130

<80 years <100 years

90-110

Paul,
Letters

ca. 0-65

30

50-65

ca. 200

20-30
years

<200 years

Josephus,
War

ca. 37-100

200 BC –
AD 70

ca. 80

ca. 950

10-300
years

900-1200
years

Josephus,
Antiquities

ca. 37-100

200 BC –
AD 65

ca. 95

ca. 1050

30-300
years

1000-1300
years

Tacitus,
Annals

ca. 56-120

AD 14-68 100-120

ca. 850

30-100
years

800-850
years

Seutonius,
Lives

ca. 69-130

50 BC –
AD 95

ca. 120

ca. 850

25-170
years

750-900
years

Pliny,
Letters

ca. 60-115

97-112

110-112

ca. 850

0-3 years

725-750
years

Plutarch,
Lives

ca. 50-120

500 BC –
AD 70

ca. 100

ca. 950

30-600
years

850-1500
years

Herodotus,
History

ca.
485-425
BC

546-478
BC

430-425
BC

ca. 900

50-125
years

1400-1450
years

Thucydides,
History

ca.
460-400
BC

431-411
BC

410-400
BC

ca. 900

0-30 years

1300-1350
years

Xenophon,
Anabasis

ca.
430-355
BC

401-399
BC

385-375
BC

ca. 1350

15-25
years

1750 years

Polybius,
History

ca.
200-120
BC

220-168
BC

ca. 150 BC ca. 950

20-70
years

1100-1150
years

*Where a slash occurs, the first date is conservative, and the second is liberal.
**New Testament manuscripts are fragmentary. Earliest complete manuscript is from ca. 350; lapse
of event to complete manuscript is about 325 years.

Conclusion
In his book, The Bible and Archaeology, Sir Frederic G. Kenyon, former director and principal
librarian of the British Museum, stated about the New Testament, “The interval, then, between the
dates of original composition and the earliest extant evidence becomes so small as to be in fact
negligible, and the last foundation for any doubt that the Scriptures have come down to us
substantially as they were written has now been removed. Both the authenticity and the general
integrity of the books of the New Testament may be regarded as finally established.”{8}
To be skeptical of the twenty-seven documents in the New Testament, and to say they are unreliable
is to allow all of classical antiquity to slip into obscurity, for no documents of the ancient period are
as well attested bibliographically as these in the New Testament.
B. F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, the creators of The New Testament in Original Greek, also
commented: “If comparative trivialities such as changes of order, the insertion or omission of the

article with proper names, and the like are set aside, the works in our opinion still subject to doubt
can hardly mount to more than a thousandth part of the whole New Testament.”{9} In other words,
the small changes and variations in manuscripts change no major doctrine: they do not affect
Christianity in the least. The message is the same with or without the variations. We have the Word
of God.
The Anvil? God’s Word.

Last eve I passed beside a blacksmith’s door
And heard the anvil ring the vesper chime:
Then looking in, I saw upon the floor
Old hammers, worn with beating years of time.
“How many anvils have you had,” said I,
“To wear and batter all these hammers so?”
“Just one,” said he, and then, with twinkling eye,
“The anvil wears the hammers out, you know.”
And so, thought I, the anvil of God’s word,
For ages skeptic blows have beat upon;
Yet though the noise of falling blows was heard,
The anvil is unharmed . . . the hammer’s gone.
Author unknown
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Archaeology and the Old Testament
Dr. Patrick Zukeran surveys the importance of archaeology with regard to its confirmation of biblical
history.
This article is also available in Spanish.

Understanding Archaeology
Christianity is a historical faith based on actual events recorded in the Bible. Archaeology has
therefore played a key role in biblical studies and Christian apologetics in several ways.
First, archaeology has confirmed the historical accuracy of the Bible. It has verified many ancient
sites, civilizations, and biblical characters whose existence was questioned by the academic world
and often dismissed as myths. Biblical archaeology has silenced many critics as new discoveries
supported the facts of the Bible.
Second, archaeology helps us improve our understanding of the Bible. Although we do not have the
original writings of the authors, thousands of ancient manuscripts affirm that we have an accurate
transmission of the original texts.{1} Archaeology can also help us to understand more accurately
the nuances and uses of biblical words as they were used in their day.
Third, archaeology helps illustrate and explain Bible passages. The events of the Bible occurred at a
certain time, in a particular culture, influenced by a particular social and political structure.
Archaeology gives us insights into these areas. Archaeology also helps to supplement topics not
covered in the Bible. Much of what we know of the pagan religions and the intertestamental period
comes from archaeological research.
As we approach this study we must keep in mind the limits of archaeology. First, it does not prove
the divine inspiration of the Bible. It can only confirm the accuracy of the events. Second, unlike
other fields of science, archaeology cannot re-create the process under study. Archaeologists must
study and interpret the evidence left behind. All conclusions must allow for revision and
reinterpretation based on new discoveries. Third, how archaeological evidence is understood
depends on the interpreter’s presuppositions and worldview. It is important to understand that many
researchers are skeptics of the Bible and hostile to its world view.
Fourth, thousands of archives have been discovered, but an enormous amount of material has been
lost. For example, the library in Alexandria held over one million volumes, but all were lost in a
seventh century fire.
Fifth, only a fraction of available archaeological sites have been surveyed, and only a fraction of
surveyed sites have been excavated. In fact, it is estimated that less than two percent of surveyed
sites have been worked on. Once work begins, only a fraction of an excavation site is actually
examined, and only a small part of what is examined is published. For example, the photographs of
the Dead Sea Scrolls were withheld from the public for forty years after they were uncovered.
It is important to understand that the Scriptures remain the primary source of authority. We must
not elevate archaeology to the point that it becomes the judge for the validity of Scripture. Randall

Price states, “There are indeed instances where the information needed to resolve a historical or
chronological question is lacking from both archaeology and the Bible, but it is unwarranted to
assume the material evidence taken from the more limited content of archaeological excavations can
be used to dispute the literary evidence from the more complete content of the canonical
scriptures.”{2} The Bible has proven to be an accurate and trustworthy source of history.
Noted archaeologist Nelson Glueck writes, “As a matter of fact, however, it may be clearly stated
categorically that no archeological discovery has ever controverted a single biblical reference.
Scores of archeological findings have been made which confirm in clear outline or exact detail
historical statements in the Bible.”{3}

The Discovery of the Hittites
The Hittites played a prominent role in Old Testament history. They interacted with biblical figures
as early as Abraham and as late as Solomon. They are mentioned in Genesis 15:20 as people who
inhabited the land of Canaan. 1 Kings 10:29 records that they purchased chariots and horses from
King Solomon. The most prominent Hittite is Uriah the husband of Bathsheba. The Hittites were a
powerful force in the Middle East from 1750 B.C. until 1200 B.C. Prior to the late 19th century,
nothing was known of the Hittites outside the Bible, and many critics alleged that they were an
invention of the biblical authors.
In 1876 a dramatic discovery changed this perception. A British scholar named A. H. Sayce found
inscriptions carved on rocks in Turkey. He suspected that they might be evidence of the Hittite
nation. Ten years later, more clay tablets were found in Turkey at a place called Boghaz-koy.
German cuneiform expert Hugo Winckler investigated the tablets and began his own expedition at
the site in 1906.
Winckler’s excavations uncovered five temples, a fortified citadel and several massive sculptures. In
one storeroom he found over ten thousand clay tablets. One of the documents proved to be a record
of a treaty between Ramesses II and the Hittite king. Other tablets showed that Boghaz-koy was the
capital of the Hittite kingdom. Its original name was Hattusha and the city covered an area of 300
acres. The Hittite nation had been discovered!
Less than a decade after Winckler’s find, Czech scholar Bedrich Hronzny proved the Hittite
language is an early relative of the Indo-European languages of Greek, Latin, French, German, and
English. The Hittite language now has a central place in the study of the history of the IndoEuropean languages.
The discovery also confirmed other biblical facts. Five temples were found containing many tablets
with details of the rites and ceremonies that priests performed. These ceremonies described rites for
purification from sin and purification of a new temple. The instructions proved to be very elaborate
and lengthy. Critics once criticized the laws and instructions found in the books of Leviticus and
Deuteronomy as too complicated for the time it was written (1400 B.C.). The Boghaz-koy texts along
with others from Egyptian sites and a site along the Euphrates called Emar have proven that the
ceremonies described in the Jewish Pentateuch are consistent with the ceremonies of the cultures of
this time period.
The Hittite Empire made treaties with civilizations they conquered. Two dozen of these have been
translated and provide a better understanding of treaties in the Old Testament. The discovery of the
Hittite Empire at Boghaz-koy has significantly advanced our understanding of the patriarchal period.
Dr. Fred Wright summarizes the importance of this find in regard to biblical historicity:

Now the Bible picture of this people fits in perfectly with what we know of the Hittite nation
from the monuments. As an empire they never conquered the land of Canaan itself, although the
Hittite local tribes did settle there at an early date. Nothing discovered by the excavators has in
any way discredited the Biblical account. Scripture accuracy has once more been proved by the
archaeologist.{4}
The discovery of the Hittites has proven to be one of the great archaeological finds of all time. It has
helped to confirm the biblical narrative and had a great impact on Middle East archaeological study.
Because of it, we have come to a greater understanding of the history of our language, as well as the
religious, social, and political practices of the ancient Middle East.

Sodom and Gomorrah
The story of Sodom and Gomorrah has long been viewed as a legend. Critics assume that it was
created to communicate moral principles. However, throughout the Bible this story is treated as a
historical event. The Old Testament prophets refer to the destruction of Sodom on several occasions
(Deut. 29:23, Isa. 13:19, Jer. 49:18), and these cities play a key role in the teachings of Jesus and the
Apostles (Matt. 10:15, 2 Pet. 2:6 and Jude 1:7). What has archaeology found to establish the
existence of these cities?
Archaeologists have searched the Dead Sea region for many years in search of Sodom and
Gomorrah. Genesis 14:3 gives their location as the Valley of Siddim known as the Salt Sea, another
name for the Dead Sea. On the east side six wadies, or river valleys, flow into the Dead Sea. Along
five of these wadies, ancient cities were discovered. The northern most is named Bab edh-Drha. In
1924, renowned archaeologist Dr. William Albright excavated at this site, searching for Sodom and
Gomorrah. He discovered it to be a heavily fortified city. Although he connected this city with one of
the biblical “Cities of the Plains,” he could not find conclusive evidence to justify this assumption.
More digging was done in 1965, 1967, and 1973. The archaeologists discovered a 23-inch thick wall
around the city, along with numerous houses and a large temple. Outside the city were huge grave
sites where thousands of skeletons were unearthed. This revealed that the city had been well
populated during the early Bronze Age, about the time Abraham would have lived.
Most intriguing was evidence that a massive fire had destroyed the city. It lay buried under a
coating of ash several feet thick. A cemetery one kilometer outside the city contained charred
remains of roofs, posts, and bricks turned red from heat.
Dr. Bryant Wood, in describing these charnel houses, stated that a fire began on the roofs of these
buildings. Eventually the burning roof collapsed into the interior and spread inside the building. This
was the case in every house they excavated. Such a massive fiery destruction would match the
biblical account that the city was destroyed by fire that rained down from heaven. Wood states, “The
evidence would suggest that this site of Bab edh-Drha is the biblical city of Sodom.”{5}
Five cities of the plain are mentioned in Genesis 14: Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zoar, and Zeboiim.
Remnants of these other four cities are also found along the Dead Sea. Following a southward path
from Bab edh-Drha there is the city called Numeria. Continuing south is the city called es-Safi.
Further south are the ancient cities of Feifa and Khanazir. Studies at these cities revealed that they
had been abandoned at the same time about 24502350 B.C. Many archaeologists believe if Bab edDrha is Sodom, Numeria is Gomorrah, and es-Safi is Zoar.
What fascinated the archaeologists is that these cities were covered in the same ash as Bab ed-Drha.
Numeria, believed to be Gomorrah, had seven feet of ash in some places. In every one of the

destroyed cities ash deposits made the soil a spongy charcoal, making it impossible to rebuild.
According to the Bible, four of the five cities were destroyed, leaving Lot to flee to Zoar. Zoar was
not destroyed by fire, but was abandoned during this period.
Although archaeologists are still disputing these findings, this is one discovery we will be hearing
more about in years to come.

The Walls of Jericho
According to the Bible, the conquest of Jericho occurred in approximately 1440 B.C. The miraculous
nature of the conquest has caused some scholars to dismiss the story as folklore. Does archaeology
support the biblical account? Over the past century four prominent archaeologists have excavated
the site: Carl Watzinger from 1907-1909, John Garstang in the 1930’s, Kathleen Kenyon from
1952-1958, and currently Bryant Wood. The result of their work has been remarkable.
First, they discovered that Jericho had an impressive system of fortifications. Surrounding the city
was a retaining wall fifteen feet high. At its top was an eight-foot brick wall strengthened from
behind by an earthen rampart. Domestic structures were found behind this first wall. Another brick
wall enclosed the rest of the city. The domestic structures found between the two walls is consistent
with Joshua’s description of Rahab’s quarters (Josh. 2:15). Archeologists also found that in one part
of the city, large piles of bricks were found at the base of both the inner and outer walls, indicating a
sudden collapse of the fortifications. Scholars feel that an earthquake, which may also explain the
damming of the Jordan in the biblical account, caused this collapse. The collapsed bricks formed a
ramp by which an invader might easily enter the city (Josh. 6:20).
Of this amazing discovery Garstang states, “As to the main fact, then, there remains no doubt: the
walls fell outwards so completely, the attackers would be able to clamber up and over the ruins of
the city.”{6} This is remarkable because when attacked city walls fall inward, not outward.
A thick layer of soot indicates that the city was destroyed by fire as described in Joshua 6:24. Kenyon
describes it this way. “The destruction was complete. Walls and floors were blackened or reddened
by fire and every room was filled with fallen bricks.”{7} Archaeologists also discovered large
amounts of grain at the site. This is again consistent with the biblical account that the city was
captured quickly. If it had fallen as a result of a siege, the grain would have been used up. According
to Joshua 6:17, the Israelites were forbidden to plunder the city, but had to destroy it totally.
Although the archaeologists agreed Jericho was violently destroyed, they disagreed on the date of
the conquest. Garstang held to the biblical date of 1400 B.C. while Watzinger and Kenyon believed
the destruction occurred in 1550 B.C. In other words, if the later date is accurate, Joshua arrived at
a previously destroyed Jericho. This earlier date would pose a serious challenge to the historicity of
the Old Testament.
Dr. Bryant Wood, who is currently excavating the site, found that Kenyon’s early date was based on
faulty assumptions about pottery found at the site. His later date is also based on the discovery of
Egyptian amulets in the tombs northwest of Jericho. Inscribed under these amulets were the names
of Egyptian Pharaohs dating from 1500-1386 B.C., showing that the cemetery was in use up to the
end of the late Bronze Age (1550-1400 B.C.). Finally, a piece of charcoal found in the debris was
carbon-14 dated to be 1410 B.C. The evidence leads Wood to this conclusion. “The pottery,
stratigraphic considerations, scarab data and a carbon-14 date all point to a destruction of the city
around the end of the Late Bronze Age, about 1400 BCE.”{8}
Thus, current archeological evidence supports the Bible’s account of when and how Jericho fell.

House of David
One of the most beloved characters in the Bible is King David. Scripture says that he was a man
after God’s own heart. He is revered as the greatest of all Israelite kings and the messianic covenant
is established through his lineage. Despite his key role in Israel’s history, until recently no evidence
outside the Bible attested to his existence. For this reason critics questioned the existence of a King
David.
In the summer of 1993, an archaeologist made what has been labeled as a phenomenal and stunning
discovery. Dr. Avraham Biran and his team were excavating a site labeled Tell Dan, located in
northern Galilee at the foot of Mt. Hermon. Evidence indicates that this is the site of the Old
Testament land of Dan.
The team had discovered an impressive royal plaza. As they were clearing the debris, they
discovered in the ruins the remains of a black basalt stele, or stone slab, containing Aramaic
inscriptions. The stele contained thirteen lines of writing but none of the sentences were complete.
Some of the lines contained only three letters while the widest contained fourteen. The letters that
remained were clearly engraved and easy to read. Two of the lines included the phrases “The King of
Israel” and “House of David.”
This is the first reference to King David found outside of the Bible. This discovery has caused many
critics to reconsider their view of the historicity of the Davidic kingdom. Pottery found in the vicinity,
along with the construction and style of writing, lead Dr. Biran to argue that the stele was erected in
the first quarter of the ninth century B.C., about a century after the death of King David.
The translation team discovered that the inscription told of warfare between the Israelites and the
Arameans, which the Bible refers to during this period. In this find, a ruler of the Arameans probably
Hazael is victorious over Israel and Judah. The stele was erected to celebrate the defeat of the two
kings. In 1994 two more pieces were found with inscriptions which refer to Jehoram, the son of
Ahab, ruler over Israel, and Ahaziah, who was the ruler over the “House of David” or Judah. These
names and facts correspond to the account given in chapters 8 and 9 of 2 Kings. Dr. Hershel Shanks
of Biblical Archaeological Review states, “The stele brings to life the biblical text in a very dramatic
way. It also gives us more confidence in the historical reality of the biblical text.”{9}
The find has confirmed a number of facts. First, the use of the term “House of David” implies that
there was a Davidic dynasty that ruled Israel. We can conclude, then, that a historic King David
existed. Second, the kingdoms of Judah and Israel were prominent political entities as the Bible
describes. Critics long viewed the two nations as simply insignificant states.
Dr. Bryant Wood summarizes the importance of this find this way. “In our day, most scholars,
archaeologist and biblical scholars would take a very critical view of the historical accuracy of many
of the accounts in the Bible. . . . Many scholars have said there never was a David or a Solomon, and
now we have a stele that actually mentions David.”{10}
Although many archeologists remain skeptical of the biblical record, the evidence for the historical
accuracy of the Bible continues to build.
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Authority of the Bible – A Strong Argument
for Christianity
Dr. Pat Zukeran examines some of the compelling evidence for the reliability and the authority of the
Bible. The uniqueness and astounding accuracy of this ancient text is an important apologetic for
Christianity.
This article is also available in Spanish.
There are many books today that claim to be the Word of God. The Koran, the Bhagavad Gita, The
Book of Mormon, and other religious works all claim to be divinely inspired. The Bible claims to be
the only book that is divinely inspired and that all other claims of inspiration from other works
should be ruled out. Does the Bible confirm its exclusive claim to be the Word of God? The totality of
evidences presents a strong case for the divine inspiration of the Bible.

The strongest argument for the divine inspiration of the Bible is the testimony of
Jesus. Jesus claimed to be the divine Son of God and confirmed His claims through His sinless,
miraculous life and resurrection. The events of His life have been recorded in the four Gospels,
which have proven to be historically accurate and written by first century eyewitnesses.{1} Since
Jesus is God incarnate, whatever He taught is true, and anything opposed to His teaching is false.
Jesus directly affirmed the authority of the Old Testament and indirectly affirmed the New
Testament. In Luke 11:51, Jesus identified the prophets and the canon of the Old Testament. He
names Abel as the first prophet from Genesis, and Zechariah the last prophet mentioned in 2
Chronicles, the last book in the Jewish Old Testament (which contains the same books we have today
although placed in a different order). In Mark 7:8-9, Jesus refers to the Old Testament as the
commands of God. In Matthew 5:17, Jesus states that the Law and the Prophets referring to the Old
Testament is authoritative and imperishable. Throughout His ministry, Jesus made clear His
teachings, corrections, and actions were consistent with the Old Testament. He also judged others
teachings and traditions by the Old Testament. He thus demonstrated His affirmation of the Old
Testament to be the Word of God.
Jesus even specifically affirmed as historical several disputed stories of the Old Testament. He
affirms as true the accounts of Adam and Eve (Matthew 19:4-5), Noah and the flood (Matthew
24:39), Jonah and the whale (Matthew 12:40), Sodom and Gomorrah (Matthew 10:15), and more.

Jesus confirmed the Old Testament and promised that the Holy Spirit would inspire the apostles in
the continuation of His teaching and in the writing of what would become the New Testament (John
14:25-26 and John 16:12-13). The apostles demonstrated that they came with the authority of God
through the miracles they performed as Jesus and the Prophets did before them. The book of Acts,
which records the miracles of the apostles, has also proven to be a historically accurate record
written by a first century eyewitness.

Prophecy
Many religious books claim to be divinely inspired, but only the Bible has evidence of supernatural
confirmation. We have seen that Jesus, being God incarnate, affirms the inspiration of the Bible.
Another evidence of supernatural confirmation is the testimony of prophecy. The biblical authors
made hundreds of specific prophecies of future events that have come to pass in the manner they
were predicted. No book in history can compare to the Bible when it comes to the fulfillment of
prophecy.
Here are some examples. Ezekiel 26, which was written in 587 B.C., predicted the destruction of
Tyre, a city made up of two parts: a mainland port city, and an island city half a mile off shore.
Ezekiel prophesied that Nebuchadnezzar would destroy the city, many nations would fight against
her, the debris of the city would be thrown into the ocean, the city would never be found again, and
fishermen would come there to lay their nets.
In 573 B.C., Nebuchadnezzar destroyed the mainland city of Tyre. Many of the refugees of the city
sailed to the island, and the island city of Tyre remained a powerful city. In 333 B.C., however,
Alexander the Great laid siege to Tyre. Using the rubble of mainland Tyre, he built a causeway to the
island city of Tyre. He then captured and completely destroyed the city.
Today, Tyre is a small fishing town where fishing boats come to rest and fisherman spread their
nets. The great ancient city of Tyre to this day lies buried in ruins exactly as prophesied. If we were
to calculate the odds of this event happening by chance, the figures would be astronomical. No, it
was not by coincidence.{2}
Here’s another example. There are nearly one hundred prophecies made about Jesus in the Old
Testament, prophecies such as His place of birth, how he would die, His rejection by the nation of
Israel, and so on. All these prophecies were made hundreds of years before Jesus ever came to earth.
Because of the accuracy of the prophecies, many skeptics have believed that they must have been
written after A.D. 70—after the birth and death of Jesus and the destruction of Jerusalem. They have
thereby tried to deny that they are even prophecies.
However, in 1947 the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered. These scrolls contained the book of Isaiah
and other prophetic books. When dated, they were found to be written from 120 to 100 B.C.,{3} well
before Jesus was born. It would have been an incredible accomplishment for Jesus to have fulfilled
the numerous prophecies. Some say these prophecies were fulfilled by chance, but the odds against
this would be exceptionally large. It would take more a greater leap of faith to believe in that chance
happening than in the fact that Jesus is God and these prophecies are divinely inspired.
The record of prophecy is thus evidence for the unique and supernatural origin of the Bible.

Unity
The Bible is the only book with supernatural confirmation to support its claim of divine inspiration.
The testimony of Christ and the legacy of prophecy are two proofs for inspiration. A third line of

evidence is the unity of the Bible.
The Bible covers hundreds of topics, yet it does not contradict itself. It remains united in its theme.
Well, what’s so amazing about that? you may ask. Consider these facts. First, the Bible was written
over a span of fifteen hundred years. Second, it was written by more than forty men from every walk
of life. For example, Moses was educated in Egypt, Peter was a fisherman, Solomon was a king, Luke
was a doctor, Amos was a shepherd, and Matthew was a tax collector. All the writers were of vastly
different occupations and backgrounds.
Third, it was written in many different places. The Bible was written on three different continents:
Asia, Africa, and Europe. Moses wrote in the desert of Sinai, Paul wrote in a prison in Rome, Daniel
wrote in exile in Babylon, and Ezra wrote in the ruined city of Jerusalem.
Fourth, it was written under many different circumstances. David wrote during a time of war,
Jeremiah wrote at the sorrowful time of Israel’s downfall, Peter wrote while Israel was under Roman
domination, and Joshua wrote while invading the land of Canaan.
Fifth, the writers had different purposes for writing. Isaiah wrote to warn Israel of God’s coming
judgment on their sin; Matthew wrote to prove to the Jews that Jesus is the Messiah; Zechariah
wrote to encourage a disheartened Israel who had returned from Babylonian exile; and Paul wrote
addressing problems in different Asian and European churches.
If we put all these factors together—the Bible was written over fifteen hundred years by forty
different authors at different places, under various circumstances, and addressing a multitude of
issues—how amazing that with such diversity, the Bible proclaims a unified message! That unity is
organized around one theme: God’s redemption of man and all of creation. The writers address
numerous controversial subjects yet contradictions never appear. The Bible is an incredible
document.
Let me offer you a good illustration. Suppose ten medical students graduating in the same year from
medical school wrote position papers on four controversial subjects. Would they all agree on each
point? No, we would have disagreements from one author to another. Now look at the authorship of
the Bible. All these authors, from a span of fifteen hundred years, wrote on many controversial
subjects, yet they do not contradict one another.
It seems one author guided these writers through the whole process: the Holy Spirit. 2 Peter 1:21
states, “No prophecy was ever made by an act of human will, but men moved by the Holy Spirit
spoke from God.” The unity of the Bible is just one more amazing proof of the divine inspiration and
authority of the Bible.

Archaeology
We’ve studied the testimony of Jesus, prophecy, and the unity of the Bible as providing supernatural
confirmation of the divine inspiration of the Bible. Another line of evidence is archaeology.
Archaeology does not directly prove the Bibles inspiration, but it does prove its historical reliability.
Middle Eastern archaeological investigations have proven the Bible to be true and unerringly
accurate in its historical descriptions. Nelson Glueck, a renowned Jewish archaeologist, states, No
archaeological discovery has ever controverted a biblical reference.{4} Dr. William Albright, who
was probably the foremost authority in Middle East archaeology in his time, said this about the
Bible: There can be no doubt that archaeology has confirmed the substantial historicity of the Old
Testament.{5} At this time, the number of archaeological discoveries that relate to the Bible number

in the hundreds of thousands.{6}
Archaeology has verified numerous ancient sites, civilizations, and biblical characters whose
existence was questioned by the academic world and often dismissed as myths. Biblical archaeology
has silenced many critics as new discoveries supported the facts of the Bible.
Here are a few examples of the historical accuracy of the Bible. The Bible records that the Hittites
were a powerful force in the Middle East from 1750 B.C. until 1200 B.C. (Genesis 15:20, 2 Samuel
11, and 1 Kings 10:29). Prior to the late nineteenth century, nothing was known of the Hittites
outside the Bible, and many critics alleged that they were an invention of the biblical authors.
However, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, archaeologists in Turkey discovered a
city which proved to be the capital of the Hittite empire. In the city they discovered a massive library
of thousands of tablets. These tablets showed that the Hittite language was an early relative of the
Indo-European languages.
Another example is the story of Jericho recorded in the book of Joshua. For years, skeptics thought
the story of the falling walls of Jericho was a myth. However, recent archaeological discoveries have
led several prominent scholars to conclude that the biblical description of the fall of Jericho is
consistent with the discoveries they have made. One of the leading archaeologists on Jericho
presently is Dr. Bryant Wood. His research has shown that the archaeological evidence matches
perfectly with the biblical record.{7}
Archaeology has also demonstrated the accuracy of the New Testament. One of the most well
attested to New Testament authors is Luke. Scholars have found him to be a very accurate historian,
even in many of his details. In the Gospel of Luke and Acts, Luke names thirty-two countries, fiftyfour cities, and nine islands without error.{8} A. N. Sherwin-White states, For Acts the confirmation
of historicity is overwhelming. . . . Any attempt to reject its basic historicity must now appear
absurd. Roman historians have long taken it for granted.{9}
There is no other ancient book that has so much archaeological evidence to support its accounts.
Since God is a God of truth, we should expect His revelation to present what is historically true.
Archaeology presents tangible proof of the historical accuracy of the Bible.

The Bible Alone Is God’s Word
We have given several proofs for the divine inspiration of the Bible. These include the testimony of
Jesus the divine Son of God, prophecy, unity, and archaeology. Accepting the divine inspiration of
the Bible leads to the conclusion that all other works cannot be divinely inspired. This does not mean
other works do not contain truth. All people are created in the image of God and can articulate
principles that are true. However, only the Bible proves to be divinely inspired by God and therefore,
other claims of divine inspiration should be ruled out for several reasons.
The Bible is the only book that gives supernatural confirmation to support its claim of divine
inspiration. Other scriptures which contradict it cannot, therefore, be true.
The law of non-contradiction states that two contradictory statements cannot be true at the same
time. If one proposition is known to be true, its opposite must be false. If it is true that I am
presently alive, it cannot also be true to say that I am presently not alive. This is a universal law
which is practiced daily in every part of the world. Even if you claim, the law of non-contradiction is
false, you are asserting this statement is true and its opposite is false. In other words you end up
appealing to the law you are trying to deny thus making a self-defeating argument.

Since we have good reason to believe the Bible is the inspired word of God, any teaching that
contradicts the Bible must be false. The Bible makes exclusive claims regarding God, truth and
salvation that would exclude other scriptures. The Bible teaches that any deity other than the God of
the Bible is a false deity (Exodus 20). Jesus declared that he is the divine Son of God, the source of
truth, and the only way to eternal life (John 1 & 14:6).
A look at a few works from other religions illustrates this point. The Hindu scriptures include the
Vedas and the Upanishads. These books present views of God that are contrary to the Bible. The
Vedas are polytheistic, and the Upanishads present a pantheistic worldview of an impersonal divine
essence called Brahma, not a personal God.
The Koran, the holy book of Islam, denies the deity of Christ, the triune nature of God, and the
atoning work of Christ on the cross (Sura 4:116, 168). These are foundational truths taught in the
Bible. The Pali Canon, the holy scriptures of Southern Buddhism, teach a naturalistic worldview (or
pantheistic, as some schools interpret it). It also teaches salvation by works and the doctrine of
reincarnation. The worldview of the Pali Canon and its view of salvation contradict biblical
teachings. Since these works contradict biblical teaching, we reject their claim to divine inspiration.
The Bible alone proves to be divinely inspired and its exclusive claims rule out the claims of other
books.
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Does God Exist? A Christian Argument from
Non-biblical Sources
Probe founder, Jimmy Williams, looks at evidence for the existence of God from multiple, non-biblical

sources. He demonstrates that God’s creation speaks to his creator. The important apologetic
discussion forms the foundation for a complete biblical understanding of God and His purposes.
This article is also available in Spanish.

Introduction
Metaphysical Options
Most will agree that the most basic, fundamental question concerning existence is not that nothing
is here, but rather that something is here. I am a part of some kind of reality. I possess a
consciousness, an awareness that something is transpiring, unfolding, happening. And you and I are
part of it. The reality borne out of our personal observation and experience is that we are
participants in a space-time universe which is characterized by a series of events. The mind naturally
asks the question, “What is it?” Where did it come from?” Did the cosmos, what we see, simply come
into being from nothing, or has this material universe of which we are a part always been here? Or is
something or someone which transcends this material universe responsible for bringing it into
existence and us with it?
All of these questions relate to the philosophical concept of metaphysics. Webster defines it thusly:
“That division of philosophy which includes ontology, or the science of being and cosmology, or the
science of fundamental causes and processes in things.”{1} When we seek to answer these basic
questions, then, we are thinking “metaphysically” about the origin and the causes of the present
reality. And at this basic, fundamental level of consideration we really are left with few options, or
possible answers, to account for or explain the universe. The three potential candidates are:
(1) Something came from nothing. Most reject this view, since the very idea defies rationality.
This explanation to account for the universe is not widely held. Kenny remarks: “According to the big
bang theory, the whole matter of the universe began to exist at a particular time in the remote past.
A proponent of such a theory, . . . if he is an atheist, must believe that the matter of the universe
came from nothing and by nothing.”{2} Since nothing cannot produce something by rules of logic
(observation, causality), something is eternal and necessary. Since any series of events is not eternal
(thus a contradiction), there is, therefore, an eternal, necessary something not identical to the spacetime universe.
(2) Matter is eternal and capable of producing the present reality through blind chance. Carl
Sagan stated this view clearly when he said, “All that ever was, all that is, and all that ever shall be
is the Cosmos.”{3} This second view has spawned two basic worldviews-Materialism (or Naturalism)
and Pantheism. Both hold the premise that nothing exists beyond matter. Materialism therefore is
atheistic by definition. Pantheism is similar but insists that since God does not exist, nature is
imbued with “god” in all its parts.
(3) God created the universe. This view, Theism, holds forth the assertion that Someone both
transcends, and did create the material universe of which we are a part. There are no other logical
alternatives to explain the cosmos. Christians, of course, embrace this third view, along with all
other theists, as the most reasonable explanation for what we find to be true of ourselves and of the
world. Holding this view is not simply a statement of blind faith. There are sound and rational
reasons for preferring this view over the other two. Theism is therefore a reasonable idea. In fact it
is more reasonable to believe that God exists than not to believe He exists. Theologians have posed
several lines of “proof” to argue for God’s existence. These arguments, while not proving the
existence of God, do nevertheless provide insights that may be used to show evidence of His
existence.

The Cosmological Argument
This argument centers around the concept of causality. Every event has a cause, and that includes
the universe. It had a beginning. There was a time when it was not, and a time when it was:
An infinite number of real parts of time, passing in succession and exhausted one after
another, appears so evident a contradiction that no man, one should think, whose
judgment is not corrupted, instead of being improved, by the sciences, would ever be
able to admit it.” (emphasis mine){4}
Hume is here arguing that time and space are not infinite, not eternal. If this is true, the universe,
which is an “effect,” had a cause. Robert Jastrow comments,
“The most complete study made thus far has been carried out . . .by Allan Sandage. He
compiled information on 42 galaxies, ranging out in space as far as six billion light years
from us. His measurements indicate that the universe was expanding more rapidly in the
past than it is today. This result lends further support to the belief that the universe
exploded into being.”{5}
He goes on to say:
“No explanation other than the big bang has been found for the fireball radiation. The
clincher, which has convinced almost the last doubting Thomas, is that the radiation
discovered by Penzias and Wilson has exactly the pattern of wavelengths expected for
the light and heat produces in a great explosion.”{6}
Jastrow also concludes the universe is dying:
“Once hydrogen has been burned within that star and converted to heavier elements, it
can never be restored to its original state. Minute by minute and year by year, as
hydrogen is used up in stars, the supply of this element in the universe grows
smaller.”{7} “Astronomers now find they have painted themselves into a corner because
they have proven, by their own methods, that the world began abruptly in an act of
creation to which you can trace the seeds of every star, every planet, every thing in this
cosmos and on the earth. And they have found that all this happened as a product of
forces they cannot hope to discover.”{8}
Some have argued that an infinite regress of causes may not be logically possible. They say the
universe is not a “whole” that needs a single cause, but rather that it is “mutually dependent” upon
itself! Mutual dependence misses the point. The real issue is why there is an existing universe rather
than a non-existing one. Reality and rationality suggest that every event has a cause. Whole series of
events must have a cause as well (since the whole is the sum of the parts). If all the parts were taken
away, would there be anything left? If we say yes, then God exists (i.e. an eternal necessary being
that is more than the world. If we say no, then the whole is contingent too, and needs a cause
beyond it (God).

We will conclude this section with an examination of perhaps the most often-asked question
concerning the cosmological argument, “Where did God come from?” While it is both reasonable and
legitimate to ask this question of the universe which we have just examined, it is irrational and
nonsensical to ask that same question of God, since it implies to Him characteristics found only in
the finite universe: space and time. By definition, something eternal must exist outside this
space/time continuum. The very question posed reveals the inquirer’s fallacy of reasoning from
within his own space/time context! By definition, something eternal must exist outside both time and
space. God has no beginning; He IS! (Exodus 3:14).

The Teleological Argument
This second argument for the existence of God addresses the order, complexity, and diversity of the
cosmos. “Teleological” comes from the Greek word “telos,” which means “end” or “goal.” The idea
behind the argument is that the observable order in the universe demonstrates that it functions
according to an intelligent design, something undeniable to an open-minded, intelligent being. The
classic expression of this argument is William Paley’s analogy of the watchmaker in his book
Evidences. If we were walking on the beach and found a watch in the sand, we would not assume
that it washed up on the shore having been formed through the natural processes and motions of the
sea. We would rather naturally assume that it had been lost by its owner and that somewhere there
was a watchmaker who originally designed and built it with a specific purpose in mind. Intelligence
cannot be produced by non-intelligence any more than nothing can produce something. There is,
therefore, an eternal, necessary intelligence present and reflected in the space-time universe.
Until about five hundred years ago, humanity had no difficulty in acknowledging God as the Creator
of the natural order. The best explanation saw Him as the divine Designer who created it with a
purpose and maintained all things by the word of His power (Hebrews 1:3; Colossians 1:17). But the
rise of modern science initiated a process we could call the “demythologizing of nature,” the
material world. Superstition and ignorance had ascribed spirit life even to forest, brook, and
mountain. Things not understood scientifically were routinely accepted to be unexplained,
supernatural forces at work. Slowly, the mysterious, spiritual factor was drained away as scholars
and scientists replaced it with natural explanations and theories of how and why things actually
worked. After Copernicus, human significance diminished in the vastness of the cosmos, and it was
felt only time and research, not God, would be needed to finally explain with accuracy the totality of
the natural order. The idea of a transcendent One came to be deemed unnecessary, having been
invalidated by the new theory of natural selection.
Ironically, the same science which took God away then, is bringing back the possibility of His
existence today. Physics and quantum mechanics have now brought us to the edge of physicality, to
a place where sub-atomic particle structures are described by some as spirit, ghost-like in quality.
Neuro-physiologists grapple with enigmatic observations suggesting that the mind transcends the
brain! Psychology has developed an entirely new branch of study (parapsychology) which asserts
that psycho-spiritual forces (ESP, biofeedback, etc.) actually function beyond the physical realm.
Molecular biologists and geneticists, faced with the highly-ordered and complex structures of DNA,
ascribe a word implying “intelligence” to the chaining sequences: the genetic “code.” And we have
already concluded that astrophysicists have settled on the “big bang” which seems to contradict the
idea that matter is eternal, and, huge as it is, the universe appears to be finite. Whether we look
through the microscope or the telescope it becomes more difficult in the light of experimental
science to hold to the old premise that such order and complexity are the products of blind chance.
The old naturalistic assumptions are being critically reexamined, challenged, and found to be
unconvincing by many of today’s scientists. Dr. Walter Bradley, Professor Emeritus of Mechanical
Engineering at Texas A & M University states the case:

“Discoveries of the last half of the 20th century have brought the scientific community to
the realization that our universe and our planet in the universe are so remarkably unique
that it is almost impossible to imagine how this could have happened accidentally,
causing may agnostic scientists to concede that indeed some intelligent creative force
may be required to account for it.”{9}
Areas of reconsideration include cosmology and the origin of life, essential elements of design and
their recognition, the minimal requirements for a universe to support both life of any type and
specifically complex human life, why these requirements are met in our universe, and requirements
for a place in that universe uniquely met by planet earth. All of these remarkable features of our
world are being reevaluated and point toward intelligent design.

The Moral Argument
This argument for God’s existence is based on the recognition of humankind’s universal and inherent
sense of right and wrong. (cf. Romans 2:14,15). No culture is without standards of behavior. All
groups recognize honesty as a virtue along with wisdom, courage, and justice. And even in the most
remote jungle tribes, murder, rape, lying, and theft are recognized as being wrong, in all places and
at all times. The question arises, “Where does this sense of morality come from?” C. S. Lewis speaks
of this early on in his classic work Mere Christianity. He calls this moral law “The Rule of Right and
Wrong”–“a thing that is really there, not made up by ourselves.”{10} For years Lewis struggled
against God because the universe to him seemed unjust and cruel. But he began to analyze his
outrage. Where did he get the very ideas of just and unjust? He said, “A man does not call a line
crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line.”{11}
He goes on to suggest that there are three parts to morality. Using the analogy of a fleet of ships on
a voyage, he points out that three things can go wrong. The first is that ships may either drift apart
or collide with and do damage to one another (alienation, isolation: people abusing, cheating,
bullying one another). The second is that individual ships must be seaworthy and avoid internal,
mechanical breakdown (moral deterioration within an individual). Lewis goes on to point out that if
the ships keep having collisions they will not remain seaworthy very long, and of course, it their
steering parts are out of order, they will not be able to avoid collisions! But there is a third factor not
yet taken into account, and that is, “Where is the fleet of ships headed?” The voyage would be a
failure if it were meant to reach New York but actually arrived in Buenos Aires (the general purpose
of human life as a whole, what man was made for)!{12}
The human conscience to which Paul refers in Romans 2 is not found in any other animal–only man.
The utter uniqueness of this moral compass within humans, along with other exclusively human
qualities (rationality, language, worship and aesthetic inclinations) strongly suggest that man not
only has a relationship downward to animals, plants and earth, but also a relationship upward to the
God in Whose image he is. As we saw God’s great power and intelligence expressed in the first two
arguments, we also see here that this sense of morality, not known in the world of nature, comes
from the Great Law Giver Who is Himself in character the “straight line” (righteous, just, holy)
against which all human actions are measured.

A Word about Atheism and Agnosticism
An atheist is a person who makes a bold assertion, “There is no God.” It is bold because it claims in
an absolute manner what we have stated above what is not possible: i.e., the existence or nonexistence of God cannot be proven absolutely. It is also bold because, in order to make such an
assertion, an atheist would literally have to be God himself! He would need to possess the qualities

and capabilities to travel the entire universe and examine every nook and cranny of it before he
would ever qualify to hold such a dogmatic conclusion!
The most brilliant, highly-educated, widely-traveled human on earth today, having maximized his/her
brain cells to optimum learning levels for a lifetime could not possibly “know” 1/1000th of all that
could be known. And knowledge is now doubling by the years rather than by the decades or
centuries of the past! Is it possible that God could still exist outside the very limited, personal
knowledge/experience of one highly intelligent human being? Furthermore, before an atheist can
identify himself as one, he must first acknowledge the very idea, or concept, or possibility of God so
he can then deny His existence!
The Bible says that “he who comes to God must believe that He is. . .” (Hebrews 11:6). In other
words, there is a “faith” factor relative to a belief in God’s existence. But the dogmatic and bold
assertion above is itself an expression of faith. It takes faith to believe God is, and it takes faith to
say God is not. In my judgment, it takes even more faith for the atheist to believe in his position
because he holds to his faith against overwhelming evidence to the contrary. Christians also affirm
God’s existence on the basis of faith, but it is a reasonable faith based on the true nature of the
cosmos, not a blind faith.
Turning to agnosticism, Webster defines it as a position which states that “neither the existence nor
the nature of God, nor the ultimate origin of the universe is known or knowable.”{13} Here again is
a bold statement: When the agnostic says, “I don’t know,” what is really implied is “I can’t know, you
can’t know, and nobody can know.” Leith Samuel in his little book Impossibility of Agnosticism,
mentions three kinds of agnostics: {14}
Dogmatic: “I don’t know, you don’t know, and no one can know.” Here is a person who already has
his mind made up. He has the same problems as the atheist above–he must know everything in order
to hold this position honestly.
Indifferent: “I don’t know and I don’t care.” It is not likely that God would reveal Himself to someone
who does not care to know: “He who has ears, let him hear.” (Luke 14:35).
Dissatisfied: “I don’t know, but I would like to know.” Here is a person who demonstrates an
openness to truth and a willingness to change his position should he have sufficient reasons. If such
were the case, he would also be demonstrating what is true of agnosticism, namely, that it is meant
to be a temporary path in search of truth which gives way to a more reasonable and less skeptical
view of life and all reality.
“For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes, His eternal power and divine nature,
have been clearly seen, being understood through what has been made, so they are without excuse.”
(Saint Paul, Romans 1:20).
“Only the fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no God.’ ” (King David, Psalm 14:1).
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