
The  Bible:  Intentionally
Misunderstood  (Radio
Transcript)
Steve Cable examines the faulty reasoning and interpretation
of the Bible in Kurt Eichenwald’s Newsweek article “The Bible:
So Misunderstood It’s a Sin.”

Dissecting the Bible by Focusing on Nits
Recently,  New  Testament  scholar,  Dr.  Daniel  Wallace,
addressing our strong confidence in our modern translations,
mentioned others presenting a false view of this situation.
One example, The Bible: So Misunderstood It’s a Sin by Kurt
Eichenwald{1},  appeared  in  Newsweek.  This  article
presents arguments intended to undermine the New Testament.
Let’s evaluate some of these arguments to be better equipped
in sharing the truth.{2}

Eichenwald begins by parroting negative stereotypes
about American evangelicals. Adding rigor to his
rant, he states, “A Pew Research poll in 2010{2}
found  that  evangelicals  ranked  only  a  smidgen
higher than atheists in familiarity with the New
Testament and Jesus’s teachings.”{4}

He referred to a table showing the average number of questions
out of twelve answered correctly. However, only two of the
twelve  related  to  the  New  Testament  and  none  to  Jesus’s
teachings.{5}  Two  questions  are  not  enough  to  evaluate
someone’s knowledge of the New Testament, But, for the record,
the  two  questions  were  “Name  the  four  gospels”  and
“Where,  according  to  the  Bible,  was  Jesus  born?”  53%  of
those professing to be born again answered these correctly
versus 20% of atheists. Apparently to Eichenwald, a “smidgen
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higher” must mean almost three times as many.

Eichenwald spends two pages bemoaning the translation problems
in the New Testament. But as pointed out by Dr. Wallace and
others, his critique really serves to highlight the excellence
of today’s translations. The areas he points out as having
questionable additions in the text are clearly marked in all
of  today’s  popular  translations{6}  and  if  removed  make
no difference in the overall message of the New Testament
(i.e. the woman caught in adultery in John and snake handling
in Mark).

He also lists three short passages, claiming they did not
appear in earlier Greek copies. Upon examination, we find that
one of those passages does not appear in modern translations.
The other two do appear in the translations. Why? Because they
appear in numerous early Greek manuscripts.{7} Once again his
scholarship is found wanting.

All  scholars  agree  there  are  variations  between
ancient  manuscripts  from  different  areas  but  they  do  not
change the message. As Wallace points out, “We are getting
closer and closer to the text of the original. . . . The New
Testament has more manuscripts that are within a century or
two of the original than anything else from the Greco-Roman
world. If we have to be skeptical . . . , that skepticism . .
. should be multiplied one thousand times for other
Greco-Roman literature.”{8}

Supposed Biblical Contradictions
Eichenwald continues attacking the Bible with nine different
topics  he  claims  reveal  contradictions  in  the  biblical
record.  Let’s examine three of them to see if his arguments
have substance.

First, he claims there are three different creation models,
stating that “careful readers have long known that the two



stories of Genesis 1 and 2 contradict each other.”{9}

However, a clear-headed examination sees chapter 1 describing
the overall creation while chapter 2 talks about the creation
of  Adam  and  Eve.  As  commentators  explain,  “what  follows
Genesis 2:4 is not another account of creation but a tracing
of events from creation through the fall and judgment.”{10}

In his third creation model “the world is created in the
aftermath of a great battle between God and . . . a dragon . .
. called Rahab.”{11}

Reading the relevant verses shows no creation story but rather
the creature Rahab representing Egypt. Job 9:13 says “under
(God) the helpers of Rahab lie crushed.” Some speculate this
could relate to the Babylonian Creation Epic. Even if this
speculation were true, rather than a third creation story one
would  say  this  reference  tells  us  God  destroys  all  idols
raised up by others.

Eichenwald’s claim of three different creation models is an
illusion.

His  second  claim  states  the  Gospel  of  John  was  written
“when  gentiles  in  Rome  were  gaining  dramatically  more
influence over Christianity; that explains why the Romans are
largely absolved from responsibility for Jesus’s death and
blame  instead  is  pointed  toward  the  Jews,”{12}  implying
the other gospels put much of the blame on the Romans.

Examining his claim, in Luke we read, “The chief priests . . .
were trying to find some way to execute Jesus.” While
the  Roman  governor  did  not  find  Jesus  guilty  of  anything
worthy  of  death.{13}  In  Acts,  Peter  squarely  places  the
responsibility onto the Jewish leaders and nation.{14} We find
similar verses in Matthew{15} and Mark{16}. All the gospels
place the blame on the Jewish nation. There is no shift in
perspective in John.



In a third supposed contradiction Eichenwald writes, “As told
in Matthew, the disciples go to Galilee after the Crucifixion
and see Jesus ascend to heaven; in Acts, written by Luke, the
disciples  stay  in  Jerusalem  and  see  Jesus  ascend  from
there.”{17}

The  gospel  of  Matthew  ends  saying  nothing  about  Jesus
ascending to heaven. In Acts, Luke says the Lord was with His
disciples  over  a  forty-day  period  and  could  have  easily
traveled from Jerusalem to Galilee and back.

Not surprisingly, his other six so-called “contradictions” all
fail to hold up when one examines the Scriptures.

Faulty Interpretation Part 1
Eichenwald wants to show that what we think the Bible teaches
about homosexuality is not what God intended. He begins by
pointing out “the word homosexual didn’t even exist until . .
. 1,800 years after the New Testament was written . . . these
modern Bibles just made it up.”{18}

But this could be said of many English words used today. A
respected dictionary of New Testament words{19} defines the
Greek word he questions as “a male engaging in same-gender
sexual activity, a sodomite. . .”

He  then  tells  us  not  to  trust  1  Timothy  when  it
lists homosexuality as a sin because “Most biblical scholars
agree that Paul did not write 1 Timothy.”{20}

The early church fathers from the second century on and many
contemporary  scholars{21}  do  not  agree  it  is  a
forgery.{22} Regardless, the same prohibition appears in other
epistles and not just in Timothy.

Eichenwald  points  out  Romans,  Corinthians  and  Timothy
discuss other sins in more detail than homosexual behavior. He



writes,  “So  yes,  there  is  one  verse  in  Romans  about
homosexuality  .  .  .  and  there  are  eight  verses
condemning those who criticize the government.”

Most people understand that explaining our relationship to the
government  is  more  complex  than  forbidding  homosexuality
which is clearly understood.

He claims people are not banished for other sins such as
adultery, greed, and lying.

But if you proclaimed you practice those actions regularly and
teach them as truth, your church is going to remove you from
any leadership position. They should still encourage you to
attend worship services out of a desire to see God change your
heart.{23} Mr. Eichenwald would be surprised to learn that
most evangelical churches handle issues with homosexuality in
the same way.

Then he declares, “plenty of fundamentalist Christians who
have no idea where references to homosexuality are in the New
Testament . . . always fall back on Leviticus.”{24}

Personally, I have never run into another church member who
was unfamiliar with the New Testament, but knew the details of
Leviticus.

In  summary,  Eichenwald  believes  we  should  declare
homosexuality is not a sin and those who practice it should be
honored as leaders within the church. He does not suggest that
we treat any other sins that way. He does not
present a cogent argument that the New Testament agrees with
his position. He is saying that we should ignore biblical
teaching.  But,  we  really  do  love  those  struggling  with
homosexual behavior and we want to help them gain freedom from
those lusts just as much as someone struggling with opposite
sex issues.



Faulty Interpretation Part 2
To strengthen his position on homosexuality, Eichenwald calls
out  “a  fundamental  conflict  in  the  New  Testament  –
arguably  the  most  important  one  in  the  Bible.”{25}  As
Christians, are we to obey the Mosaic Law or ignore it?

He  claims,  “The  author  of  Matthew  made  it  clear
that Christians must keep Mosaic Law like the most religious
Jews,  .  .  .  to  achieve  salvation.”{26}  He  says  this  is
contrary to Paul’s message of salvation through grace not
works.

What a mistaken understanding. In Matthew, Jesus explains that
to enter God’s kingdom “our righteousness must surpass that of
(the most religious Jews){27}.” We must not get angry, call
people names, or lust even once. In fact, “You are to be
perfect,  as  your  heavenly  Father  is  perfect.”{28}  Jesus
clearly taught we cannot be good enough. Only through His
sacrifice can we be made righteous.

In  Acts  15,  some  believers  with  Pharisaical
backgrounds brought the Mosaic Law up to the apostles. Peter
told them, “Why do you put God to the test by placing upon the
neck of the disciples a yoke which neither our fathers nor we
have been able to bear? . . . we are saved through the grace
of the Lord Jesus, in the same way as (the Gentiles) also
are.”{29} The apostles and the whole church agreed to send the
Gentiles word that they were not required to
follow the Law.

Eichenwald is right: we are not required to follow the Law.
The New Testament is very careful to identify actions and
attitudes which are sin so may try to avoid them. This truth
is  why  sexual  sins  are  specifically  mentioned  in  the  New
Testament.{30} Even in Acts 15, the apostles tell Gentile
Christians to abstain from fornication{31}, a term covering
all sexual activity outside of marriage.



Eichenwald  also  castigates  us  for  disobeying  the  biblical
teaching about government. He says Romans has “eight verses
condemning  those  who  criticize  the  government.”{32}  Pat
Robertson sinned by stating, “We need . . . to pray to be
delivered from this president.”

Actually, Romans says, “Let every person be subject to the
governing  authorities.  .  .  .  the  person  who  resists  such
authority  resists  the  ordinance  of  God.”{33}  We  are  not
required to say good things about the government, but rather
to obey the law. Our Bill of Rights states that “Congress
shall make no law . . . abridging the freedom of speech.”{34}
So, if we do not voice our opinions about our government, we
are  not  availing  ourselves  of  the  law  established  by  our
governing authorities.

Faulty Interpretation Part 3
As we examine popular arguments against the Bible, we will
conclude by looking at prayer. In his Newsweek article, Kurt
Eichenwald  castigates  a  Houston  prayer  rally{35}  saying,
“(Rick) Perry . . . boomed out a long prayer asking God to
make America a better place . . . babbling on . . .  about
faith and country and the blessings of America.” He claimed
Perry “heaped up empty phrases as the Gentiles do.”

In reality, Perry prayed succinctly for about two minutes with
no empty phrases.

Eichenwald explains, Perry is just an example of our error.
Most Christians are disobeying by praying in front of people.
Jesus  told  us,  “Whenever  you  pray,  do  not  be  like
the hypocrites, for they love to stand and pray . . . so that
they may be seen by others.”

But someone can speak a prayer before others without being a
hypocrite. Jesus does tell us to make our prayers a personal
conversation  with  our  God.  But  Jesus  prayed  often  before



synagogue attenders, in front of His disciples,{36} and before
over 5,000 people.{37} Those times, although numerous, were
less than the time He spent praying alone as should be true
for us.

Eichenwald states we should repeat the Lord’s prayer verbatim.

But in Matthew, Jesus gave an example of how to pray, not a
set  of  words  to  repeat  meaninglessly.  The  New  Testament
contains many prayers offered by the apostles and none repeat
the words from the Lord’s prayer. If Eichenwald were there to
instruct  them,  the  apostles  would  not  have  sinned  so
grievously.

Eichenwald claims the only reason anyone could pray in front
of a large crowd, or on television, is “to be seen.” This
claim  does  not  make  sense;  the  people  he  is  judging  can
build themselves up without having to resort to prayer.

In this article we have seen that critics use an incomplete,
shallow examination of Scripture to claim it is not accurate
and our application is faulty. In every case, we have seen
that these claims leak like a sieve.

Dan Wallace concludes, “But his numerous factual errors and
misleading statements, his lack of concern for any semblance
of  objectivity,  his  apparent  disdain  for  .  .  .  genuine
evangelical scholarship, and his uber-confidence about more
than  a  few  suspect  viewpoints,  make  me  wonder.  .  .  .
Eichenwald’s . . . grasp of genuine biblical scholarship (is),
at best, subpar.”{38}

If  Eichenwald’s  article  represents  the  best  arguments
discrediting the Bible, one rejoices in our firm foundation.
However, realizing many readers of such pieces don’t know
their flimsy nature, one is saddened by the potential impact
on a society inclined to ignore the Bible.

Notes
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Defending Theism: A Response
to Hume, Russell, and Dawkins
T.S. Weaver looks at anti-God arguments from three prominent
philosophers, showing why belief is God is more reasonable
than their objections to His existence.

Theism, broadly defined, is the belief in the existence of a
supreme being or other deities. Believers in Jesus Christ
would  say  we  follow  Christian  Theism,  believing  in  and
trusting the one true God who has revealed Himself through His
word and through His Son Jesus. In pursuit of the defense of
theism and answering profound antagonists to the faith, I will
engage with some of the objections raised by three prominent
thinkers: David Hume, Bertrand Russell, and Richard Dawkins.
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David Hume
David Hume (1711-1776) was a Scottish philosopher who is often
considered the best philosopher to have written in the English
language. Although he was wary of metaphysical things like
God,  he  was  very  fascinated  by  religion.  He  is  widely
considered to be an atheist, but we do not know for certain
whether  he  was  atheist  [one  who  denies  that  God  exists],
agnostic [one who is not sure if God exists], or deist [one
who believes God created the universe but then let it run
according to natural laws without divine intervention] by the
time of his death. Regardless, his more prominent work is
Dialogues  Concerning  Natural  Religion.  In  it  he  presents
classical challenges to theism.

The strongest challenge to theism Hume presents in Dialogues
is the problem of evil and God’s moral nature. His view is
that with the amount of evil in the world, we cannot consider
God as morally sensible, morally great, and powerful. His
assumption is that if God were to exist, He does not care to
solve the problem of good and evil. While this is the toughest
intellectual challenge a theist has to answer, I believe there
is an answer.

When God created, He gave humans the ability to make free
decisions. If this ability were denied, our love (the supreme
ethic) for Him would not be a choice and thus coerced. As a
result, it would not be real love. Church Father Augustine
(354-430) commented on this in his book On the Free Choice of
the Will, by arguing that free will is what makes us human.
God made us that way so we could freely choose to venerate,
trust, and follow Him. So built into love, veneration, trust,
and  obedience  was  the  ability  to  make  free  decisions.
Consequently, certain choices are going to be terrible or evil
(e.g., Adam and Eve’s disastrous disobedience in the Garden of
Eden). As a result, the only way to eradicate evil is to
eradicate free will. Hence, evil is merely the consequence of



the free will of humanity. John Stackhouse rearticulates this
case:

God desired to love and be loved by other beings. God
created human beings with this in view. To make us capable
of such fellowship, God had to give us the freedom to
choose, because love, though it does have its elements of
“compulsion,”  is  meaningful  only  when  it  is  neither
automatic nor coerced. This sort of free will, however,
entailed the danger that it would be used not to enjoy God’s
love and to love God in return, but to go one’s own way in
defiance of both God and one’s own best interest. This is
what the story of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden
portrays.{1}

It is not that God is insensitive to evil (Proverbs 6:16,
15:26; Psalm 5:4), but that moral and natural evils are the
cause of the sin (free choice to disobey God) of man.

Bertrand Russell
Shifting gears, Bertrand Russell, (1872-1970) a famed agnostic
philosopher, argued against theism with a famous view that
everything  on  this  globe  is  the  result  of  “an  accidental
collocation of atoms.”{2} Thus, there is no real aim for which
we  were  produced.  I  believe  this  view  is  both  incredibly
depressing and incredibly wrong. If one were to take what
Timothy Keller would call a “clue of God” like beauty and
think this through, it would have serious implications. If
this were true, as Keller put it in The Reason for God,
“Beauty is nothing but a neurological hardwired response to
particular data.”{3} Conductor Leonard Bernstein once spoke of
the effect of the beauty of Beethoven’s music:

Our boy has the real goods, the stuff from Heaven, the power
to make you feel at the finish: Something is right in the
world.  There  is  something  that  checks  throughout,  that
follows its own law consistently: something we can trust,
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that will never let us down.{4}

Does that sound like a “neurological hardwired response to
particular data”? Or is Beethoven’s music beautiful? As a
seminary student, I often yearn for an excellent night of
sleep.  The  thought  is  beautiful  to  me.  Augustine  in  his
Confessions argued that yearnings like this were clues to the
existence of God. While my tiredness does not prove that my
desire for an excellent night of sleep will happen tonight, it
is correct that native yearnings like this link to actual
substances that can fill them. For example, sensual yearning
(linking to sex), hunger (linking to food), tiredness (linking
to  sleep),  and  interpersonal  yearning  (linking  to
relationship). We have a desire for joy, love, and beauty that
no quantity or condition of sex, food, sleep, and relationship
can satisfy. We hope for something that nothing on this globe
can satisfy. Do you think this is a clue? I assert this
unpleasing yearning is a deep-rooted native longing that is an
undeniable clue not only for the existence of God, but also
that God is the only one who can satisfy that yearning. C.S.
Lewis wrote in Mere Christianity, “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.”{5}
(Please also see Dr. Michael Gleghorn’s article “C.S. Lewis
and the Riddle of Joy” at probe.org/c-s-lewis-and-the-riddle-
of-joy/) Tying all this back to Russell’s famous view, it
makes sense that if there were a God who can satisfy that kind
of yearning, this God likely made us, not by accident, but
with a purpose. That is worth investigating.

Richard Dawkins
Now I turn to Richard Dawkins (1941- ), who I think is best
described as a militant atheist scientist. He writes in his
book The God Delusion, describing God:

The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant
character in all fiction: jealous and proud of it; a petty,
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unjust,  unforgiving  control-freak;  a  vindictive,
bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser; a misogynistic, homophobic,
racist,  infanticidal,  genocidal,  filicidal,  pestilential,
megalomaniacal,  sadomasochistic,  capriciously  malevolent
bully.{6}

Tell us how you really feel, Dawkins. Although there is a lot
said here, what is most obvious is his portrayal of God as
immoral because of what God displayed of Himself in the Old
Testament. These acts are perceived to undermine his morally
perfect nature. Although this will not be my main response, I
want to highlight that for Dawkins to grumble that God has
perpetrated  immoral  acts,  he  acknowledges  there  is  an
objective moral law. In a separate argument, I could go from
here to make the case that for there to be an objective moral
law there must be an objective moral law giver (God). However,
I  instead  want  to  concentrate  on  “the  God  of  the  Old
Testament.”

The  Old  Testament  passage  found  in  Deuteronomy  (7:1-5;
20:16-18) tends to be the most cited in an argument against
God  such  as  Dawkins’s  quote  above.  In  this  passage,  God
instructed the Israelites to destroy the Canaanites living in
a specific region: “[T]hen you must destroy them totally. Make
no treaty with them, and show them no mercy” (7:2), and “[D]o
not leave alive anything that breathes” (20:16). This passage
bothers many (including myself) and may be an example of where
Dawkins  got  his  characterization.  It  is  understandable  to
wonder how a good and loving God could instruct this.

To make sense of a tough passage like this one must understand
the context, starting with who God is. God is not like any
earthly ruler. He’s not like Trump. He’s not like Biden. He is
Creator of all things and King of the Universe. That said, He
supplies life, and He can take life when He chooses, however
He chooses. The next step is to think through whether His
instruction was justified (as if it were up to us to define
justice). There are occasions when we as humans may feel it is

https://probe.org/talking-about-the-problem-of-evil/


justified  for  people  to  take  another’s  life,  as  in  self-
defense, to safeguard others, or in a just war. What we must
understand about the Canaanites in this passage is that this
was not some illogical imperative for them to be murdered. The
Canaanites were malevolent. In their obscene paganism, they
were spiritually dangerous. They were unspeakably wicked. God
said  to  the  Israelites,  “It  is  not  because  of  your
righteousness or your integrity that you are going in to take
possession of their land; but on account of the wickedness of
these nations” (emphasis mine) (Deuteronomy 9:5).

The worst example of their wickedness is child sacrifice.
Apologist  Timothy  Fox  informs  us,  “They  would  burn  their
children alive in a fiery furnace as a sacrifice to the god
Molech. Just that one act alone would be justification for
their  complete  annihilation.”{7}  I  wonder  what  Hume,  who
raised the problem of evil, would have to say to Dawkins about
God dealing with and judging evil. One of the explanations God
provided for wrecking the Canaanites was so that Israel would
not embrace their malevolent ways. Dawkins may still object
though and say, “What about the kids? How could a loving God
instruct the Israelites to destroy harmless kids?” I do find
this troubling as well, but as shown above, God can take life
when He chooses, however He chooses. No one is promised a
lengthy, peaceable life and to perish of old age. Furthermore,
what if God saw that if these children were to mature, they
would be just as evil and corrupt as their parents? What if
ordering the death of children infected by their parents’
wickedness is similar to an oncology surgeon cutting out small
cancer  cells  along  with  the  full-grown  cells?  That  is  a
possibility. In addition, God does not appreciate the murder
of  the  evil  but  patiently  waits  for  repentance  of  sins
(Ezekiel 18:23). In the case of the Canaanites, we see He will
only allow wickedness for so long though.

Another  objection  Dawkins  has  to  the  existence  of  God  is
science. His view is that you can either be scientific and



sensible, or religious. He is either ignoring, or ignorant of,
the  fact  that  modern  science  arose  out  of  a  biblical
worldview.  Christians  are  responsible  for  developing  the
scientific perspective and method. Francis Bacon, astronomers
Kepler  and  Galileo,  and  the  brilliant  mathematician  and
physicist Isaac Newton all believed in God. They all helped
shape the development of modern science; they believed that
since God was a God of order, they expected nature to be
orderly. They also understood that one man’s opinion could be
faulty because of sin, and therefore others needed to verify
what any one scientist said. Kepler even characterized his
scientific perspective as “thinking God’s thoughts after Him.”

Dawkins thinks God and science do not mix. Yet two legendary
experiments performed in 1916 and 1997 reveal this view is not
as widely held as Dawkins and others make it seem. In 1916,
American psychologist James Leuba conducted a study asking
scientists if they believed in a God who actively communicates
with humanity, no less than via prayer. 40 percent confirmed
they did, 40 percent confirmed they did not, and 20 percent
were not confident either way. Edward Larson and Larry Witham
duplicated this study in 1997 using identical queries with
scientists.  They  discovered  the  figures  had  not  altered
substantially. Even atheist philosopher Thomas Nagle disagrees
with Dawkins’s view of reality. Nagle even questions whether
atheist naturalists think their moral instincts (yes morality
has come up again), for example the belief that genocide is
morally incorrect, are true instead of just the consequence of
neurochemistry hardwired into humans. He writes:

The reductionist project usually tries to reclaim some of
the originally excluded aspects of the world, by analyzing
them  in  physical—that  is,  behavioral  or
neurophysiological—terms;  but  it  denies  reality  to  what
cannot be so reduced. I believe the project is doomed—that
conscious experience, thought, value, and so forth are not
illusions,  even  though  they  cannot  be  identified  with



physical facts.{8}

Science  cannot  explain  all  and  can  be  consistent  with
religious faith. Therefore, it is unreasonable to think that
an individual can only be a believer of science or a believer
of God. It is also irrational to believe we came into the
world by accident, or that because of the presence of evil in
the  world  theism  is  not  workable.  In  short,  it  is  more
reasonable to believe in theism than not to.

Notes

1.  J.P.  Moreland  and  William  Lane  Craig,  Philosophical
Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Inter-Varsity Press,
2003), 552.
2. Bertrand Russell, “The Free Man’s Worship,” The Independent
Review 1 (Dec 1903), 415-24 Title of essay changed after 1910
to “A Free Man’s Worship.”
3.  Timothy  Keller,  The  Reason  for  God  (New  York:  Penguin
Books, 2016), 138.
4. From Leonard Bernstein’s “The Joy of Music” (Simon and
Schuster, 2004), 105.
5. C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity, (New York: Macmillan, 1952),
105.
6. Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (Boston: Mariner Books,
2006), 51.
7.  crossexamined.org/god-behaving-badly-destruction-
canaanites/,  accessed  March  31,  2022.
8. Thomas Nagel, “The Fear of Religion,” The New Republic
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Probe  Survey  Report  #4:
Witnessing to Your Faith and
the Response
Steve  Cable  continues  to  explore  Probe’s  2020  survey  on
religious beliefs and practices, examining how people witness
to their faith or not, and reasons for both sharing and for
not trusting Christ.

1.  How  Often  Do  You  Witness  to  Your
Faith?
Let’s consider the topic of witnessing or sharing your faith
with others. In our 2020 survey we asked two questions about
this topic.  The first question was: How often do you engage
in intentional spiritual conversation with non-believers about
your faith with a desire to see them accept it for themselves?

https://probe.org/probe-survey-report-4-witnessing-to-your-faith-and-the-response/
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With this question, we wanted to avoid casual mentions of your
faith  and  discussions  with  no  intent  at  conversion.  The
results as shown in the chart below are surprising.

Among Americans ages 18 through 39 who profess an affiliation
with some religion, we find that less than 1 out of 5 (20%) of
them  strongly  disagree  with  the  statement  that  Muhammad,
Buddha and Jesus all taught valid ways to God. Yet at the same
time almost 6 out of 10 (60%) of them state that they share
their faith with an unbeliever at least once a year with the
intent of converting them to their belief.

So the majority of American believers (of any faith) must
believe that at least for some people with different religious
beliefs,  it  would  be  better  for  them  to  turn  from  their
current belief and accept the tenets of my faith. They want to
do this even though they believe that there are multiple ways
to God not beyond just their faith.

Looking  at  the
detailed
results,  all
religions
except  the
Unaffiliated
showed  very
similar
results:  over
20% (1 in 5) of
those  witnessed
at  least
monthly  and
about half witnessed at least yearly. So, it would appear that
there  is  a  lot  of  witnessing  going  on  with  very  few
conversions.

Table 1 below shows several estimates as to how many people
are  the  recipients  of  these  “intentional  spiritual



conversations” in a given year. The different levels shown are
based on different assumptions as to how often they share with
the same person and how many people they share with in a year
consistent with the responses to the survey. More details are
provided in the endnotes.

Table 1 Potential

Number of People Shared with by American Adults Ages 18 through 55

 

Religious
Affiliation
of Person

Sharing with
Intent to
Convert

Potential number of individuals shared
with in one year

Low estimate
(millions){1}

Nominal
estimate

(millions){2}

High estimate
(millions){3}

Born Again
Protestant

27 56 118

Other
Protestant

24 50 106

Catholic 25 51 108
Other

Religion
15 31 65

Unaffiliated 12 25 52
Total 103 212 449

These results amazed me. If the nominal estimate was truly
happening almost 60% of the population would have someone
attempting to convert them every year. This topic deserves
additional  related  questions  to  determine  what  level  of
sharing with the intent of conversion is actually happening in
America. It may be that most people answering this question
are only sharing with one or two family members such as their
teenage children or a sibling. Or perhaps, many people think
they would do this, but really they do not.

What  makes  this  especially  surprising  is  that  Other
Protestants and Catholics have a lot more people witnessing



than they have holding a Basic Biblical Worldview or actually
being involved in their religion. While only about one in ten
(10%)  strongly  disagree  with  the  statement  that  Mohammed,
Buddha and Jesus all taught valid ways to God, over half (50%)
of them are sharing their faith with the intent to convert at
least once a year. And, one in five (20%) are sharing monthly
or more. If you think that there are multiple ways to heaven,
why would you want to go out of your way to convert someone to
your  religion.  Of  course,  you  could  be  sharing  with  an
Unaffiliated person who needs to choose a valid religion.

Only 4.6% of Other Protestants and 0.7% of Catholics have a
Basic Biblical Worldview, but almost half of them say they
intentionally witness to their faith at least yearly. When
they engage in a conversation with the intent of having this
other person accept their faith for themselves, WHAT IS THIS
FAITH THEY ARE TRYING TO GET THE OTHER PERSON TO ACCEPT? These
results do suggest that most people desire more people to
think like them when it comes to religion.

In a similar vein, less than 1 in 10 (10%) Catholics and Other
Protestants  say  they  pray  daily,  attend  church  at  least
monthly,  read  the  Bible  weekly  and  say  their  faith  is
important in their daily life. So, the question remains, “What
are they witnessing to???”

In contrast, only 29% of Born Again Christians have a Basic
Biblical  Worldview  while  well  over  half  of  them  report
intentional witnessing at least once a year. But at least
BAC’s  have  something  to  witness  to.  Those  Born  Again
Christians with a Basic Biblical Worldview report that almost
two thirds (63%) of them share their faith at least once a
year. This level is only a few percentage points higher than
that for Born Again Christians as a whole.

How Should We Respond?
If  the  number  of  people  sharing  their  faith  is  actually



consistent with the answers to this question, then we know
that the percentage of people actually converting as a result
of their witness is very small. Otherwise, we would have many
people toggling back and forth between different professed
religions.

Among Born Again Christians, we project they are sharing their
faith with between 25 million and 100 million nonbelievers.
However, they are sharing ineffectively with the number being
shared with far exceeding the growth rate of evangelicals in
America. So, pastors and parachurch organizations need to up
their game in training their people to share the good news of
Christ. BAC’s need to understand and practice the following:

1. Bathe their unsaved acquaintances in prayer asking God to
bring to a clear feeling of need
2. Recognize their call to effectively share the gospel
looking for opportunities to share
3. Understand how to build bridges spanning the gaps of
understanding for those with different worldviews
4.  Clearly  explain  the  wonderful  gift  purchased  for  us
through Jesus’ death and resurrection
5. Unapologetically ask for a response to the good news
shared with others
6. Realize that they should not be discouraged by a lack of
interest of the lack of a positive response

2. What Keeps You From Communicating Your
Religious Belief?



We  also
asked  the
question:
“When  I
refrain
from
communicati
ng  my
religious
belief with
someone,
it’s
usually
because:”{4
}

1. They can get to heaven through their different religious
belief. [Pluralism]
2. We shouldn’t impose our ideas on others. [Pluralism]
3. The Bible tells us not to judge others. [Pluralism]
4. It just doesn’t seem to be that important and I don’t
want to risk alienating them. [Not confident]
5.  I’m  not  confident  enough  in  what  I  believe.  [Not
confident]
6. I’m waiting for a better opportunity. [Hesitant]

For the chart in Figure 2, we grouped these responses into
three sets:

• Pluralism – There are other ways besides my way and I
don’t need to impose my way on others (responses 1, 2 and 3)
• Not confident – Not confident that what I have to share is
important to them and/or not confident that what I believe
is true (responses 4 and 5)
• Hesitant – No rush, I can probably find a better time
(response 6)

As seen in the chart, the level of respondents selecting each



set  of  reasons  for  refraining  are  consistent  across  all
religious beliefs. At first glance, this may seem surprising.
But in a culture where pluralism is a dominant part of all
religious groups, it begins to make sense. And the pluralistic
reasons were dominant, attracting around two thirds of the
population across all religious groupings.

For Born Again Christians, lack of confidence in what they
believe is less of an issue than for other groups. And we see
that the Unaffiliated are much less likely to be hesitant
waiting for a better time at around 5% of all Unaffiliated.
But note that most of the other groups had less than 25% say
that they were hesitant.

Looking at both of the charts, we see that (even with a lot of
people  saying  they  sometimes  used  excuses  to  avoid  the
subject) a majority of people of any religious group (not
including the unaffiliated) share with someone with a desire
to recruit them at least once a year. I would suspect that
most of these people are sharing with a family member or close
friend. However, we did not ask the question so that is only
reasonable speculation.

How Should We Respond?

If you are a church leader or a person who desires to see
Christians sharing the good news of Jesus with those who need
to  know,  how  should  you  respond  to  this  data  on  self-
identified  barriers  to  sharing  with  others?

On the most common reasons (which indicate a belief that other
people don’t really need to know about salvation through faith
in Jesus), we need to make the exclusive role of Jesus Christ
in any hope of salvation a recurring and prominent theme in
our teaching. This is not a topic to tiptoe gingerly around.
Rather, we need to boldly proclaim, “There is salvation in no
other name under heaven other than the name of Jesus Christ.”
God would not have planned from before the beginning of time



to sacrifice himself on the cross for our salvation if there
were any other means to reconcile sinful men and women to
Himself.  God  will  not  force  reconciliation  on  us.  We  can
choose to reject His grace. But as Paul tells us in Romans,
“How are they to believe in one they have not heard of?” If we
think we can slough off our responsibility to tell others, we
do not understand the grace of God and our role as citizens of
heaven living on this earth.

For those who do not feel confident in their ability, we need
to provide training and practice environments for them to
learn to share their faith experience. You are telling someone
about the most important element of your life; the process
that brought you out of death into true life. Help prepare
them and put them in a position to share the good news with a
mentor alongside them.

3. Why Have You Not Believed In Salvation
Through Jesus Christ?
Finally, we wanted to know why people have not accepted the
gift  of  salvation  through  Jesus  Christ.  This  is  really  a
question on the other side of witnessing. I am including it
here, but it could easily be a separate topic.

The  question  asked  was  as  follows:  What  keeps  you  from
believing that salvation is by faith in Jesus Christ alone?

The following options were given to select from:

1.  Don’t  believe  that  God  would  take  upon  Himself  the
penalty for my sin.
2. Salvation is not a gift, it must be earned.
3. I am clearly as good as Christians I know so I should be
accepted by God if they are.
4. There is no personal, creator God.
5. Another answer not listed here.
6. Never gave the question any thought.



7. Not applicable, I do believe.

The  table  below  captures  the  range  of  answers  to  this
question.

Ages 18 – 39
 Born Again

Protestant

Other

Protestant

Catholic Other

Religion

Unaffiliated

Don’t believe that God
would take the penalty

for my sin

4.1% 13.7% 16.3% 10.6% 5.9%

Salvation is not a
gift, it must be

earned

15.7% 20.1% 23.8% 22.0% 8.0%

I am clearly as good
as Christians I know

11.9% 10.6% 16.2% 12.9% 8.1%

There is no personal,
creator God

1.0% 2.8% 2.7% 5.8% 23.9%

Another answer not
listed here

6.9% 9.9% 9.3% 21.9% 28.2%

Never gave the
question any thought

15.0% 29.7% 16.3% 12.7% 13.5%

Not applicable, I do
believe

45.4% 13.3% 15.5% 14.1% 12.5%

The first thing to notice in this table is that less than half
of  Born  Again  Protestants  selected  “Not  applicable,  I  do
believe.”  This  result  is  odd  since  one  of  the  questions
required to be considered a Born Again Protestant is “The
statement that best describes you own belief about what will
happen to you after you die is ‘I will go to heaven because I
confessed my sins and accepted Jesus Christ as my savior.’”
Perhaps some of the Born Agains thought we wanted to know what
was keeping them away before they surrendered to the lordship
of Jesus Christ. Perhaps this is because some of them consider
“confessed my sins and accepted” as something they did to earn
their salvation. In that case, one could possibly consider
answers  2,  5,  6  and  7  as  consistent  with  Born  Again



Protestants. Although that would be somewhat of a stretch.
That  assumption  still  leaves  17%  of  BA  Protestants  whose
answers are clearly inconsistent.

Other Protestants are most likely to say, “I never gave the
question any thought” or “Salvation must be earned” with only
13%  saying  they  do  believe  the  statement  about  salvation
through faith alone. Catholics are about the same as Other
Protestants in saying they believe in salvation through faith
alone. The more frequent answers for Catholics being “it must
be earned”, “I am clearly as good as Christians I know”, and
“never gave the question any thought.”

The  most  common  answer  from  the  Unaffiliated  is  “another
answer not listed here” followed by “there is no personal,
creator  God”.  Those  who  claim  that  most  “nothing  in
particulars” are really Christians find little support in that
only one in five (20%) say that they do believe in salvation
through faith in Jesus.

4.  Christianity  and  Other  Major  World
Religions
One of the things that drives our attitude toward and our
approach  to  witnessing  to  our  faith  is  how  we  think
Christianity relates to other world religions. In part 2 of
this  series,  we  looked  at  some  questions  that  dealt  with
believing that multiple religions could offer a workable road
to an eternity with God. In this part we will look at what
people  believe  distinguishes  Christianity  from  other  world
religions if in fact anything does.

We asked our respondents the following question: “How does
Christianity  relate  to  other  major  world  religions?”  The
respondents selected from the following choices:

1. Serves the same function with only minor differences
2. Focuses on living after the example of Jesus Christ



3. Teaches that reconciliation with God is a gift of God
accessed by faith not by works
4. Promotes love for other people more deeply than other
religions
5. Differs based on misconceptions about God and/or history
6. Not sure how it relates

Note that answers 1, 5 and 6 indicate an ignorance about the
tenets of Christianity and/or the tenets of other major world
religions. As noted earlier, Christianity teaches a way to
reconciliation  that  is  very  different  from  other  world
religions  and  is  not  compatible  with  the  reconciliation
stories of those other religions.

Answers two and four reflect potential differences between
Christianity and other world religions. We do want to follow
Christ’s example and other world religions would not teach us
to do that. Other religions could not promote loving other
people more deeply that Christianity does, but some of them
might argue that they also promote love for others.

Teaching that reconciliation is a gift of God accessed by
faith alone not through works is the greatest substantial
difference  between  Christianity  and  other  world  religions.
This teaching is significantly
different than the teachings of Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism,
Judaism, and others.



The
results
are
charted
in  the
graph  to
the
right.
First,
notice
the
interest
ing
result
that  only  about  30%  of  Born  Again  Protestants  selected
‘reconciliation is a gift’ while 40% selected following Jesus’
example  or  love  others  more  deeply.  As  noted  above,  this
second  answer  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  concepts  of
Christianity but is not as fundamental as the first. However,
selecting  this  answer  over  reconciliation  is  a  gift’  is
consistent  with  what  we  saw  earlier:  70%  of  Born  Again
Christians are not exclusivists.{5}

Other Protestants and Catholics have less than one in five
that  selected  ‘reconciliation  is  a  gift’  and  the  total
selecting answers 1 and 2 is slightly over one half. Thus,
almost half of them selected answers showing ignorance of or
disbelief in the basic tenets of Christianity.

The results for the Unaffiliated shows their total disregard
for salvation by grace and any substantial difference between
Christianity and other religions.

5.Summary of Key Results
Among Americans ages 18 through 39 who profess an affiliation
with some religion, we find that less than 1 out of 5 (20%) of
them  strongly  disagree  with  the  statement  that  Muhammad,



Buddha and Jesus all taught valid ways to God. Yet at the same
time almost 6 out of 10 (60%) of them state that they share
their faith with an unbeliever at least once a year with the
intent of converting them to their belief.

So the majority of American believers (of any faith) must
believe that at least for some people with different religious
beliefs,  it  would  be  better  for  them  to  turn  from  their
current belief and accept the tenets of my faith. They want to
do this even though they believe that there are multiple ways
to God beyond just their faith.

We also discovered that Born Again Christians are not really
more likely that other religious groups to share their faith
with the purpose to convert. Born Again Christians with a
Biblical Worldview are only marginally more likely to share
with the purpose to convert at least yearly as Born Again
Christians as a whole (63% vs. 57%).

Amazingly, one could project that nominally about 212 million
Americans a year would be the recipients of these spiritual
conversations with the intent to convert. However, if almost
all of these
conversations were with the same person it might represent as
few  as  34  million  Americans  which  could  be  primarily  the
children and relatives of the person sharing their faith. We
cannot know for sure without asking more questions.

Conversely, when asked what makes them refrain from sharing
their faith, almost 70% of Born Again Christians selected a
reason that indicated they believed that the other person did
not  really  need  to  know;  a  universalist  belief  where  all
religious beliefs lead to heaven.

About one out of seven (14%) of adults under age 40 who are
not Born Again Protestants believe that salvation is by faith
in Jesus Christ alone. This small number is true for Other
Protestants, Catholics and Other Religions. This same group of



religious  affiliates  has  about  1  in  3  who  belief  that
salvation is a result of good works and is earned or rewarded
on a curving scale.

Less than one in three, Born Again Christians selected the
redeeming work of God through faith as the key difference
between Christianity and other religions. And less than one in
five Other Protestants and Catholics selected that answer.
Instead, about three out of four (75%) selected love deeply,
obey  Jesus  or  Christianity  is  basically  the  same  as  the
message of other religions.

Notes
1. Low Estimate: Calculated assuming that those sharing at
least monthly on the average shared their faith 12 times per
year and those sharing at least yearly but less than monthly
shared on the average 1 times per year AND that they shared on
the average with the same individual four times.
2. Nominal Estimate: Calculated assuming that those sharing at
least monthly on the average shared their faith 18 times per
year and those sharing at least yearly but less than monthly
shared on the average 2 times per year AND that they shared on
the average with the same individual three times.
3. High Estimate: Calculated assuming that those sharing at
least monthly on the average shared their faith 24 times per
year and those sharing at least yearly but less than monthly
shared on the average 4 times per year AND that they shared on
the average with the same individual two times.
4. Although most people selected only one answer, on this
question they could select multiple answers
5. Exclusivists are those who believe that their religion is
the  only  source  of  correct  teaching  concerning  our
relationship with God. When I get time, I will check out the
relationship between those who are exclusivists and those who
selected ‘reconciliation is a gift’

©2021 Probe Ministries



Atheism 2.0? Talking Back to
a TED Talk
In 2011, atheist Alain de Botton gave a now-famous TED talk
“Atheism 2.0.” As part of a seminary class on apologetics,
Probe intern T.S. Weaver was assigned to write a response to
it, which we are honored to publish. First, here is a video of
that TED talk:

 

Dear Mr. de Botton,

First, I want to say I admire your courage to share these
ideas publicly and I do think you are a gifted orator. I am a
Christian seminary student and have both many things I agree
with and disagree with from your talk. I will try to touch on
them in the order you bring them up in your talk.

To start with when you say, “Of course there’s no God . . .
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now let’s move on. That’s not the end of the story. That’s the
very very beginning,” I can respect that because I agree that
a truth claim regarding the existence of God is just the
beginning. This truth claim informs our entire worldview and
how  we  live.  To  me,  knowing  there  is  a  God  (the  same
conclusion to which avowed atheist Sir Antony Flew came) gives
me meaning, purpose, knowledge of where we came from, where we
are going, and how to live. I wonder from your perspective,
though, how without a God, any of these key issues in life can
be addressed. Without a God, where do we come from? What does
life really mean? How do we differentiate between good and
evil? What happens when we die?

Going further in your talk, I must say I too love Christmas
carols, looking at churches, and turning the pages of the Old
Testament. We have common ground here, so again, we do not
disagree on everything.

However, evaluating your view again, I do not see how you can
be attracted to the “moralistic side” of religion without the
existence of God. You say you are “stealing from religion;”
that I agree with as well. I wonder if you have thought, if
you are truly an atheist, how can there even be such things as
morals? How can you define good? In relation to what? Where
does this come from? If there is some moral law, have you
thought about where it comes from? Do you think that implies
there  must  be  some  sort  of  law  giver?  In  the  atheistic
worldview what is the moral law and who is the law giver?

You go on to say, “There’s nothing wrong with picking out the
best sides of religion.” That sounds nice, but I disagree. You
must either adopt it all or nothing, otherwise you do not have
a  worldview  that  makes  sense.  There  will  be  self-
contradictions all throughout your view. A perfect example as
I touched on above is your idea of “Atheism 2.0.” It is
impossible to adopt a moralistic side because without God
there are no morals. There is no reason to have a moralistic
side. This is a contradiction. Have you considered this?

https://probe.org/there-is-a-god/


As your talk goes on, you say some remarkably interesting
things I have not heard before, even from an atheist. Your
claim the church in the early nineteenth century looked to
culture to find morality, guidance, and sources of consolation
is new to me. I would like to know how you came to this
conclusion. Which denomination? Which church? What was your
source of information? It is noticeably clear to me that the
practice of the (Christian) church is to find all those things
from Scripture and God. In fact, the Bible tells us in several
places not to conform to culture. Here is one example from my
favorite verse: “Do not conform to the pattern of this world,
but be transformed by the renewing of your mind.” (Romans
12:2) So, your claim is the exact opposite of what I as a
Christian  know  presently  and  have  learned  about  church
history.

Furthermore, does not this refute how you opened your talk
when you said, “We have done secularism bad”? You even say the
church replacing Scripture with culture is “beautiful” and
“true” and “an idea that we have forgotten.” This is the very
description of how atheists “have done secularism,” is it not?
From  my  understanding,  atheism  replaces  Scripture  with
culture. Is this true, or am I missing something? If it is
true,  you  have  already  done  the  reflection  on  how  it  is
working and concluded it is “bad.” Yet you want to “steal from
religion.” So, if your claim about church history is true,
this is how it falls out: You think secularism has been done
bad and want to instead steal morality from religion. And yet,
religion (according to you) has gotten morality from culture
(i.e., secularism). So, the very thing you would be stealing
is what you yourself already called bad and would end up stuck
with in the end anyway. Nothing has changed. Do you see how
this is incoherent if it were true? Have you thought about
this?

I do like your thoughts about the difference between a sermon
(wanting to change your life) and a lecture (wanting to give



you a bit of information). I also agree we need to get back to
“that  sermon  tradition,”  and  we  are  in  need  of  morality,
guidance, and consolation, because like you said, “We are
barely holding it together.” And I do mean “we” to cover both
the atheist and the Christian alike. This is exactly what
Christianity is about. We cannot “hold it together” on our
own. That is why we have a Savior, and we live dependently on
God, the moral law giver. Now again, you cannot have morality
without the moral law giver. Furthermore, if you get guidance
from atheists preaching sermons are you not facing the same
problem I wrote of in the earlier paragraph? Where is the
guidance coming from? Culture? Have you considered this to be
the blind leading the blind?

I also agree with your point about the value of repetition. I
have so much information coming at me so fast that if I do not
revisit it enough, almost none of it sticks. That is another
reason I am repeating some of my points.

Now you mentioned one of the things you like about religion is
when someone is preaching a rousing part of a sermon, we shout
“Amen,” “Thank you Lord,” “Yes Lord,” “Thank you Jesus,” etc.
Your idea of atheists doing this when fellow atheists are
preaching passionate points is both clever and funny. However,
as Rebecca McLaughlin (a Christian) pointed out in her book,
Confronting Christianity, your examples of secular audiences
saying, “Thank you Plato, thank you Shakespeare, thank you
Jane Austen!” falls flat because of the examples you chose.
McLaughlin writes, “One wonders how Shakespeare, whose world
was  fundamentally  shaped  by  Christianity,  would  have  felt
about being cast as an atheist icon. But when it comes to Jane
Austen, the answer is clear: a woman of deep, explicit, and
abiding faith in Jesus, she would be utterly appalled.”

Your point on art is amazingly fascinating. You say if you
were a museum curator, you would make a room for love and a
room for generosity. While this sounds beautiful, there is a
problem. This will sound repetitive (helping us both learn and



remember), but it is just like the morality dilemma you have
presented earlier. If no God exists, what is love? What is
generosity? How do you define it? Where does it come from? Why
is it valuable? Why is anything valuable?

To beat the dead horse one more time (apologies) . . . In your
closing statements you again you say all these things are
“very good.” Well, what is good? How do you define it? In
relation to what? Where does it come from? How do you know
that?  As  you  earlier  confessed,  you  are  stealing  from
religion. These stolen values have no grounding if atheism is
true.

I know some of the issues I raised were not necessarily the
purpose  of  your  talk,  but  in  all,  I  wonder  if  you  have
considered  how  the  facts  and  implications  you  presented
correspond to reality. Do you think all the assertions you
made cohere? Do you find your idea of Atheism 2.0 logically
consistent and rational? If you could give a follow up talk,
could you offer any way to verify your claims empirically?
Could you supply answers to the questions of origin, meaning,
morality, and destiny?

Sincerely,

A Christian – T.S. Weaver

The Apologetics of Jesus: A
Defense of His Deity
Dr. Zukeran shows us that the greatest defense of the deity of
Jesus was made by Jesus Himself. Claiming to be God in the
flesh, His words and His actions had to be an apologetic for
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His claim. People could see He was a man; He had to prove to
them that He was also deity, God in the flesh.

Jesus was one of the greatest leaders, teachers,
and remarkable individuals that ever lived, but few
realize that Jesus was also the greatest apologist.
Apologetics  is  the  rational  defense  of
Christianity. Christian apologists use reason and
evidence  to  present  a  convincing  case  for  Christianity,
challenge unbelief, expose errors, and defend the message of
the  gospel.  Apologetics  was  an  essential  part  of  Jesus’
ministry. If it was important in His ministry, it certainly
should be in all ministries looking to impact the unbelieving
world for Christ.

The Bible commands us in 1 Peter 3:15, “But set apart Christ
as Lord in your hearts. Always be prepared to give an answer
[apologia] to everyone who asks you the reason for the hope
that you have.” We are commanded to provide a well-reasoned
answer for our faith in Christ to an unbelieving world. Jesus
commanded us to “love the Lord your God with all your heart
and with all your soul and with all your mind” (Mt. 22:37).
Apologetics involves knowing why you believe and complies with
Christ’s command of loving God with your mind.

There  exists  some  misunderstanding  among  Christians  as  to
whether apologetics is necessary. Some believe that our belief
in Christ is based on “faith” and thus does not require solid
reasons or evidence to support it. Therefore, in witnessing to
unbelievers,  some  mistakenly  suppose  that  apologetics  is
ineffective  in  leading  anyone  to  faith.  The  call  of  the
Christian is to simply present the gospel, and the Holy Spirit
and the Scriptures will do the rest. However, this was not the
example of Christ.

Christ made extraordinary claims to be the divine Son of God.
He made such claims as being the source of life, forgiver of
sins, the embodiment of truth, and authority over the Old
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Testament Law. Such claims were met with skepticism, doubt,
and hostility. Jesus knew He was making remarkable claims, and
He did not expect people to simply believe His message without
good reasons. He was not seeking or wanting people to exercise
“blind faith.” Jesus understood that we are rational and moral
beings, for we are created in the image of God who is a
rational  and  morally  perfect  being.  For  this  reason,  we
exercise our rational capacity and investigate the evidence
before making decisions.

Christ knew He would have to make a convincing case to uphold
His  claims  and  He  did.  Throughout  His  ministry,  Christ
presented compelling reasons and evidence to uphold His claim
to be the divine Son of God. Jesus’ apologetics included the
testimony of witnesses, miracles, the resurrection, prophecy,
reason, the use of parables and more. The apologetic methods
of Jesus serve as a model for every believer who desires to
engage and impact an unbelieving world for Christ.

The Testimony of Witnesses
A  man  ill  for  thirty-eight  years  lay  beside  the  Pool  of
Bethesda  along  with  a  multitude  of  crippled  individuals.
Suddenly an unknown stranger walks up and asks him a strange
question. “Do you want to get well?” As the lame man begins to
explain his situation, the stranger orders the man to “Get up!
Pick up your mat and walk!” Immediately, strength enters his
legs and he rises and walks, carrying his mat as the stranger
orders.  Soon  afterwards  the  Pharisees  arrive  and  an
examination  ensues.

What should have been a moment of rejoicing turns into a
serious interrogation. The Jewish leaders in John 5 confront
Jesus seeking an opportunity and reason to kill Him. Instead
of praising God in the healing of the lame man, the focus of
the  Jewish  leaders  is  on  the  apparent  violation  of  their
Jewish tradition by Jesus.



Jesus responded saying, “My Father is always at His work to
this  very  day,  and  I,  too,  am  working.”  (Jn.  5:17).  The
following verse states, “For this reason, the Jews tried all
the harder to kill Him; not only was he breaking the Sabbath,
but he was even calling God His own Father, making Himself
equal with God.” (Jn. 5:18). In this chapter Jesus performed
some remarkable feats and made some extraordinary claims. When
questioned, Jesus gave an answer or an apologia, a defense of
His work and character. In His answer, we see that He was the
greatest apologist and that apologetics was a key component in
the ministry of Jesus.

In  the  passage  that  follows,  Jesus  presents  one  of  the
clearest  and  strongest  cases  regarding  His  nature  as  the
divine Son of God. New Testament scholar Leon Morris states,
“Nowhere in the Gospels do we find our Lord making such a
formal,  systematic,  orderly,  regular  statement  of  His  own
unity with the Father, His divine commission and authority,
and  the  proofs  of  His  Messiahship,  as  we  find  in  this
discourse.”{1}

What was the apologetic method Jesus used in this instance?
Jesus’  apologetic  involved  the  testimony  of  witnesses.
According to Jewish law, a testimony is valid only if there
were at least two witnesses who could testify to the truth of
an individual’s claims (Deut. 19:15). Jesus knew these men
needed  solid  testimony  to  confirm  His  claims  but  also
testimony that would convict them of their error regarding
their understanding of His identity.

Jesus brings forth five witnesses that testify on His behalf;
John  the  Baptist  (5:32-35),  His  works  (5:36),  the  Father
(5:37),  the  Old  Testament  Scriptures  (5:39-40),  and  Moses
(5:41-46). There were no more authoritative witnesses than
these. In a brilliant presentation, Jesus makes His case. The
testimony of witnesses was part of the apologetics of Jesus.



Apologetics in the Parables
It is a well-known fact that Jesus was a great storyteller.
His stories captivated the audience and taught a valuable
lesson. The term “good Samaritan” and “the prodigal Son,” are
recognized all over the world because of the unforgettable
stories told by Jesus. One of the best ways to communicate
truth is to illustrate it through stories which are also an
effective way to penetrate into hardened hearts that would not
be receptive to a direct gospel presentation. The parables of
Christ are some of the most remarkable lessons ever taught.
However, did you know that the parables of Christ were also
powerful apologetic presentations of our Lord?

Through the use of these stories, Jesus makes a declaration
and  a  defense  of  His  ministry  and  claims.  The  images  He
selects  are  used  in  the  Old  Testament  and  later  Jewish
literature in reference to God. Jesus uses these images and
applies them often to Himself. Philip Payne states, “Out of
the fifty-two recorded narrative parables, twenty depict Him
in imagery which in the Old Testament typically referred to
God. The frequency with which this occurs indicates that Jesus
regularly depicted Himself in images which were particularly
appropriate for depicting God.”{2}

By applying these images to Himself Jesus indicates his self-
understanding as the divine Son of God and was communicating
this truth to His audience. Payne identifies ten prominent
images used in the parables in which images used in reference
to  God  in  the  Old  Testament  Jesus  applies  to  Himself.{3}
Jesus’ repeated use of such images indicates He wanted His
audience to recognize His divinity and that He was carrying
out the very will of God in His ministry on earth.

Here are a few examples where Christ declares His divinity in
the gospels. The image of the rock is used to describe God,
especially in the Psalms (Ps. 19:14, 28:1, 42:9, 61:2, 62:2,
71:3, 78:35). In the parables of Jesus, He states that those
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who build their lives upon His teachings have built their
lives upon “a rock” (Matt. 7:24-26 and Lk. 6:46-49). In Psalm
23 and Ezekiel 34, God is portrayed as a shepherd. In John 10
Jesus identifies Himself as the good shepherd. In another
parable, Jesus uses the example of a bridegroom. In Isaiah 49,
54, Jeremiah 2, and Hosea, God is pictured as a bridegroom. In
Mk.  2:19,  Matt.  9:15,  and  Lk.  5:34-35,  Jesus  identifies
Himself as the bridegroom. The parables were powerful stories
Jesus used to communicate truth but they were also part of the
apologetics of Jesus.

The Use of Reason
Jesus commanded us to “Love the Lord your God with all your .
. . mind” (Mt. 22:37). Jesus exemplified what it meant to love
God with “all your mind.” He was the greatest thinker who ever
set foot upon the earth. Philosopher Dallas Willard states,

We need to understand that Jesus is a thinker, that this is
not a dirty word but an essential work, and that his other
attributes do not preclude thought, but only insure that he
is certainly the greatest thinker of the human race: ‘the
most  intelligent  person  who  ever  lived  on  earth.’  He
constantly  uses  the  power  of  logical  insight  to  enable
people to come to the truth about themselves and about God
from the inside of their own heart and mind.{4}

Jesus understood that we are created in the image of God. Our
creator  is  a  reasonable  and  rational  being.  We  are  thus
endowed  with  the  capacity  for  reason  and  rationality.  In
Isaiah  1:18,  God  invited  Israel  saying,  “Come  now  let  us
reason together.” God wanted the people of Israel to use their
ability  to  reason  and  consider  the  consequences  of  their
behavior.

Jesus showed Himself to be a brilliant apologist who used the
laws of logic to reveal truth, demolish arguments, and point



out error. The communication of truth and discerning error
requires the use of reason. Since our faith is a reasonable
faith, reason was part of the apologetics of Jesus.

An example of the use of reason is found in Matthew 12:22-28.
Here the Pharisees accuse Jesus of casting out demons by the
power of the Devil. Through the use of reason, Jesus showed
their accusation to be false. The argument He used is the
argument known as reductio ad absurdum [Latin for “reduction
to the absurd”]. This is an argument that demonstrates if the
primary premise is supposed to be true, then it leads to a
contradiction that is absurd. One would then inevitably have
to conclude that the original premise is false.

Jesus responded stating that “Every kingdom divided against
itself will be ruined and every city or household divided
against itself will not stand. If Satan drives out Satan, he
is divided against himself. How then can his kingdom stand?
And if I drive out demons by Beelzebub, by whom do your people
drive them out?” Jesus points to the illogical nature of their
accusation and further points to the testimony of His miracles
that confirm His authority being from God.

Apologetics of Miracles
Something had gone terribly wrong. The Messiah had arrived but
the Kingdom, which would be characterized by liberty, freedom,
and the just rule of God, had not arrived. Instead, John the
Baptist found himself in prison awaiting execution. Confused
and discouraged, John sent his disciples to Jesus to ask Him,
“Are you the one who was to come, or should we expect someone
else?” (Lk. 7:20). Jesus responds by pointing to the testimony
of His miracles: “Go back and report to John what you hear and
see. The lame walk, those who have leprosy are cured, the deaf
hear, the dead are raised, and the good news is preached to
the poor.” (Lk. 7:22-23). When asked by John if He was indeed
the  Messiah,  Jesus  defends  His  claim  by  pointing  to  the



testimony  of  His  miracles.  Miracles  represent  another
component  in  the  apologetics  of  Jesus.

A miracle is a special act of God that interrupts the normal
course of events. Natural laws describe what occurs regularly
by natural causes, but miracles describe what happens rarely,
by supernatural causes. A miracle is an act of God designed to
confirm the word of God through a messenger of God.{5}

Throughout the Old Testament, God used miracles to confirm His
message and His messenger. Christ’s miracles demonstrated that
what  He  claimed  about  Himself  was  true  and  that  God’s
confirming  hand  was  on  the  message  He  preached.  Jesus
performed a vast array of miraculous signs that demonstrated
His divine authority over every realm of creation.

When friendly as well as hostile audiences questioned Jesus,
He defended His claims with the testimony of miracles (Mk.
2:1-12, Jn. 2, and 10:22-42). Many who witnessed Christ’s
miracles  made  the  connection.  Nathaniel,  witnessing  the
omniscience of Christ, responded exclaiming, “Rabbi, you are
the Son of God; you are the King of Israel.” (Jn. 1:49).
Nicodemus in his evening visit meets Jesus saying, “Rabbi, we
know you are a teacher who has come from God. For no one could
perform the miraculous signs you are doing if God were not
with him.” (Jn. 3:2).

When Christ establishes His kingdom, all creation will be
subject to Him. Sin, sickness, death, and disease will be
overcome and the subjects of the kingdom will never be in
want. The miracles of Christ reflect His divine character and
demonstrate the King of the Kingdom has arrived.

Apologetics was an essential component of Christ’s ministry
and should be an important part of any ministry looking to
engage this lost world for Christ. The Bible commands us to
defend our faith, and Christ set the supreme example for us to
follow.



To learn more about the apologetics of Jesus and gain valuable
practical lessons from His examples, check out the online
store at Probe.org and purchase a copy of the in depth book,
The Apologetics of Jesus written by Norman Geisler and myself.
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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.
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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 1956—thousands 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 blogs.bible.org/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.
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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

https://www.probe.org/authority-of-the-bible-a-strong-argument-for-christianity/
https://www.probe.org/authority-of-the-bible-a-strong-argument-for-christianity/


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
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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
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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.

https://probe.org/answering-the-new-atheists/
https://probe.org/answering-the-new-atheists/
https://probe.org/answering-the-new-atheists/


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?

https://app.box.com/s/m23sho11ds0m1f2ejovah8jmhrspgclx


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
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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.

Notes

Is  God  Just  a  Human  Invention?  (Grand  Rapids,  MI:  Kregel
Publications, 2010).
2.  Richard  Dawkins,  “The  Faith  Trap,”  20  March  2010,
bit.ly/fFvLlJ.
3. Ibid.
4.  Richard  Dawkins,  The  God  Delusion  (New  York:  Houghton
Mifflin, 2008), 28.
5. Daniel Dennett, Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural
Phenomenon (New York: Penquin, 2006), 230-231.
6. Sam Harris, Letter to a Christian Nation (New York: Vintage
Books, 2008), 110.
7. Norman Geisler and Frank Turek, I Don’t Have Enough Faith
to Be an Atheist (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2004).
8. Sigmund Freud, The Future of Illusion (New York: Norton,
1989), 38.
9.  C.S.  Lewis,  Mere  Christianity  (New  York:  Simon  and

https://www.probe.org/
http://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/panelists/richard_dawkins/2010/03/the_faith_trap.html


Schuster,  1996),  119-122).
10.  Quote  of  Dean  Hamer  in  Barbara  Bradley  Hagerty,  The
Language of God: A Scientist Presents Evidence for Belief (New
York: Free Press, 2006), 263.
11. Dawkins, The God Delusion, 316.
12. Victor Stenger, God: The Failed Hypothesis (Amherst, NY:
Prometheus, 2007), 257.
13. David Berlinski, The Devil’s Delusion: Atheism and Its
Scientific Pretension (New York: Basic Books, 2009), 26-27.
14. Harris, Letter to a Christian Nation, 87.
15.  Christopher  Hitchens,  God  Is  Not  Great:  How  Religion
Poisons Everything (New York: Twelve, 2007), 283.
16. Dawkins, The God Delusion, 36.
17.  Alister  McGrath,  “Challenges  from  Atheism,”  in  Beyond
Opinion, ed. Ravi Zacharias (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2007),
31.
18.  Keith  Ward,  Is  Religion  Dangerous?  (Grand  Rapids:
Eerdmans,  2007),  73.
19.  Dinesh  D’Souza,  What’s  So  Great  About  Christianity
(Washington, D.C.: Regnery, 2007), 215.
20. Dawkins, The God Delusion, 78.
21. Quoted in Paul Davies, The Accidental Universe (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1982), 118.
22. Mark Whorton and Hill Roberts, Holman QuickSource Guide to
Understanding Creation ((Nashville, TN: B&H Publishing, 2008),
308.
23. Sean McDowell, “Is There Any Evidence for God? Physics and
Astronomy,” The Apologetics Study Bible for Students, gen. ed.
Sean McDowell (Nashville: B&H Publishing, 2010).
24. Dawkins, The God Delusion, 188.
25. Harris, Letter to a Christian Nation, 63.
26. Dawkins, The God Delusion, 321.
27. “Origin Science,” www.probe.org/origin-science/.
28. Alister McGrath and Joanna Collicutt McGrath, The Dawkins
Delusion (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2007), 46.
29. “The Jewish God, the Christian God, or No God?” Debate
between  Christopher  Hitchens,  Dennis  Prager,  and  Dinesh

https://www.probe.org/origin-science/


D’Souza, 1 May 2008.
30. Nancy Pearcey and Charles Thaxton, The Soul of Science
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 1994).

© 2011 Probe Ministries


