Is Jesus the Only Way?

Paul Rutherford explains why Jesus is the only way to know
God.
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create the word “coexist.”

Perhaps you’ve seen an image just like this bumper sticker,
but on a t-shirt or tattoo. It represents a common sentiment
in our culture that everyone should get along, or coexist
peacefully. And I love that sentiment. We should get along. In
fact, I'm grateful to God I live in a country in which an
unprecedented number of people from all different religions,
backgrounds, and ethnicities do, in fact, coexist every day,
and for the most part without violent protest. The life we
enjoy in the United States is historically unprecedented.

But the coexistence advocated in this bumper
sticker is something more subtle. It’s a way of getting along
that is more than meets the eye. It frequently calls for a
peaceable lifestyle free of conflict between faiths. People
hope that we can all unite in a single brotherhood and
celebrate our differences, particularly religious ones. They
don’t understand why we bicker over who’s right and who's
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wrong.

The call to coexist is a reaction to the exclusive truth
claims of religion, especially Christianity. In fact, 1its
exclusivism is the most offensive aspect of Christianity
today. “Repent. Believe. Come to Jesus. He's the only way!”
These are phrases easily associated with Christianity,
especially street preaching. What should we do with
Christianity’s exclusivism in a twenty-first century
cosmopolitan society? Haven’t we progressed beyond such
narrow-mindedness in these modern times? Isn’t claiming Jesus
as the only way intolerant of other faiths? Don’t those
Christians know all religions are equally valid paths to
heaven? They shouldn’t force their beliefs on others!

Claiming Jesus is the only way to heaven is exclusive, I
admit. It says there is no other way to God except by trust in
Jesus Christ. Jesus most famously says this Himself in the
Bible: “I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no one
comes to the Father but through Me” (John 14:0).

Even though it’s offensive, I believe Jesus really is the only
way to God. In this article we’'re going to explore that
question by discussing objections to it, and discover why He
really is the only way.

Tolerance

As believers, when we claim Jesus is the only way, you often
hear people give some variation of, “That’s so intolerant!” In
doing so, they reject the claim. Often implied, but not said
straight out, is the demand that the Christian “tolerate”
others’ beliefs, or take back what he just said.

It'’s worth pointing out that claiming Christianity to be
intolerant is itself an intolerant claim. But the notion of
tolerance is complex and has a long history. And rather than
elaborate that contradiction, let’s begin by exploring the
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complexity of tolerance.

What’'s usually meant by tolerance these days is including
beliefs that include all others. This position generally
rejects Jesus as the only way because diversity and equality
are now celebrated as the highest values. “Tolerance”
celebrates differences of religions and equality of
opportunity to practice them. To claim Jesus is the only way
squelches both equality and diversity by claiming only one
religion is right. Since squelching diversity and equality are
socially wunacceptable, the exclusivity of Jesus 1isn’t
tolerated.

But this issue is complex. (That might be apparent already.)
Truth and tolerance are actually linked. In fact, tolerance
relies on truth. In the book The Truth about Tolerance, David
Couchman says, “If there is no real truth, there is no reason
for me to be tolerant. Without some kind of beliefs which
cause me to value you as a person, even though I disagree with
you, why should I be tolerant towards you?”{1} For tolerance
to exist at all, it relies upon a framework of truth. That
resonates with an idea mentioned earlier, how intolerance
contradicts itself.

But the rabbit hole goes even deeper. Truth also relies upon
tolerance. “[I]t is also the case that truth as a reflective
goal for individuals and communities. . .needs a context of
right-minded toleration to flourish in.”{2} Without tolerance,
truth likewise becomes the hammer of oppression. We find then
that truth and tolerance go hand in hand.

Nevertheless, tolerance is the hammer of choice in culture
today. Too often suppression of Christians sharing the truth
that Jesus is the only way of salvation is justified in the
name of tolerance. Don’t be taken captive by this distortion.
Genuine tolerance acknowledges all positions, even those that
are exclusive. A biblical worldview holds only one truth,
Jesus is the only path to heaven, while maintaining respect



and dignity for those who disagree. That’s genuine tolerance.

Absolutes Don’t Exist

Here is another objection you might hear: Christians can’t
claim Jesus is the only way because there are no absolutes.
What Christians claim is an absolute truth. And there simply
are no absolute truths.

Their justification goes like this. We know from study, from
reason, from the postmodern era, that society has moved beyond
absolutes. There is no absolute truth. There is no overarching
metanarrative (or idea of truth) which can transcend culture,
nation, or time. Truth is a construct created by each man,
each culture, and bound by the strictures of the time in which
it was created.

This objection shares a similar weakness to the tolerance
objection. Denying absolutes is also self-defeating. It
contradicts itself. If we were to ask this objector if she
really believed what she was saying was true, we could ask
her, “You believe no absolute truth exists, right? Are you
absolutely sure of that?” This objector would have to agree.
That's what the position holds, thus contradicting her own
claim.

This objection often comes out of the postmodern school of
thought, which says there is no such thing as objective truth,
such as 2 + 2 always equals 4. Postmodern thought also denies
the meaningfulness of history along with the ability to
interpret literature in a unified and meaningful way. The
unfortunate consequence 1is that we’'re left with a bleak
reality stripped of purpose or meaning, which frankly, isn’t
very appealing. Without truth, meaning, history, or purpose,
what’s the point?

The great irony of it all is that postmodern thought arrives
at its conclusions by way of reason, which it then concludes
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isn’t true, and then holds it in contempt. It calls into
question reason itself and the whole Enlightenment project
along with it. So there’'s a healthy dose of despair that
frequently accompanies adherents to postmodern thought,
including our friends who don’t believe Jesus can be the only
way to God because there are no absolutes. But that'’s the lie
to which I don’t want you to be taken captive. Jesus really 1is
the only way. He’'s the only way to find peace in a wrecked
world. He is meaning for a confused life. And He leads us home
to heaven out of a world where we don’t belong. The remedy to
that despair 1s Jesus.

Despair at the failure of reason to improve mankind is the sad
but ultimate end of every god which usurps the rightful place
of the one true God: Jesus Christ. The truth is, all gods
fail, disappoint, and leave us desperate. The only one who is
faithful is Jesus. (cf. Deut. 7:9; 2 Thess. 3:3) But we won't
find that satisfaction until we rest assured in the truth that
Jesus really is the only way.

Pluralism

There 1s another category of objectors to Christ’s claim to
exclusivity. A difficult but less in-your-face objection 1is
pluralism. Pluralism is the belief that any variety of beliefs
and values are all equally true and valid.

When I claim Jesus is the only way, some calmly object.
Pluralists tend to be more laid-back. Typically they affirm my
right to follow Christ, even celebrate it. These folks calmly
share their belief that all religions are right: they all lead
to god. Often they cite the Eastern proverb that there are
many paths to the top of the mountain.

First, I'd like to point out that pluralism is intellectually
lazy. It doesn’t take seriously the law of non-contradiction.
(This law says that two opposite things cannot both be true at
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the same time and in the same way.) When a Christian claims
the path is exclusive, that Jesus 1is the only way, the
pluralist might think, “That’s nice, but actually, I know that
all religions lead to heaven.” He doesn’t accept the
Christian’s position as true. He says he believes Christianity
is true while at the same time denying its central tenet,
which is that Jesus is the only way.

But this response 1is not unique to Christianity. A
conservative Jew sincere about his faith won’t say any path
leads to heaven; neither will a Sunni Muslim. Pluralism
attempts to make peace where there is none, and only succeeds
in agreeing with no one.

Second, Christians who hold to exclusivism are sometimes
falsely accused of pushing their beliefs on others. 1In
condemning the exclusivist claims of Christianity, the
pluralist imposes her beliefs on the Christian. It contradicts
the very intended principle.

We all have beliefs or actions we want others to take
seriously. There’s nothing wrong with that. From my
experience, pluralism is wusually based on fear, which is
completely understandable. The other person disagrees but
fears conflict. They fear the relationship might be at stake
if they express their true belief. As believers we still
accept and honor people even if they don’t agree with us. This
is how we alleviate fear, demonstrating acceptance for those
with whom we disagree. (And that’'s the true meaning of
tolerance, by the way.)

When someone throws up this smokescreen in conversation, it
can feel scary—alarming. Suddenly, the person you'’re talking
to gets defensive. We can wonder, “Where did this come from?”
In that moment it’s probably not wise to press. Ask them why
they believe that way, or affirm them. Certainly no one has a
right to force compliance on another unwillingly. Communicate
that we don’t have to agree to be accepted. Further, don’t



fall prey to this area where culture takes many believers
captive. Jesus is the only way. Stand fast.

The Only Way

Is Jesus the only way? Yes. Multiple scriptures teach this
truth. Let’s consider a few.

Matthew 11:27 says, “All things have been handed over to Me by
My Father; and no one knows the Son except the Father; nor
does anyone know the Father except the Son, and anyone to whom
the Son wills to reveal Him.” Jesus is claiming that God his
Father has handed everything over to Him. This is an indirect
claim to be God Himself. But Jesus also makes it clear He 1is
the only one, since no one knows the Father but the Son.

Let’s also consider John’s gospel. Before Jesus even began his
ministry John the Baptist responds to Jesus’ identity. “The
next day he saw Jesus coming to him and said, “Behold, the
Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world!” (John 1:29)
In Hebrew culture at the time, calling someone the Lamb of God
was a claim to the Messiah who was prophesied (Isaiah 53:7).
Further, only God has the power to take away sin. This was an
unmistakable claim to divinity. It'’s interesting also that
Jesus doesn’t correct him, or deny Godhood. On the contrary, a
short time later, Jesus picks up his first two disciples and
encourages them, saying, “Come and you will see” (John 1:39).

It’s one thing to claim divinity and yet another to claim to
be the only divinity. So, where does the Bible say Jesus 1is
the only way? As we mentioned earlier, by Jesus’ own admission
He is the only way to God in John 14:6-"1 am the way, the
truth and the life; no one comes to the Father but through
Me."” Peter also explains the meaning of Jesus’ exclusivity in
Acts 4:12, “Salvation is found in no one else, for there is no
other name under heaven given to men by which we must be
saved.”



Believers, take heart. Jesus Christ is the one and only way.
Questioning Jesus’ exclusivity 1s a recent historical
phenomenon. That question is commonly asked in the 20th
century West, a culture increasingly influenced by postmodern
thinking and multiculturalism. Take courage. We who accept the
exclusivity of Christ are in a historical majority.
Repudiation for Christians as being intolerant, exclusive, or
uneducated is a recent occurrence. These are the current
trends of our culture. Don’t be taken captive. Jesus is the
only way.
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The Liberal Mind

Kerby Anderson tries to understand the liberal mind from a
biblical perspective. What are the assumptions the liberals
make? How do those assumptions square with the Bible?

As we begin this discussion, I want to make a clear
distinction between the terms “liberal” and “leftist.” We
often use the terms interchangeably but there is an important
difference.
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Dennis Prager wrote about this and even described those
differences in a PragerU video.{1l} His argument is that
traditional Lliberalism has far more in common with
conservatism than it does with leftism. Here are some examples
he uses to make his point.

Liberals and leftists have a different view of race. The
traditional liberal position on race is that the color of
one’s skin 1is insignificant. By contrast, leftists argue that
the notion that race 1is insignificant is itself racist.
Liberals were committed to racial integration and would have
rejected the idea of separate black dormitories and separate
black graduations on university campuses.

Nationalism 1is another difference. Dennis Prager says that
liberals always deeply believed in the nation-state. Leftists,
on the other hand, oppose nationalism and promote class
solidarity.

Superman comics illustrate the point. When the writers of
Superman were liberal, Superman was not only an American but
also one who fought for “Truth, justice, and the American
way.” The left-wing writers of Superman comics had Superman
announce a few years ago that he was going to speak before the
United Nations and inform them that he was renouncing his
American citizenship.

Perhaps the best example is free speech. American liberals
agree with the statement: “I disapprove of what you say, but I
will defend your right to say it.” Leftists today are leading
a nationwide suppression of free speech everywhere from the
college campuses to the Big Tech companies.
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Capitalism and the free enterprise system would be yet another
example. Dennis Prager says, “Liberals have always been pro
capitalism,” though they often wanted government “to play a
bigger role” in the economy. Leftists oppose capitalism and
are eagerly promoting socialism.

Liberals have had a love of Western civilization and taught it
at most universities. They were promoters of the liberal arts
and fine arts. In fact, one of the most revered liberals in
American history was President Franklin Roosevelt who talked
about the need to protect Western Civilization and even
Christian civilization.

Today Western Civilization classes are rarely if ever taught
in the university. That'’s because leftists don’t believe
Western Civilization 1is superior to any other civilization.
Leftists label people who attempt to defend western values as
racist and accuse them of promoting white supremacy. And
attempts to promote religious liberty are dismissed as thinly
disguised attacks on the LGBT community.

In conclusion, liberals and leftists are very different.

Ethics and a Belief in Right and Wrong

The philosophical foundation for most liberal perspectives is
secularism. If you don’t believe in God and the Bible, then
you certainly don’t believe in biblical absolutes or even
moral absolutes. Dostoyevsky put it this way: “If God is dead,
then everything is permitted.”

Even atheists admit that a view of God affects human behavior.
Richard Dawkins recently expressed his fear that the removal
of religion would be a bad idea for society because it would
give people “license to do really bad things.”

He likens the idea of God to surveillance, or as he puts it,
the “divine spy camera in the sky.”{2} People generally tend



to do the right thing when someone is watching them. They tend
to do bad things when no one is watching. He goes go on to add
that the “Great Spy Camera theory” isn’t a good reason for him
to believe in God.

It is also worth mentioning that more and more young people
aren’t making decisions about right and wrong based on logic
but instead based on feelings. I began to notice this decades
ago. College students making a statement or challenging a
conclusion used to say “I think” as they started a sentence.”
Then I started to see more and more of them say “I feel” at
the start of a sentence. They wouldn’t use reason to discuss
an issue. Instead, they would use emotion and talk about how
they felt about a particular issue.

The 1liberal mind also has a very different foundation for
discussing right and wrong. Dennis Prager recently admitted
that he had been wrong. All of his life, he has said that the
left’s moral compass is broken. But he has concluded that “in
order to have a broken moral compass, you need to have a moral
compass to begin with. But the left doesn’t have one.”{3}

He doesn’t mean that conclusion as an attack. It is merely an
observation that the left doesn’t really think in terms of
good and evil. We assume that other people think that way
because we think that way. But that is not how most of the
people on the left perceive the world.

Karl Marx is a good example. He divided the world by economic
class (the worker and the owner). One group was exploiting the
other group. Good and evil aren’t really relevant when you are
thinking in terms of class struggle. Friedrich Nietzsche, for
example, operated “beyond good and evil.”

To the Marxists, “there is no such thing as a universal good
or universal evil.” Those of us who perceive the world from a
Judeo-Christian worldview see ethics as relevant to the moral
standard, not the person or their social status.



A biblical view of ethics and morality begins with the reality
that God exists and that He has revealed to us moral
principles we are to apply to our lives and society. Those
absolute moral principles are tied to God’s character and thus
unchanging.

A Naive View of Human Nature

In this article we are talking about the liberal mind, while
often making a distinction between liberals and the left. When
it comes to the proper view of human nature, both groups have
a nalve and inaccurate view.

You can discover this for yourself by asking a simple
question: Do you believe people are basically good? You will
get an affirmative answer from most people in America because
we live in a civilized society. We don’t have to deal with the
level of corruption or terror that is a daily life in so many
other countries in the world.

But if you press the question, you will begin to see how
liberals have difficulty explaining the holocaust and Muslim
terrorism. Because the liberal mind starts with the assumption
that people are basically good. After all, that is what so
many secular philosophers and psychologists have been saying
for centuries. Two world wars and other wars during the 20th
century should have caused most people to reject the idea that
people are basically good.

The Bible teaches just the opposite. Romans 3:23 reminds us
that “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God.”
Jeremiah 17:9 says, “The heart is deceitful above all things,
and desperately sick; who can understand it?” This statement
about the deceitfulness of our heart may seem extreme until we
realize that Jesus also taught that “out of the heart come
evil thoughts, murder, adultery, sexual immorality, theft,
false witness, slander” (Matthew 15:19).



This nalive view of human nature should concern all of us.
Young people, two generations after Auschwitz, believe people
are basically good. One reason is biblical illiteracy. Another
reason 1is historical illiteracy. A recent survey found two
thirds of young people did not know six million died in the
Holocaust and nearly half could not name one of the Nazi death

camps.{4}

This naive view of human nature may also explain another
phenomenon we have discussed before. One of the untruths
described in the book, The Coddling of the American Mind, 1is
the belief that the battle for truth is “us versus them.”{5}
If you think that people are basically good and you have to
confront someone who disagrees with you, then they must be a
bad person. They aren’t just wrong. They are evil.

Tribalism has been with us for centuries. That is nothing new
about people joining and defending a tribe. But that has
become more intense because of the rhetoric on university
campuses and the comments spreading through social media. We
don’t have to live this way, but the forces in society are
making the divisions in society worse by the day.

A biblical perspective starts with the teaching that all are
created in God'’s image (Genesis 1:27) and thus have value and
dignity. But all of us have a sin nature (Romans 5:12). We
should interact with others who disagree with us with humility
(Ephesians 4:2) and grace (Colossians 4:6).

Big Government

We will now look at why liberals and the left promote big
government. The simple answer relates to our discussion above
about human nature. If you believe that people are basically
good, then it is easy to assume that political leaders and
bureaucrats will want to do the best for the citizens.

Christians agree that government is necessary and that it 1is



one of the institutions ordained by God (Romans 13:1-7). There
is a role for government to set the rules of governing and to
resolve internal disputes through a legal system. Government
is not God. But for people who don’t believe in God, then the
state often becomes God.

Friedrich Hayek wrote about this drive toward big government
and the bureaucratic state in his classic book, The Road to
Serfdom. He argued in his book that “the most important change
which extensive government control produces is a psychological
change, an alteration in the character of the people.”{6}

The character of citizens is changed because they yield their
will and decision-making to a more powerful government. They
may have done so willingly in order to have a welfare state.
Or they may have done so unwillingly because a dictator has
taken control of the reins of power. Either way, Hayek argues,
their character has been altered because the control over
every detail of economic life is ultimately control of life
itself.

Friedrich Hayek wrote The Road to Serfdom to warn us that
sometimes the road can be paved with good intentions. Most
government officials and bureaucrats write laws, rules, and
regulations with every good intention. They desire to make the
world a better place by preventing catastrophe and by
encouraging positive actions from their citizens. But in their
desire to control and direct every aspect of life, they take
us down the road to serfdom.

He argued that people who enter into government and run
powerful bureaucracies are often people who enjoy running not
only the bureaucracy but also the lives of its citizens. In
making uniform rules from a distance, they deprive the local
communities of the freedom to apply their own knowledge and
wisdom to their unique situations. A government seeking to be
a benevolent god, usually morphs into a malevolent tyrant.
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The liberal mind is all too willing to allow political leaders
and bureaucrats to make decisions for the public. But that
willingness is based on two flawed assumptions. First, human
beings are not God and thus government leaders will certainly
make flawed decisions that negatively affect the affairs of
its citizens. Second, liberals do not believe we have a sin
nature (Romans 3:23), and that includes government leaders.
Even the best of them will not always be wise, compassionate,
and altruistic. This is why the founders of this country
established checks and balances in government to limit the
impact of sinful behavior.

Tolerance?

If there is one attitude that you would think would be
synonymous with the liberal mind, it would be tolerance. That
may have been true in the past. Liberalism championed the idea
of free thought and free speech. That is no longer the case.

Liberals have been developing a zero-tolerance culture. In
some ways, that has been a positive change. We no longer
tolerate racism. We no longer tolerate sexism. Certain
statements, certain jokes, and certain attitudes have been
deemed off-limits.

The problem is that the politically correct culture of the
left moved the lines quickly to begin to attack just about any
view or value contrary to the liberal mind. Stray at all from
the accepted limits of leftist thinking and you will earn
labels like racist, sexist, homophobic, xenophobic.

Quickly the zero-tolerance culture became the cancel culture.
It is not enough to merely label an opponent with a smear, the
left demands that an “enemy” lose their social standing and
even their job and livelihood for deviating from what 1is
acceptable thought. A mendacious social media mob will make
sure that you pay a heavy penalty for contradicting the
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fundamental truths of the liberal mind.

One phenomenon that promotes this intolerance is the use of
smears and negative labels. For example, patriotism and pride
in your country is called xenophobia. Acknowledging the innate
differences between males and females is labelled sexist.
Promoting the idea that we are all of one race (the human
race) and that all lives matter is called racist. Questioning
whether we should redefine traditional marriage is deemed
homophobic. Arguing that very young children should not
undergo sex assignment surgery is called transphobia. Pointing
out that most terrorist attacks come from Muslim terrorists 1is
labelled Islamophobic.

Should Christians be tolerant? The answer is yes, we should be
tolerant, but that word has been redefined in society to argue
that we should accept every person’s behavior. The Bible does
not permit that. That is why I like to use the word civility.
Essentially, that is the Golden Rule: “Do to others whatever
you would have them do to you” (Matthew 7:12).

Civility requires humility. A civil person acknowledges that
he or she does not possess all wisdom and knowledge. That
means we should listen to others and consider the possibility
that they might be right, and we could be wrong. Philippians
2:3 says, “Do nothing from selfishness or empty conceit, but
with humility of mind let each of you regard one another as
more important than himself.” We can disagree with other
without being disagreeable. Proverbs 15:1 reminds us that “A
gentle answer turns away wrath.”

This 1is an important principle as we try to understand the
liberal mind and work to build bridges to others in our
society.
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Is Satan Equal to Jesus? 6
Biblical Truths You Need to
Know

Is Satan equal to Jesus? Many people assume he 1is the opposite
force of Christ—but Scripture tells a very different story.
Terrence Harris reminds us why Satan and Jesus are not equally
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matched enemies.

My heart goes out to people who believe Satan is the equal
opposite of Jesus Christ.

He is not.

Is Satan Equal to Jesus? Satan Is
Created, Not Equal to God.

Many people still ask, “Is Satan equal to Jesus?” especially
when influenced by media portrayals of Satan and demons having
their way with people.

The Lord God created Lucifer along with all the angels 1in
heaven.{1l} Contrary to popular belief and culture, the artist
holds deference over the artwork, just as the potter commands
deference over the clay.

Satan Fell Through Pride, Not Power.

God changed Lucifer’s title to Satan (which means adversary)
through his own pride, when he opposed God with the very gifts
God gave him. Satan was so impressed with his own beauty and
wisdom, I guess in his mind that made him a qualifying
contender for God’s throne.{2} But obviously (well, not as
obvious to demons, apparently), Satan would never match the
eternal power of the Almighty Living God.

Is Satan Equal to Jesus? Satan Is Already
Defeated and Limited.

A third of the angels followed him in his rebellion, while
two-thirds remained loyal to the Lord.{3}

The Lord stripped Lucifer of his glory, along with the other
rebel angels, and threw them out of heaven down to the
earth.{4} Satan caused many other angels to fall with him, who
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also chose to rebel against God. Since then, Satan and his
demons have wreaked havoc on humanity, but that does not mean
victory for our enemy.

The media often portrays Satan and demons (known as fallen
angels) as having more authority and power than they truly
possess. Movies tend to show a priest fidgeting with a cross
and holy water, facing a demon-possessed person who boldly
declares, “You have no authority over me.” To that point,
scripture actually gives a similar example of contending
against the demonic realm in vain.

In Acts 19:13-16, the sons of Sceva tried to cast out demons
“in the name of Jesus whom Paul preaches.” This phrase alone
communicates a lack of intimacy that these traveling Jewish
exorcists had with Jesus Christ. The Bible says the demon
replied, “Jesus, I know, and Paul, I know, but who are you?”
Then the possessed man overpowered them, beating them and
sending them away naked and wounded.”

This brings us to the fourth critical point regarding the
topic, “Is Satan Equal to Jesus?”

Knowing About Jesus # Knowing Jesus.

Take note of this important reminder: It’s not enough to just
know about Jesus; Satan and his demons know about Jesus. Satan
and demons can read the Bible, too. Satan tempted Jesus with a
Bible verse in the wilderness, one that many Christians may
not even know where to find. However, the true authority is in
knowing Jesus and Jesus knowing you. Knowing Christ—instead of
just knowing about Him or just knowing scripture—the intimacy
with the Word of God—gives birth to godliness that pleases the
heart of the Father.

Authority Comes From a Relationship with
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Christ.

Apart from Christ, humanity is “dead in trespasses and sins”
and follows “the prince of the power of the air.”{5} But for
the blood-bought believer, the story is entirely different.
Those who are filled with God’s Spirit, who confess Jesus
Christ as Lord, who believe He died for their sins, rose by
the power of the Holy Spirit, and now sit at the right hand of
the Father{6}-these are the ones who stand in the Lord’s
authority and victory.

Believers Share in Christ’s Victory.

So the believer doesn’t face the demonic realm alone. We stand
in and by the authority of Christ Jesus and do not need to
guestion whether Satan is equal to Jesus. Scripture assures us
that “Greater is He Who is in you than he who is in the
world.”{7} Through Christ, we are more than conquerors.{8}
Satan is the opposition, but never the equal opponent. The
living God dwells within His people, and by His Spirit, they
walk in victory and authority over the powers of darkness.

Did this article help you understand why Satan is not equal to
Jesus? Please tell us your thoughts or questions in the
comments below.

For more Biblically inspired articles like “Is Satan Equal to
Jesus?” please visit us at Probe.org.

Also visit these helpful links:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=CamYtVpoTNk

Notes

1. Ezekiel 28:13-15
. Isaiah 14:12-15
. Revelation 12:4
Luke 10:18

. Ephesians 2:1-2
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The Truth About Satan and
Demons

Terrence Harris exposes the growing influence of Satan and the
demons in the world today.

Today we live in a world that gravitates more and more toward
demonic influences, particularly what we hear from the
entertainment industry: the media, the music, and everything
else in between. We see these ritual-like performances and
symbolic messages by artists and entertainers showing up
everywhere that give antichrist vibes,{1} encouraging society
to live for themselves, worship themselves, and telling people
they can “do and live however they want.”{2}

As Christians, we must ask: why would anyone choose to live in
submission to demons and Satan himself?{3} From Scripture, we
clearly see the habits and motives of these fallen and
corrupted beings. We learn what they think of humanity, {4}
what their possession of people looks like.{5} They oppress
and seek to destroy anything that reflects God’s image and the
work of His hands.{6} The Bible also tells us where they come
from,{7} their methods,{8} and that their end is coming—praise
be to God.{9}

So why would anyone make allegiance to something that hates
them? The demonic realm hates God, including His creation.
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They cannot destroy the Living God, so people are the next
viable option.

Some may say, “Well, I have a good life, I have everything I
need, never prayed to anyone nor begged for anything. I did
the work to get to where I am. That tells me that I never
needed God.” And this is the position the devil wants you
in.{10} Like Peter and Judas, Satan aims to expose and exploit
our weaknesses{ll}-to kill, steal, and destroy our
lives{12}—-at an opportune time.{13} God owns the breath in our
bodies.{14} Our pride regarding life can blind us to this
truth, taking God’s grace, love, and patience for granted.{15}
Satan banks on us declaring that we are “the masters of our
fate and the captains of our own souls”{16}-minimizing Jesus
to a non-essential.

And just like the devil and his angels, the messaging from the
entertainment and media worlds tempts humanity to sin against
God-right along with them.{17} How? Disgquising sin and its
consequences with things that entice the natural senses.{18}
Some want fame and fortune, some desire success, power, and
influence. Having only the natural desires of humanity in
mind, they presume to offer people these in exchange for our
God-given thoughts, talents, gifts, resources, etc. Everything
the Living God gives us, Satan wants for his purposes, {19}
while excluding the One who gave us life from our lives.{20}

My goal is not to glorify demons but to expose them.{21} It’s
time for Christians to pull back the veil and expose the
truth: people who want to live in submission to Satan and his
demons are literally asking for the same coming judgment of
God—a judgment not originally meant for people.{22}

Every believer must understand these biblical truths
concerning Satan and demons in order to navigate a world where
demonic influence seems both rampant yet clandestine. But more
importantly, I want to point to the greater reality: victory,
true life, and authority belong only to those who place their



faith in the Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ.{23} Jesus holds
all power and authority over every created being-forever and

ever.{24}

Notes
1 John 2:18
. Judges 21:25
Ephesians 6:12
. John 8:44
. Mark 5:2-5
. Genesis 1:27; 1 Peter 5:8
Isaiah 14:12-15; Revelation 12:7-9
. 2 Corinthians 11:14; John 10:10
Revelation 20:10
Luke 12:16-21
Luke 22:3-4, 31
. John 10:10
Luke 4:13
. Acts 17:25
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C.S. Lewis as Evangelist

Dr. Michael Gleghorn provides an insightful examination of how
legendary Christian author C.S. Lewis used his writing to
invite his readers to put their faith in Jesus Christ.

Lewis and Evangelism

“C. S. Lewis never invited unbelievers to come to Jesus. He
was a very successful evangelist.” So begins Michael Ward’s
essay “Escape to Wallaby Wood: Lewis’s Depictions of
Conversion.” Ward follows up this provocative comment with
others like it. For example, “Einstein failed his entrance
exam to the Federal Polytechnic. He was a very successful
physicist.”{1} What is Ward wanting us to see here?

While he recognizes that his initial statement about Lewis
needs some qualification, he’s nonetheless put his finger on
something very important about Lewis’s evangelistic style. For
while Lewis had a heart for evangelism, and desired to see men
and women surrender their lives to Christ, he’'s not the sort
of person one would typically think of when hearing the term
“evangelist.” One might readily describe Lewis as a Christian
apologist or imaginative storyteller, a literary scholar or
skillful debater, but “evangelist” would probably not top the
list. Nevertheless, it’'s important to remember that Lewis
engaged 1in evangelistic activity in a variety of ways. While
he was certainly not a “preaching” or “revivalistic” sort of
evangelist, he was a “very successful evangelist” all the
same.

Philip Ryken has helpfully described Lewis as a “teaching
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evangelist,” a “praying evangelist,” and a “discipling
evangelist.” Most important of all, however, he refers to
Lewis as a “writing” or “literary evangelist.” And this 1is
surely correct, for Lewis'’s greatest “evangelistic impact” has
been felt through his books and essays.{2}

Not long before his death, Lewis was interviewed by Sherwood
Wirt of the Billy Graham Evangelistic Association. When asked
if the aim of Christian writing (including his own writing)
was to bring about an encounter between the reader and Jesus
Christ, Lewis responded by saying, “That is not my language,
yet it is the purpose I have in view.”{3} Moreover, in his
“Rejoinder to Dr. Pittenger,” Lewis frankly confesses that
most of his popular Christian books “are evangelistic” in
character, and addressed to those outside the Christian
faith.{4}

Of course, Lewis was not merely a “literary evangelist.” While
such terminology captures the fundamental way in which Lewis
shared his faith, it was certainly not the only way. Moreover,
evangelism was not something Lewis did simply because he
enjoyed it. He felt an obligation, even a burden, to make
Christ known to others.{5} And as we’ll see later, these
evangelistic concerns and motivations came with a very real
cost to Lewis in terms of his professional career and
friendships.{6}

The Significance of Lewls’s Conversion

If there’s one thing Lewis makes clear about his own
conversion, first to theism and then to Christianity, it’s
that he felt himself to have been pursued by God and drawn
into relationship with Him. While in one sense he saw his
conversion as arising from a “wholly free choice” on his part,
he also saw it as resulting from a kind of Divine
necessity.{7} Lewis makes this clear in his spiritual
autobiography, Surprised by Joy.



Consider the description of his conversion to Theism: “You
must picture me alone in that room in Magdalen, night after
night, feeling, whenever my mind lifted even for a second from
my work, the steady, unrelenting approach of Him whom I so
earnestly desired not to meet.” Eventually, Lewis tells us, he
“gave in, and admitted that God was God, and knelt and
prayed,” describing himself as “perhaps, that night, the most
dejected and reluctant convert in all England.”{8}

Interestingly, before this, Lewis had described God as
offering him “a moment of wholly free choice”—an opportunity
to either “open the door or keep it shut.” He tells us that he
chose to open it, but almost immediately relates that “it did
not really seem possible to do the opposite.” He goes on to
speculate that perhaps “necessity” 1is not “the opposite of
freedom.”{9} ALl of this reveals how significant Lewis found
God’'s involvement in his conversion to actually be.

His conversion to Christianity is similarly, if 1less
dramatically, narrated. He writes of feeling “a resistance
almost as strong as” his “previous resistance to Theism.”{10}
But having been through something similar already, the
resistance was “shorter-lived.” While being driven to
Whipsnade Zoo, Lewis came to believe “that Jesus Christ is the
Son of God.” He once again speculates about whether this
momentous event resulted from freedom or necessity and
concludes that maybe the difference in such a case 1is
inconsequential. {11}

But why is this important for a discussion of Lewis and
evangelism? Because it helps us understand how Lewis (on the
one hand) could work tirelessly for the salvation of others,
while also (on the other) recognizing that God was so
powerfully involved in the conversion of a human soul that he
(i.e., Lewis) need never worry that such weighty matters
depended solely on him. He could thus be a relaxed evangelist,
using his gifts to point others to Christ, while also
recognizing that salvation is ultimately a work of God.



The Importance of “Translation” 1in
Lewis’'s Evangelistic Work

So far, we’ve seen that the most important of Lewis’s
evangelism was through his writings. Indeed, the first book
Lewis wrote, after becoming a Christian, was The Pilgrim’s
Regress. Published in 1933, the book bears the rather lengthy
subtitle: “An Allegorical Apology for Christianity,
Romanticism, and Reason.” And as with so many of the books
that followed Lewis’s conversion, it was concerned to commend
Christianity to others.

In 1938, Lewis published the first volume of his “Cosmic
Trilogy,” titled Out of the Silent Planet.{12} In this book,
Lewis communicates elements of Christian theology within the
context of a science-fiction adventure story. In 1940, he
published The Problem of Pain, a work of Christian apologetics
concerned to address the problem of evil and suffering. As
I've noted elsewhere, this book “attracted the attention of
James Welch, the Director of Religious Broadcasting for the

BBC.”{13} Welch wrote to Lewis, asking if he might be
willing to compose a series of broadcast talks for the BBC.
Lewis accepted the invitation, and the talks he composed
eventually became the first book of his now classic statement
of basic theology, Mere Christianity.{14} These influential
talks were delivered during the years of World War II.

In addition to these now-famous “broadcast talks,” Lewis also
spoke to the men and women of the Royal Air Force during the
war. Such experiences helped teach Lewis the importance (and
even necessity) of “translating” Christian doctrine into terms
the average layperson could readily understand. Lewis wanted
to communicate Christian truth to his audience, and he
realized that to do so effectively, he needed to learn their
language.{15} He thus described his task as “that of a
translator—-one turning Christian doctrine . . . into language
that wunscholarly people would attend to and could



understand.” {16}

It was Lewis’s skill as a “translator” that made him so
successful as a “literary evangelist.” Few writers have been
so effective at communicating the essential truths of
Christianity to a broad, general, and often unbelieving
audience, as C. S. Lewis. Indeed, Lewis placed so much
importance on “translating” Christian truth into the language
of the average layperson that he thought every ordination exam
ought to require that the examinee demonstrate an ability to
do it.{17} And in Mere Christianity (along with other works),
we get a glimpse of Lewis doing this very thing.

Evangelism in Lewis'’s Fiction

In discussing the evangelistic work of C. S. Lewis, we’ve seen
how Lewis'’'s evangelistic concerns impacted his work as a
popular Christian apologist. Now it’s time to consider how
these same concerns find expression in his fiction. In his
essay, “Sometimes Fairy Stories May Say Best What'’'s to be
Said,” Lewis discusses a major motivation for his fictional
work. He tells us:

“I wrote fairy tales because . . . I thought I saw how
stories of this kind could steal past a certain inhibition
which had paralysed much of my own religion in childhood.
Why did one find it so hard to feel as one was told one
ought to feel about God or about the sufferings of Christ? I
thought the chief reason was that one was told one ought to.
An obligation to feel can freeze feelings. And reverence
itself did harm. The whole subject was associated with
lowered voices; almost as if it were something medical. But
supposing that by casting all these things into an imaginary
world, stripping them of their stained-glass and Sunday
school associations, one could make them for the first time
appear in their real potency? Could one not thus steal past
those watchful dragons? I thought one could (00w, 37).{18}



Through his fiction, Lewis helps his readers personally
experience the potency of Christian truth. Consider The Lion,
the Witch, and the Wardrobe. In that story, Edmund (one of the
four Pevensie children who enter Narnia through the wardrobe)
initially sides with the White Witch against the great lion
Aslan. The Witch has all Narnia under her spell, making it
“always winter and never Christmas.”{19} In his desire to one
day be king of Narnia, Edmund betrays his brother and sisters.
According to the Deep Magic that governs Narnia, he thus
deserves to die.{20}

But Aslan, the true king of Narnia, intercedes for Edmund, and
the Witch renounces her claim on his life. The catch is that
Aslan must give his own life in place of Edmund’s. This he
willingly does. But like Jesus in the Gospels, death cannot
hold him in its power, and he returns to life again. According
to one scholar, “the desired response” to this is not so much
“to believe in the vicarious suffering of Christ, but to taste
it.”{21} Lewis thus used his fiction as a vehicle for
evangelism, helping his readers to “taste” Christian truth in
powerful (and even delightful) ways.

The “Cost” of Lewis’s Evangelistic
Witness

Although Lewis was not the sort of person one would typically
think of when hearing the term “evangelist,” he nonetheless
had a heart for evangelism and was motivated to labor for the
conversion of others. In fact, Christopher Mitchell has
observed that “Lewis perceived evangelism to be his lay
vocation, and the means by which he expressed this
evangelistic impulse were his speaking and writing.”{22}

While Lewis was not the sort of person to preach a
conventional “Come to Jesus” sort of evangelistic sermon, he
was nonetheless (as Michael Ward has noted) “a very successful
evangelist.”{23} When one considers the vast literary output



of Lewis, so much of which had evangelistic intentions,
combined with his speaking, preaching, and debating on issues
of vital concern to the Christian faith, along with his many
prayers for the conversion of others, and generous financial
assistance rendered for the cause of Christ, it is clear that
the whole tenor of Lewis’s post-conversion life was driven by
a strong evangelistic impulse for the salvation of souls. And
this in spite of the very costly nature of this witness.

According to Mitchell, Lewis’s evangelistic commitments
fostered “ridicule and scorn . . . among his non-Christian
colleagues” at Oxford.{24} Indeed, even some of Lewis'’s
closest friends occasionally felt embarrassed by his “zeal for
the conversion of unbelievers.”{25} Many of his colleagues
were scandalized by the fact that Lewis used his academic
training to write popular-level books in theology and
Christian apologetics. No doubt some were also jealous of his
ever-increasing popularity with the general public, for Lewis
had an uncanny ability to write one book after another that
people actually wanted to buy and read.

So why did Lewis do it? That's the question Mitchell asks near
the end of his essay on this topic.{26} Why did Lewis persist
in evangelistic writing and speaking that aroused such scorn
from academic colleagues, and occasional embarrassment from
friends? Mitchell suggests that it likely had something to do
with Lewis’s conviction that “There are no ordinary
people.”{27} Hence, while his evangelistic activities created
difficulties for him, difficulties that might easily have been
avoided, Lewis was convinced that bringing glory to God
through the saving of human souls was “the real business of
life.”{28} And whatever abuse, scorn, or discomfort this might
cause him personally, he was apparently willing to endure it
in order to be found faithful.
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Why Study Church History?

James Detrich provides five reasons to study church history
and allow our knowledge to build our confidence in our faith.

When I was in college, we had to do what was called
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“evangelism night.” It was a night in which a group of us
would pile into someone’s old, broken-down car (we were all
poor back then) and skirt downtown to the city’s walking
bridge, a large half-mile overpass extending over the
Chattanooga River. We were always sure that plenty of people
would be there that needed our message. One night I began
talking to a man about Christ and he quickly cut me off, “I am
a Christian,” he exclaimed. “Great,” I replied. As we continue
talking, though, I soon discovered that he was a “different”
Christian than me. He said he believed in an expansive New
Testament that contained many more books than the twenty-seven
I was accustomed to, and he had six or seven Gospels, where I
only had four. When I told him that I didn’t think he was
right, that the New Testament only contained twenty-seven
books and four Gospels, he asked me an important question,
“How do you know that there are only four Gospels? Maybe there
are more books to the Bible than you think!” I stood there,
knowing that he was wrong. But I didn’t know why he was wrong.
I had no idea of how to combat him-I didn’t know church
history well enough in order to provide, as 1 Peter 3:15 says,
an account of the assurance that lies within me.

This 1s one of the great reasons why we as
Christians need to study church history. In this article I am
going to make a passionate plea for the study of church
history and give five reasons why I believe it is essential
for every follower of Christ. Alister McGrath said that
“Studying church history . . . is like being at a Bible study
with a great company of people who thought about those
questions that were bothering you and others.”{1l} These
bothering questions, much like the one I could not answer on
the walking bridge, oftentimes can be answered through
learning the stories and lessons of history. It was Martin
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Luther, the great reformer, who cried out: “History 1is the
mother of truth.” This is the first reason why Christians need
to study history, so that we can become better skilled to
answer the nagging questions that either critics ask or that
we ourselves are wrestling with. It would have been a
tremendous help that day on the bridge to know that in the
second and third centuries, the time right after Jesus and the
apostles, that church pastors and theologians were exclaiming
and defending the truth that we only possess four Gospels:
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. If I had only known of this
rich tradition, if I had only known my church history, I would
have been able to give a reasonable account of that hope that
lies within me.

Church History Provides Comfort

The first reason why Christians should study church history is
that it helps Christians provide a more reasonable account of
what we believe. The second reason is that Christians, just
like any other people, go through many times of loneliness and
despair. The book of Psalms reveals multiple times where
various psalmists reveal that they feel as though God has left
them, that their enemies are closing in, and that no one,
including God, really cares. Suffice it to say that this often
leads to a crisis of faith. Many of us suffer that same crisis
from time to time, and the one thing that usually helps to be
encouraged is to get around God’'s people. When we are with
others who believe as we do, it helps to stabilize, and to
build, our faith. There is a sense in those moments of being
with other Christians that our faith is bigger and more
expansive—that it is communal, not merely individual.

Studying church history is about being with the community of
faith. Reading the stories, learning the truths, examining the
insights of these faithful men and women down through the
centuries gives to us the sense that our faith is not shallow,
but as the song used to say, it is “deep and wide.” Church



historian John Hannah claims that studying Christian heritage
“dispels the sense of loneliness and isolation in an era that
stresses the peripheral and sensational.”{2} It breaks us away
from this modern culture that emphasizes the glitz and the
glamour of the here and now, and helps us to establish
confidence in the faith by examining the beliefs central to
our faith that have been developed over a long period of time.
Christian theology does not invent beliefs; it finds beliefs
already among Christians and critically examines them. The
excavation site for Christian theology is not merely in the
pages of Scripture, though that is the starting point, but it
expands from there into the many centuries as we find the Holy
Spirit leading His church. For us today, it gives us the
ability to live each day absolutely sure that what we are
believing in actually is true; to know and understand that for
over 2000 years men and women have been worshipping, praising,
and glorifying the same God that we do today.

It’'s similar to those grand, majestic churches, the cathedrals
that overwhelm you with the sense of transcendence. The
expansive ceilings, high walls, and stained glass leaves the
impression that our faith, our Christian heritage, is not
small but large. Entering into a contemplation of our faith’s
history is like going into one of those churches. It takes
away the loneliness, the isolation, and reminds us of the
greatness of our faith.

Church History Solidifies Our Faith

The third reason for studying church history takes us to the
task of theology. Have you ever wondered if something you
heard being preached in church was essential? Maybe you'’ve
asked, Is this really so important to my faith? Understanding
and articulating what is most important to Christianity 1is one
of the crucial tasks that theology performs. This task 1is
developed from a historical viewpoint. It asks the question,
What has always been crucially important to Christians in each



stage of church history? Over the centuries, Christian
theologians have developed three main categories for Christian
beliefs: dogma, doctrine, and opinion.{3} A belief considered
as dogma is deemed to be essential to the gospel; rejecting it
would entail apostasy and heresy. Doctrines are developed
within a particular church or denomination that help to guide
that group in belief. What a church believes is found in its
doctrine. Lastly, beliefs relegated to opinion are always
interesting, but they are not important in the overall faith
of the church. But dogma is important and history tells the
story of how the church receives these important truths. It
tells the story of how the church came to understand that God
is three and one, the received truth of the Trinity; or how
they came to understand that Jesus was both human and divine,
the received truth of the Person of Christ. In examining these
things, you begin to understand what is most essential and
what is less important.

This is the same question that was being asked in the early
fourth century. Some folks calling themselves Christians were
going around proclaiming that Jesus Christ was different from
God the Father, that even though He was deserving of worship,
there was a time when He was created by the Father. Other
Christians rose up and declared that to be heretical. They
claimed that the words and actions of Christ as recorded in
the Scripture clearly affirms Him to be equal with the Father.
The Council of Nicaea in A.D. 325 sided with the latter group,
claiming that Jesus was indeed equal with His Father. The
exact wording of the council’s conclusion is that Jesus is “of
the same substance” with His Father. That dogmatic decision 1is
reflected in the church’s doctrinal beliefs and it
demonstrates its crucial importance for Christianity.

History is indeed the treasure chest of truth. Open it up.
Discover the riches within it. Find out what is there and what
is not—what is important and what is not!



Church History Helps Us Interpret the
Bible

Why should we study church history? The answers already given
are that it provides perspective in answering tough questions,
gives a sense that our faith has gravitas, delineates that
which 1s important; the fourth reason is that the study of
church history helps us to interpret the Bible. You might been
inclined to say, “We don’t need church history, all we need 1is
the Bible.” But we must remember that people interpret the
Bible in many and various ways. For instance, do you know that
the largest meeting in North America that discusses the Bible
is called the Society of Biblical Literature. It meets every
year and boasts of having thousands of members. Among those
within the society, only an astonishing 30% of them are
evangelicals, or people who would have a more conservative
interpretation of Scripture. People all over are reading the
Bible, but they are reading it in different ways.

So, how do we know how to interpret the Bible? We believe that
a certain interpretation or tradition of the text goes all the
way back to Jesus and His apostles. Thus, Scripture must be
interpreted in light of this tradition—the way that the early
community of believers read the various texts of Scripture as
they recognized its authority in matters of faith and
practice. They recognized that these texts supported,
explained, and gave evidence to the belief system that they
held dear. For us, going back and reading the early church
fathers is profitable for our understanding of the broader
cultural and theological framework so that we can better
understand what Scripture 1is saying. For instance, as we
discovered above, the Trinity is a crucial dogma of the
church. Therefore, any interpretation of the Bible that
contradicts that basic belief would be inadequate. History
helps to paint the lines that we must stay within and it helps
to construct the boundaries for a faithful reading of the
text. Examining what was important to the apostles, and the



generation that followed, and then the next generation, gives
a basic tradition, a framework, of values and beliefs, that
must guide our faith today. The study of church history helps
us to develop that basic framework.

It was a second-century pastor that complained that the
heretics of his day read the same Bible as he did, yet they
twist it into something else. He equated it someone taking a
beautiful picture of a king constructed with precious jewels
and rearranging those jewels so that the picture now resembles
a dog.{4} We would contest ruining such a beautiful piece of
art! This is exactly what happens when the beauty of the Bible
is misinterpreted. To keep that from happening, we must study
church history and find out what the precious jewels actually
are that construct the beauty of the Bible.

Church History Demonstrates the Working
of God

We have listed four reasons to study church history: it helps
answering questions, it presents a faith that is deep and
wide, it delineates what 1is important, and it helps us to
interpret the Bible. The fifth reason why we should study
church history 1is that it demonstrates the working of God.
More specifically, it gives evidence that the Holy Spirit 1is
working through and among His people, the church of God. It is
the same Spirit that was working in that early Christian
community that is still at work today in the community of
faith. In other words, history provides a further resource for
understanding the movement of God in the entire community of
faith. We affirm that there is continuity between the early
Christian community and the community today, because we serve
one God and are the one people of that God. Hence, every
sector of church history is valuable, because it is the same
Spirit moving through every stage of history. Church history
is His story and it tells of God’'s faithfulness to the



community of believers as they have carried forth His truth
and have given animation to His character. Just as Christ is
the image of the invisible God, the church, through the Son
and by the Spirit, is also the image of the invisible God.
Church history is the story of how the community reflects that
invisible God.

This 1is the concept that brings all the others into a
connected whole. The reason why studying church history can
provide answers to crucial questions of faith is due to the
fact that the Spirit has been moving in the hearts of men and
women down throughout history, aiding them in their questions
of faith and the fruit of that work has been preserved for us
today. The reason why studying church history can show us what
is important to the faith is because the Spirit has been at
work guiding the church into truth. The reason why studying
church history can help us interpret the Bible is because the
Spirit has illuminated the path for understanding the Bible
for centuries. This 1is what 1is fascinating about church
history: it is a study of His Story. He is there, just as
Jesus said He would be. Remember it was Jesus who said that He
was going away, but that He would send a Comforter. And this
One would guide us in all truth. Church history is the story
of that illuminated path where the God of the church guides
His people into all truth. History is where He is.

Notes

1. Alister McGrath, “The State of the Church Before the
Reformation” in Modern Reformation [January/February 1994]:
11.

2. John D. Hannah, “Notes on the Church to the Modern Era”
(Dallas: Dallas Theological Seminary), 2.

3. Stanley Grenz and Roger Olson, Who Needs Theology (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1996), 73.

4., This is a metaphor presented by Irenaeus 1in Against
Heresies, 1.8.1.
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Gen-Z: The Generation That
Ends Christian Influence 1in
America?

In order to grow the number of Gen-Z Christians, we need an
understanding of ways to build bridges from their pluralistic,
secular worldview to seriously contemplating the unique grace
of God. Steve Cable draws upon the wisdom of two pastors who
are making a real difference in the lives of young adults to
address this important topic.

What Are Gen-Zs Like?

In this article we look beyond the Millennials to
consider the latest generation and what they tell
us about the future of Evangelicals in America.
Gen-Z is the generation born between 1995 and 2010.
This year, half of the Gen-Z generation are 18 or older. By
the time they are all at least 18, the Millennials and Gen-Zs
will make up almost 50% of the adult population. We will
consider how this generation compares with previous
generations. We want to understand this generation to truly
communicate the good news of the gospel to them; to help them
“to walk in a manner worth of the Lord.”{1}

In their book, So the Next Generation Will Know{2}, Sean
McDowell and J. Warner Wallace identified some key traits
common among Gen-Zs. They are:
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1. Digital Multitaskers — “spending nearly every waking
hour interacting with . . . digital technology,” often
while watching television

2. Impatient — quickly moving from thing to thing with an
attention span of around 8 seconds

3. Fluid — constantly blurring the 1lines; making truth,
genders, and family structures personal choices

4. Lonely — swamped in social media where personal
relationships are minimized while personal troubles
follow them everywhere. Sean points to “the availability
of endless counterfeits that claim to be able to fill
their hearts with meaning.”{3}

5. Individualistic — individual feelings more important
than facts while judging the choices of others is
avoided. As James White points out in Meet Generation
Z{4}, “the ability to find whatever they’re after
without the help of intermediaries . . . has made them
more independent. . . . Like no other generation before,
Gen-Z faces a widening chasm between wisdom and
information.”{5}

Most importantly, most of these young Americans are thoroughly
secular with little exposure to Christian theology. As White
opines, “They are lost. They are not simply living in and
being shaped by a post-Christian cultural context. They do not
even have a memory of the gospel. . . . They have endless
amounts of information but little wisdom, and virtually no
mentors.”{6}

As they enter adulthood, the culture around them will not
encourage them to consider the claims of Christ. 1In fact, the
Millennials going before them are already seen leaving any
Christian background behind as they age into their thirties.

Gen-Z: How Are They Trending?

What can we truly know about the religious thinking of Gen-Zs
age 11 to 257 Pew Research surveyed teens and their parents



giving us a glimpse into both{7}.

They found one third of American teens are religiously
Unaffiliated.{8} In contrast, their parents were less than one
quarter Unaffiliated. Another Pew survey{9} found more than
half of young adult Gen-Zs are unaffiliated. This group 1is
easily the largest religious group among Gen-Zs.

Teens attend church services with their parents, but lag
behind in other areas. Less than one fourth of teens consider
religion very important. And on an absolute belief in God and
praying daily, the teens trail their parents significantly.

Using an index of religious commitment{10}, almost half of the
parents but only one third of teens rated high. In fact,
almost half of teenagers with parents who rated high did not
rate high themselves.{11}

Perhaps the minds of teenagers are mush. Their views will firm
up as they age. In reality, older Gen-Zs and Millennials also
trail older adults by more than 20 points in believing in God
and praying daily.{12} Also, church attendance drops
dramatically among these young adults who are no longer
attending with parents.

If religion were important to teens, they would look to
religious teaching and beliefs to help make decisions about
what is right and wrong. But less than one third of teens
affiliated with a religion turned to its teachings to make
such decisions.

As George Barna reports,{13} “The faith gap between
Millennials and their predecessors 1s the widest
intergenerational difference identified at any time in the
last seven decades.” It seems that Gen-Z will increase this

gap.



Gen-Z: Worldview and Apologetics

Why have the Unaffiliated been growing dramatically over the
last 25 years while doctrinally consistent Christians have
been declining? At one level, we recognize the watered-down
gospel taught in many churches encourages people to pursue
other things and not waste time on church. That may have been
the primary issue at one time. But in this decade, we are
seeing a real reduction in the number of Evangelicals as well.
The self-professed Evangelicals{14} among those ages 18 to 29
has reduced from 29% down to 20%, a reduction of almost one
third.

One major driver is the dominant worldview of our young adult
society. The worldview promoted by our schools, media, and
entertainment industry has changed from a Christian inspired
worldview to a worldview which is secular and specifically
anti-Christian. As James White observes, “It’s simply a
cultural reality that people in a post-Christian world are
genuinely incredulous that anyone would think 1like a
Christian—-or at least, what it means in their minds to think
like a Christian.”{15}

Almost all Gen-Zs have been brought up hearing the worldview
of Scientism espoused. This worldview teaches “that all that
can be known within nature is that which can be empirically
verified . . . If something cannot be examined in a tangible,
scientific manner, it is not simply unknowable, it 1is
meaningless.” {16} At the same time, most Gen-Zs have not even
been exposed to an Evangelical Christian worldview.
Consequently, apologetics is critical for opening their minds
to hear the truth of the gospel. Many of them need to
understand that the basic tenets of a Christian worldview can
be true before they will consider whether these tenets are
true for them. Answering questions such as: “Could there be a
creator of this universe?” and “Could that creator possibly be
involved in this world which has so much pain and suffering?”



i1s a starting point to opening their minds to a Christian
view.

Encouraging Gen-Zs to understand the tenets of their worldview
and comparing them to a Christian worldview begins the process
of introducing them to the gospel. As White points out, “I
have found that discussing the awe and wonder of the universe,
openly raising the many questions surrounding the universe and
then positing the existence of God, is one of the most
valuable approaches that can be pursued.”{17} The Christian
worldview is coherent, comprehensive and compelling as it
explains why our world is the way it is and how its trajectory
may be corrected into one that honors our Creator and lifts up
people to a new level of life.

Gen-Z: Removing the Isolation of Faith

What will it take to reach Gen-Z? James White says, “. . . the
primary reason Gen-Z disconnects from the church 1is our
failure to equip them with a biblical worldview that empowers
them to understand and navigate today’s culture.”{18} If we
want to equip Gen-Zs to embrace faith, we must directly
discuss worldview issues with them.

The challenge is exacerbated as most Gen-Zs are taught a
redefined tolerance: to not only accept classmates with
different worldviews, e.g. Muslims and the Unaffiliated, but
to believe that it is as true for them as your parents’
worldview is for them. As Sean McDowell states, “Gen-Zs are
exposed to more competing worldviews—and at an earlier
age—than any generation in history.”{19}

The new tolerance leads directly to a pluralistic view of
salvation. Christ stated, “No one comes to the Father except
through me,”{20} and Peter preached that “There is salvation
in no one else, for there is no other name under heaven

by which we must be saved.”{21} Yet the survey of American
teens{22} finds less than one third believe that only one



religion is true, broken up into two-thirds of Evangelicals
and less than one-third of Mainlines and Catholics.

Compounding these issues is the growing practice of limiting
the impact of religious beliefs on real life. Sean points out,
“The biggest challenge in teaching worldview to young people
is the way our increasingly secular culture fosters the
compartmentalization of faith.”{23} We need to help them see
how a consistent Christian worldview applies to all issues. It
is foolish to segregate your spiritual beliefs from your life
decisions.

As an example, many Gen-Zs are enamored by a socialist view
that the government should provide everything we need, equally
distributing goods and services to all. Those who work hard
and excel will have their productivity redistributed equally.
It sounds like a possibly good approach and yet it has
destroyed the economies of many countries including Russia,
Cuba, and Venezuela. It fails because it 1is based on a
worldview that “assumes greed comes from inequality in the
distribution of material goods in society.”{24} In contrast,
the Bible is clear that greed is part of the fallenness of the
human heart. As a result, any centralized function with no
competition discourages productivity and becomes an
inefficient bureaucracy.

Reaching Gen-Zs

Today, most Gen-Zs move into adulthood with little exposure to
the gospel. The majority are either Unaffiliated, another
religion, or have a nominal Christian background. Current
surveys find that 98% of young Americans do not have a
Christian worldview.{25}

This sobering data does not mean giving up on reaching Gen-Z.
But if we are not intentional about it, we are not going to
stem the tide. As James White observes, “What is killing the
church today is (focusing) on keeping Christians within the



church happy, well fed, and growing. The mission . . . must be
about those who have not crossed the line of faith.”

And Sean McDowell points out that we need “to teach the
difference between subjective and objective truth claims and
make sure they understand that Christianity falls in the
latter category.”{26}

Sean encourages a focus on relationships saying,
“Relationships are the runway on which truth lands. Take the
time to listen with empathy, monitor from a place of wisdom,
and demonstrate your concern.”{27} White agrees, saying, “If
we want (them) to know the faith, we have to teach, model and
incarnate truth in our relationship with them.”{28} From a
place of relationship, we can address challenges keeping them
from truly hearing the gospel.

One key challenge is the role of media. As Sean notes, “Media
shapes their beliefs, and it also shapes the orientation of
their hearts.”{29} To counter this pervasive influence, he
suggests engaging them in a skeptic’s blog. Help them consider
1) what claim is being made, 2) is the claim relevant if true,
and 3) decide how to investigate the claim.{30} By learning to
investigate claims, they are examining the truth of the
gospel. We should never fear the gospel coming up short when
looking for the truth.

Key ways White’s church is connecting with the Unaffiliated
include:

1. Rethinking evangelism around Paul’s message in Athens.
Tantalizing those with no background to search for truth
in Christ.

2. Teaching the grace/truth dynamic in quick segments
consistent with their learning styles.

3. Being cultural missionaries — learning from those who
have not been Christians.

4. Cultivating a culture of invitation by creating tools to



invite friends all the time.

If we focus on growing the number of Gen-Z Christians, we
could change the trajectory of American faith. If we devote
ourselves to prayer, the leadership of the Holy Spirit, and
reaching the lost in America rather than continuing church as
usual, God can use us to turn the tide.
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How Reason Can Lead to God -
Part 2

Dr. Michael Gleghorn continues to make a compelling case for
how reason can lead us, step by step, to the logical
conclusion of God’s existence based on the book How Reason Can
Lead to God.

Foundation of Mind
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In this article we’re continuing our

‘ (Sg)[) examination of Christian philosopher Josh

;::NOMHS TO Rasmussen’s book, How Reason Can Lead to

y God.{1} In my previous article, I

LEAD introduced the book and showed how

‘.‘ Rasmussen began constructing a “bridge of

CAN reason” that led to “an independent, self-

r sufficient, . . . eternally powerful
FQEf\S()PJ foundation of all reality.”{2}
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But Rasmussen goes further, arguing that there must
also be “a certain mind-like aspect” to this
foundation.{3} And that’'s what we’ll explore in
this article. We’'re going to follow Rasmussen’s
lead as he takes us over the “bridge of reason.” And once
we'’'ve taken that final step, we’ll see that it’s led us not to
some cold, calculating, “mind-like” reality, but to a very
“special treasure.”{4}

But to begin, why does Rasmussen think that the foundation of
all reality must be “mind-like”? To answer that question,
consider that one of the things the foundation has produced is
you—and you have a mind. As Rasmussen notes, “you are capable
of thinking, feeling, and making decisions.”{5} Indeed, if
you're awake and functioning normally, you have some awareness
of what is going on “around” you—and even of what is going on
“within” you. That’s because you possess a conscious (even
self-conscious) mind. How is this to be explained?

According to Rasmussen there are only two live options: either
minds ultimately originate from some sort of “mind-like” or
“mental” reality, or else they arise solely from a physical
process.{6} Is one of these options better than the other?
Rasmussen thinks so, and points to “a construction problem”
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with the matter-to-mind option.{7} Here'’s the problem. Just as
a black steel pipe cannot be constructed out of emerald green
toothpaste, so a self-conscious mind cannot be constructed
from mindless particles. Particles just aren’t the right thing
for constructing the thoughts, feelings, and purposes of a
mind. In order to construct a mind, “mental materials” are
needed. Hence, the foundation of all reality must be mind-like
in order to account for the unique features of self-conscious
human minds.{8}

But at this point, some may raise an objection. After all, if
we say there’s a construction problem going from matter to
minds, then wouldn’t there also be a problem in saying that an
immaterial mind created the material world? The answer 1is
“No .

Foundation of Matter

Above, we argued that one can’t explain the thoughts and
intentions of human minds by appealing only to material
particles. There must rather be an ultimate mind at the
foundation of all reality.

But of course, human beings also have bodies. And your body
(including your brain) is an example of incredible material
complexity. Not only that, but in order for you to be
physically alive, the “fundamental parameters” of the universe
must be delicately balanced, or “fine-tuned,” with a precision
that is mind-boggling. As physicist Alan Lightman observes,
“If these fundamental parameters were much different from what
they are, it is not only human beings who would not exist. No
life of any kind would exist.”{9}

How should we account for such complexity? Can we explain it
in terms of chance?{10} That’'s wildly implausible. And better
explanations are available. After all, one could try to
explain the words of your favorite novel by appealing to



“chance.” But is that “the best explanation?”{11} Isn’t it far
more likely that an intelligent mind selected and ordered the
words of that story with the intention of communicating
something meaningful to others? While the chance hypothesis is
possible, is it really probable? If we’re interested in truth,
shouldn’'t we prefer the best explanation?

So what is a better explanation for the material complexity
that we observe-not only in our bodies, but in the fine-tuning
of the universe that allows for our existence? If the ordering
of the letters and words in your favorite novel is best
explained by an intelligent mind, then what about the
biological complexity of human beings? Scientists have
observed “that molecular biology has uncovered an analogy
between DNA and language.” In short, “The genetic code
functions exactly like a language code.”{12} And just as the
words in a novel require an intelligent author, the genetic
code requires an intelligent designer.

Hence, a foundational mind offers a good explanation not only
for human minds, but for the complexity of human bodies as
well. Moreover, a foundational mind also provides the best
explanation for objective moral values.

Foundation of Morals

What is the best explanation for our moral experience in the
world? How might we best account for our sense of right and
wrong, good and evil? So far, we’ve seen two reasons for
thinking that the ultimate foundation of reality is “mind-
like.” First, a foundational mind best explains the existence
of human minds. Second, it also offers the best explanation
for the staggering material complexity of the human body and
the exquisite “fine-tuning” of the universe that allows for
our existence. Might a foundational mind also provide the best
explanation for our moral experience? Rasmussen thinks so, and
he offers potent reasons for us to think so too.{13}



Consider our sense of right and wrong. How should this be
explained? Rasmussen proposes that our “moral senses are a
window into a moral landscape.”{14} Just as our sense of sight
helps us perceive objects in the physical world, so our moral
sense helps us perceive values in the moral world. Of course,
just as our sense of sight may not be perfect, such that a
tree appears blurry or indistinct, so also our moral sense may
not be perfect, such that a particular action may not be
clearly seen as right or wrong. But in each case, even
imperfect “sight” can provide some reliable information about
both the material and moral landscapes.{15}

How might we best explain both the moral landscape and our
experience of it? “Can the particles that comprise a material
landscape, with dirt and trees, produce standards of good and
bad, right and wrong?”{16} It’s hard to see how undirected
particles could do such a thing. And naturally, they could
have no reason to do so.

On the other hand, a foundational mind with a moral nature
could account for both the moral landscape and our experience
of it. As Rasmussen observes, such a being would account for
moral values because of its moral nature.{17} Further, such a
being would have both a reason and resources to create moral
agents (like us) with the ability to perceive these
values.{18} Its reason for creating such agents is that we’re
valuable.{19} A mind-like foundation thus offers a better
explanation for human moral experience than mindless particles
ever could.

Foundation of Reason

Human minds are special for their ability to reason. This
ability helps us think correctly. When we reason correctly, we
can begin with certain basic truths and infer yet other truths
that logically follow from these. For example, from the basic
truths that “all men are mortal” and “Socrates is a man” we



can logically infer the further truth that “Socrates 1is
mortal.”

But here an interesting puzzle arises. Where does our ability
to reason come from? How might we account for the origin of
human reason? And one of the interesting topics tackled by
Josh Rasmussen in his book, How Reason Can Lead to God, 1is the
origin of reason itself. What's the best explanation for this
incredible ability?

If the universe sprang into being “from nothing, with no mind
behind it,” then not only human minds, but even rationality
itself, must ultimately come from mindless material
particles.{20} But as Rasmussen observes, “If people come only
from mindless particles, then reasoning comes from non-
reason.”{21} But could reason really come from non-reason? Is
that the most plausible explanation? Or might a better
explanation be at hand?

The atheistic scientist J. B. S. Haldane once observed, “If my
mental processes are determined wholly by the motions of atoms
in my brain, I have no reason to suppose that my beliefs are
true . . . and hence I have no reason for supposing my brain
to be composed of atoms.”{22} For Haldane, if human reason
arises entirely from a non-rational historical and physical
process, then we have little reason to think that our beliefs
are true.

Fortunately, there’s a way out of this difficulty. We can
suggest that human reason comes from an ultimately rational
foundation. In that case, reason comes from reason. We've
already seen that the best way to account for minds, matter,
and morals is by positing a foundational Mind as the source of
all reality. And this is also the best way to account for
human reason as well. As Rasmussen notes, “by anchoring reason
in the nature of the foundation, we can explain how the
foundation of all existence can be the foundation of minds,
matter, morals . . . and reason itself.”{23}



In the next section we will follow Rasmussen “to the treasure
at the end of the bridge of reason.”{24}

Perfect Foundation

In this article we’ve seen that a foundational Mind offers the
best explanation for the existence of human minds and bodies,
moral concepts, and even reason itself. In my previous
article, we saw that this foundation is also independent,
self-sufficient, and eternally powerful. Today, with some
final help from the Christian philosopher Josh Rasmussen, we
want to pull together the various strands of this discussion
to see what unifies the various features of this foundation
into a single, coherent being. What sort of being might all
these features point to? According to Rasmussen, they all
point to a perfect being. But why does he think so?

Rasmussen argues that a perfect being must have two essential
features. First, it must have no defects, or imperfections.
And second, it must have “supreme value.”{25} In other words,
a perfect being cannot possibly be improved.

But why think the foundation of all reality is a perfect
being? Simply put, the concept of perfection enables us to
account for all the characteristics of this being that reason
has revealed to us. Perfection accounts for this being’s
independent, self-sufficient, and eternally powerful nature.
It also accounts for how this being can be the ultimate
foundation of other minds, astonishing material complexity,
morality, and reason itself. As Rasmussen observes,
“Perfection unifies all the attributes of the foundation” and
“successfully predicts every dimension of our world.”{26}

A perfect being is thus the foundation of “every good and
perfect gift” that we possess and enjoy, and must surely be
described as “the greatest possible treasure.”{27} Moreover,
since this being possesses “the maximal concentration of



n

goodness, value, and power imaginable,” it can only properly
be termed “God.”{28} Thus, by following the “light of reason”
to the end of the “bridge of reason,” we have arrived not at
meaninglessness or despair, but at “the greatest possible
treasure,” the self-sufficient, eternally powerful, supremely
rational, and perfectly good, Creator God.

If you would like to explore the work of Josh Rasmussen
further, I would recommend reading his book, How Reason Can
Lead to God: A Philosopher’s Bridge to Faith. You can also
visit his website at joshualrasmussen.com.

Notes

1. Joshua L Rasmussen, How Reason Can Lead to God: A
Philosopher’s Bridge to Faith (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 2019).

2. See my previous article, “How Reason Can Lead to God, Part
1.”

3. Rasmussen, How Reason Can Lead to God, 75.

4. Ibid., 8.

5. Ibid., 76.

6. Ibid.

7. Ibid., 77.

8. Ibid., 92. The phraseology of “mental materials” in the

previous sentence is also borrowed from Rasmussen.

9. Alan Lightman, “The Accidental Universe, Harper'’s,
December 2011, harpers.org/archive/2011/12/the-accidental-
universe/, cited in Rasmussen, How Reason Can Lead to God, 95.

10. Rasmussen deals with this option, as well as several
others, in How Reason Can Lead to God, 95-108.

11. Ibid., 95.

12. Walter L. Bradley and Charles B. Thaxton, “Information and
the Origin of Life,” in The Creation Hypothesis: Scientific
Evidence for an Intelligent Designer, ed. J. P. Moreland.
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1994), 205.

13. Ibid., 109-24.

14. Ibid., 110. Rasmussen takes the terminology of a “moral

n



http://joshualrasmussen.com
https://probe.org/how-reason-can-lead-to-god-part-1/
https://probe.org/how-reason-can-lead-to-god-part-1/
https://harpers.org/archive/2011/12/the-accidental-universe/
https://harpers.org/archive/2011/12/the-accidental-universe/

landscape” from Sam Harris’'s book, The Moral Landscape: How
Science Can Determine Human Values (New York: Free Press,
2011).

15. Rasmussen, How Reason Can Lead to God, 110-11.

16. Ibid., 119.

17. Ibid., 121.

18. Ibid., 121-22.

19. Ibid., 122.

20. Ibid., 133.

21. Ibid., 133-34.

22. Haldane, J. B. S., Possible Worlds, 209, as cited in C. S.
Lewis, Miracles: A Preliminary Study (New York, NY: Macmillan,
1960), 15.

23. Rasmussen, How Reason Can Lead to God, 135.

24. Ibid., 136.

25. Ibid., 137-38.

26. Ibid., 148.

27. Ibid. See also James 1:17.

28. Rasmussen, How Reason Can Lead to God, 148.

©2021 Probe Ministries

How Reason Can Lead to God -
Part 1

Dr. Michael Gleghorn makes a compelling case for how reason
can lead us, step by step, to the logical conclusion of God’s
existence.
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In 2019 the Christian philosopher Josh
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y God: A Philosopher’s Bridge to Faith.
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“ from the University of Notre Dame and
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r Pacific University.
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The book, dedicated to Rasmussen’s “skeptical
friends,” aims “to mark out a pathway . . . that
can inspire a greater vision of the ultimate
foundation of everything.”{1} Now admittedly, this
is a tall order. And it leads Rasmussen into some
deep philosophical waters. Still, he claims to be writing for
a broad audience of truth-seekers—and he has largely managed
to make the book accessible to the educated layperson. One
reviewer characterized the result of Rasmussen’s effort as
both an “original presentation of cutting-edge philosophy of
religion, and an engaging personal invitation to reason one’s
way to God.”{2}

Now I realize that you may be thinking, “Well, this doesn’t
apply to me. I'm not interested in such ‘heady’ things as
this.” But do you know someone who is? Perhaps a son or
daughter, spouse or co-worker? If so, you’ll want to keep
reading, for this may be just the sort of thing they need.
Rasmussen wrote the book for those who need to think their way
carefully through the issues. The sort of person who is not
content to dodge difficult questions or settle for superficial
answers.

Several philosophers have praised Rasmussen’s efforts. Robert
Koons, of the University of Texas at Austin, describes the
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book as “winsome and engaging, drawing the reader into a
thrilling adventure . . . of the existence and nature of
reality’s ultimate foundation.”{3} And J. P. Moreland, of
Biola University, compares the study with C. S. Lewis’s Mere
Christianity and claims that “Rasmussen’s argument for God 1is
developed with such precision and care that, quite frankly, it
could not be improved.”{4}

With praise like this for Rasmussen’s book, I hope you'll
agree that it’s worth our time and effort to take a deeper
look at its contents. What is Rasmussen’s argument for God?
How does he develop it? Why does he refer to it as a “bridge
to faith”? What sort of materials does he use in constructing
his “bridge”? We’'ll begin our inquiry in the same place that
Rasmussen does, with the deceptively simple observation that
something exists.{5}

The Blob of Everything

Let’s begin by considering the book’s subtitle: A
Philosopher’s Bridge to Faith. What sort of bridge is this? As
you might expect, since Rasmussen is a philosopher, this is a
“bridge of reason.” But it has an interesting destination, for
it leads not to skepticism, but to faith.{6}

Rasmussen constructs his bridge very carefully. He wants every
step in his construction project to be reasonable. In order to
accomplish this, he seeks to use quality materials and first-
rate tools. His

materials are statements that anyone can see are clearly true.
His tools “are rules of logic.” By carefully selecting his
materials, and conscientiously using his tools, he constructs
“a bridge of reason that leads . . . to a special
treasure.”{7}

Rasmussen begins his project with the claim that something
exists. Although few will object to such a claim, some may



still have doubts. After all, what if everything you think you
experience is just an

illusion? Well, in that case, “the experience of your illusion
exists.” Moreover, you exist. If you didn’t, you couldn’t have
any doubts about reality. In order to have such doubts, you
must first exist. Thus, Rasmussen’s first claim, that
something exists, seems quite secure.{8}

Next, Rasmussen bundles every existing thing, of whatever
sort, into a comprehensive whole, which he aptly dubs the
“blob of everything.” This “blob” includes every existing
thing, the totality of reality. Since every existing thing 1is
included in the “blob of everything,” there 1is nothing
“outside” or “beyond” it. It is everything. Hence, the blob
cannot have its cause, or reason for being, in anything
outside it (for, of course, there isn’t anything outside the
blob of everything).{9}

Now this is strange! My car, cat, and computer were each
created by causes beyond themselves. My car had a car maker.
My cat had parents. But something about the “blob of
everything” isn’t like this. It has what Rasmussen calls a
foundational layer that doesn’t depend on anything outside
itself for its existence. We’ll consider the nature of this
“foundation” more carefully next.{10}

Probing the Foundation

As we just noted, there isn’t anything outside “the blob of
everything.” And hence, there isn’t anything outside the blob
that could cause, or explain, its existence.

What are we to make of this? Notice, first, that since the
blob includes everything that exists, it includes many things
that depend on other things for their existence. For example,
the blob contains things like weasels, watches, and waffles
and each of these things depend on other things for their



existence. Baby weasels depend on mommy and daddy weasels.
Watches and waffles depend on watch- and waffle-makers.

But notice: not everything in the blob can be like this. After
all, if everything in the blob depended on something else for
its existence, then we would have a serious problem—for the
“blob of everything” does not depend on anything else for its
own existence. Attempting to build such a blob using only
dependent materials (that is, materials that depend on
something outside themselves for their existence) would commit
what Rasmussen calls a “construction error.”{11} One cannot
construct an independent, self-sufficient reality (like the
“blob of everything), using only dependent parts. That would
be like trying to construct a black steel pipe using nothing
but toothpaste! No matter how much toothpaste you have, you
will never construct a black steel pipe with such
materials. {12}

So here’'s the problem. The “blob of everything” includes many
things with a dependent nature (like weasels, watches, and
waffles). At the same time, the blob (as a whole) depends on
nothing outside

itself for its existence. How is this possible? Clearly, the
blob must contain some special ingredient that does not depend
on anything else for its existence. Rasmussen calls this
ingredient the “foundation.”{13} It has an independent, self-
sufficient, necessary nature. It’s the sort of thing that must
exist, no matter what.{14} It must therefore be eternal (i.e.
without beginning or end) and provide “an ultimate foundation
for everything else.”{15}

Eternal Power

This “foundation” that is self-sufficient doesn’t need a cause
for its existence. It exists on its own. It’s the sort of
thing that must exist, that cannot not exist. And for this
reason, the foundation must be eternal. That is, it must have



always existed. Finally, it must also be powerful. But why?

Well, consider first that “power exists.” Rasmussen observes
that there are only two ways of explaining this. The first
suggests that power “came into existence from nothing.” The
second says that power is eternal and has always existed.
Which way is more reasonable?{16}

Well, suppose that power came into existence from nothing. The
difficulty here is that something cannot come from nothing
without a cause. And if there isn’'t anything, then there
cannot be a cause. Moreover, we must remember that “nothing”
is not anything. It is the absence of anything. It thus has no
potential to produce anything. It has no power or potential
because it isn’t anything. Something cannot come from nothing,
then, because “nothing” has no power or potential to produce

anything.{17}

Thus, Rasmussen claims that reason itself drives us to suggest
“a power that exists on its own, by its own nature.” In other
words, since power exists, and since it can only come from
something powerful, there must be an eternal power. That is,
there must be a power that has always existed. This power
never became powerful; it has always been powerful.
Fortunately, this conclusion agrees with reason, unlike the
view that power came from nothing.{18}

Rasmussen sums it up this way: “The foundational power 1is
eternal.”{19} Now this is quite astonishing. By thinking very
carefully and following the light of reason, we have arrived
at a foundation of all reality that is independent, self-
sufficient, necessary, and eternally powerful. But we can go
even further. By considering some of the things that the
foundation has produced, we can learn even more about its
nature.



Implications

Let’s recap: beginning with the simple (and undeniably true)
statement that something exists, we have watched Rasmussen
carefully construct a bridge of reason that has led (so far)
to an independent, self-sufficient, eternally powerful
foundation of all reality. But Rasmussen goes still further.
For if this foundation is the ultimate source of all other
things, then we can learn something about the nature of the
foundation by considering some of what it has produced.

For example, it is doubtless true that one of the most
important things the foundation has produced 1is you—a human
being. But what sort of thing are you? And what might this
tell us about the foundation’s nature?

Rasmussen examines four aspects of human beings that reveal
some important characteristics of the foundation.{20} First,
human beings have minds. We are not like rocks, papers, or
scissors. We are self-conscious beings, aware of our own
existence. We can think, feel, make plans, and work to
accomplish them. Second, we have bodies. We are not
disembodied minds, souls, or spirits. There 1is a complex
physical (and physiological) dimension to our being. Third, we
are moral agents. We experience a moral dimension to our
existence. We sense that some things are good and that others
are evil. We recognize that it is good to be kind to other
persons and bad to harm them. Finally, we are rational agents.
We can “see” or discern certain logical and mathematical
truths. For example, we can “see” that two plus two equals
four and that “nothing is both true and false at the same

time.” {21}

n

If we ultimately depend for our existence on a self-sufficient
and eternal foundation, then what might this tell us about
that which brought us into being? Although the details will
have to wait for the next article, the various characteristics
of human beings mentioned above point to “a certain mind- like



aspect of the foundation.”{22} Indeed, we might even say that
these characteristics reveal a foundation with mental, moral,
rational—-and even personal attributes!

Our goal for the next article, then, is to consider each of
these characteristics in greater detail, showing how each one
plausibly leads to a personal foundation of existence.
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Biblical Archaeology

Kerby Anderson provides an update on recent archaeological
finds that corroborate the historicity of the Bible.

One of the most important proofs for the historical accuracy
of the Bible can be found in archaeology. Ancient history and
archaeology should confirm the accuracy of this record. That
is what we find when comparing these finds with the written
record of Scripture.

My focus will be to summarize a few of the past
archaeological finds that confirm the Bible and
then provide an update on some of the newest
archaeological discoveries made in just the last
few years that are very significant. On the Probe
website, we have an excellent summary done twenty years ago of
archaeology and the 0Old Testament (probe.org/archaeology-and-
the-old-testament/) and archaeology and the New Testament
(probe.org/archaeology-and-the-new-testament/).

Archaeology not only has confirmed the historical record found
in the Bible, but it also provides additional details not
found in the original writings of the biblical authors.
Archaeology also helps explain Bible passages by providing
context of the surrounding culture as well as the social and


https://probe.org/biblical-archaeology/
https://probe.org/archaeology-and-the-old-testament/
https://probe.org/archaeology-and-the-old-testament/
https://probe.org/archaeology-and-the-new-testament/
http://www.ministeriosprobe.org/mp3s/bib-archaeology.mp3

political circumstances.

We must also admit the limitations of archaeology. Although
these archaeological finds can establish the historical
accuracy of the record, they cannot prove the divine
inspiration of the Bible. Also, we must admit that even when
we have an archaeological find, it still must be interpreted.
Those interpretations are obviously affected by the worldview
perspective and even bias of the historians and
archaeologists.

Even granting the skeptical bias that can be found in this
field, it is still amazing that many archaeologists
acknowledge the biblical confirmation that has come from
significant archaeological finds.

Dr. William Albright observed, “There can be no doubt that
archaeology has confirmed the substantial historicity of 0ld
Testament tradition.”{1}

Archaeologist Nelson Glueck and president of Hebrew Union
College concluded, “It may be stated categorically that no
archaeological discovery has ever controverted a Biblical
reference. Scores of archaeological findings have been made
which confirm in clear outline or exact detail historical
statements in the Bible. And, by the same token, proper
evaluation of Biblical description has often led to amazing
discoveries.”{2}

Millar Burrows, Professor of Archaeology at Yale University,
remarked that “On the whole, however, archaeological work has
unquestionably strengthened confidence in the reliability of
the Scriptural record. More than one archaeologist has found
his respect for the Bible increased by the experience of
excavation in Palestine.”{3}



Old Testament Archaeology

There are so many significant archaeological finds that
confirm the historical accuracy of the 0ld Testament. Perhaps
the most famous and most significant find 1is the Dead Sea
scrolls. A young shepherd boy found the first of them in a
cave in 1947. Eventually over 800 fragments were found. This
includes a complete scroll of the book of Isaiah.

Many of these scrolls are from before the time of Jesus
Christ. That is important because it provided a way to check
the accuracy of the transmission of the 0ld Testament. The
earliest copies of the 0ld Testament that we had before this
discovery were a thousand years later. When we compare the
Dead Sea scrolls to these later manuscripts, we can see that
there were very few variations (mostly due to changes 1in
spelling or grammar). The transmission through the scribe was
very accurate.

Another significant find was archaeological documentation of
King David. Archaeologists working at one site uncovered an
inscription that means “house of David” that dates to the
ninth century BC.

Another important archaeological find was the Hittite nation.
The Hittites are mentioned nearly 50 times in the O01ld
Testament, but there was no solid archaeological evidence they
existed until the 20th century. Some argued that the Bible
must be wrong since it mentions this nation but archaeological
evidence was lacking.

The Hittites were a major force against the Jews. Israel
needed to conquer them in order to enter the Promised Land
(Joshua 11:3-4). King David had Uriah the Hittite killed
because of his adultery with his wife, Bathsheba (2 Kings
11:3-21). Fortunately, archaeologists did uncover abundant
evidence of the Hittites in Turkey. They found a temple,
sculptures, a storeroom with 10,000 clay tablets. Later they



even uncovered the Hittite capital city of Hattusha.

Archaeologists with the Israel Antiquities Authority digging
at Tel Lachish found an ancient toilet that confirms 01ld
Testament history. To understand its significance, we need to
look at the record of King Hezekiah. We read in 2 Kings that
he removed the Asherah poles from the high places and smashed
the sacred stones that were used in the Canaanite cultic
worship.

Archaeologists discovered large rooms that appear to be a
shrine where four-horned altars were destroyed. They also
found a seat carved in stone with the hole in it that was used
as a toilet. It was mostly likely placed there as a form of
desecration for the whole room.{4} This correlates with the
biblical description in 2 Kings 10:27 that Jehu and his
followers “demolished the pillar of Baal, and demolished the
house of Baal, and made it a latrine to this day.”

New Testament Archaeology

Jesus spent much of his time in Capernaum by the Sea of
Galilee. It is mentioned 16 times in the New Testament.
Archaeologists have uncovered evidence of the fishing industry
there (anchors, fishhooks), which would have been used by many
of the disciples. The houses were one-story buildings, with
roofs of wooden beams or branches. This explains how men
carried a man to the roof and let him down in front of Jesus
(Mark 2:1-4). Jesus taught in the synagogue in Capernaum (Mark
1:21-22, Luke 4:31-36). The remains of a synagogue built in
the 4th century sits atop the black basalt foundations of this
synagogue that existed at the time of Jesus.

In Jerusalem are many archaeological discoveries from the time
of Jesus. That includes the remains of the temple as well as
the pool of Bethesda (John 5:1-15) and the pool of Siloam
(John 9:1-7).



Archaeology (as well as history) verifies the existence of
many political leaders mentioned in the New Testament. A
Denarius coin shows a portrait of Tiberius Caesar. This 1is
also significant because Jesus asked the people whose likeness
was on the coin (Mark 12:17). The name Pontius Pilate was
found in an inscription at Caesarea Maritima.

Sometimes archaeology can shed light on what seems like a
sharp disagreement in the Bible. In Paul’s letter to the
Galatians, he recounts what he said to Peter who stopped
eating meals with gentile Christians. He argued that Peter
lived like a Gentile even though he was a Jew.

The answer lies in the fact that Paul was a devout Pharisee,
who took kosher food laws and purity very seriously. Peter,
though Jewish, was not a Pharisee and grew up in Bethsaida on
the north shore of the Sea of Galilee. Archaeological
excavations uncovered some non-kosher evidence. Some were
eating wild boar and catfish, which were considered unclean
and not to be eaten by Jew following the Torah.{5}

Archaeological finds at Corinth include the city’s bema seat,
where Paul stood trial (Acts 18:12-17) and an inscription with
the name Erastus, a city administrator who was an associate of
Paul (Acts 19:22; 2 Timothy 4:20; Romans 16:23).

Critics have challenged the historical record of Luke because
of alleged inaccuracies. Classical scholar Colin Hemer
documents that Luke 1is a very accurate historian.{6} He
identifies 84 facts in the Book of Acts that have been
confirmed by historical and archaeological research. This
includes nautical details, names of gods, designation of
magistrates, and proper names and titles.

These are just a few of the archaeological discoveries in the
past that have confirmed the 0ld Testament and the New
Testament. In the next section we will look at some of the
most recent archaeological discoveries.



Recent Archaeological Discoveries

Within the 1last few years, there have been major
archaeological discoveries that further confirm biblical
history. An article in Christianity Today provides a list of
the top ten archaeological discoveries.{7} Here are just a few
of these important discoveries.

The Israel Antiquities Authority announced the discovery of a
limestone column on which the world “Jerusalem” was spelled
out in Aramaic. This is the oldest inscription of this nature
found so far. You might expect that there would be lots of
such inscriptions, but that turn out to be very rare.

The inscription was found in an ancient potter’s village that
must have served pilgrims making their way to the Temple in
Jerusalem. A potter’s field calls to mind the one bought by
the priests (Matthew 27:7) with the money Judas returned.

The Jewish tabernacle and the Ark of the Covenant were located
for a time in Shiloh. Excavation there produced a clay
pomegranate. In the Bible, the pomegranate was a common temple
decoration (1 Kings 7:18; 2 Kings 25:17). Small pomegranates
embroidered with blue, purple, and scarlet yarns hung from the
hems of the priestly robes (Exodus 28:33). This discovery
affirms the sacredness of Shiloh.

Scientists and archaeologists believe they made have found the
site of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah. They found
evidence that a “high-heat” explosive event north of the Dead
Sea wiped out all civilization in the affected area. It killed
all the people within a 25-kilometer circular area. The
fertile soil would have been stripped of nutrients by the high
heat. Waves of briny salt would have washed over the
surrounding area and spread through hot winds.

The scientists suggest that a cosmic airburst event from a
meteor was the reason for the disappearance from the site. It



apparently took 600 years for the region to recover before it
could once again be inhabited. This fits with the description
in Genesis 19, which says that burning sulfur rained down on
Sodom and Gomorrah and killed all the people and all the
vegetation of the land.

Archaeologist Dr. Stephen Collins says that there was a
violent conflagration that ended occupation at the site. There
is “melted pottery, scorched foundation stones, and several
feet of ash and destruction debris churned into a dark gray
matrix as if in a Cuisinart.” He and another author in a joint
paper conclude that all of this provides “signs of a highly
destructive and thermal event that one might expect from what
1s described in Genesis 19."”{8}

Recent Archaeological Discoveries

Above we looked at a few of the most recent archaeological
discoveries that confirm the historical accuracy of the Bible.
Most of them were found in an article in Christianity Today.
Here are a few more significant discoveries.

An inscribed piece of limestone discovered in a tomb along the
west bank of the Nile was revealed to be a Semitic abecedary
(alphabet in ABC order). It dates back to the time of Moses
and fits with the statement that “Moses wrote down everything
the Lord had said” (Exodus 24:4). It turns out he wasn’t the
only one writing in a Semitic script in Egypt at that time.

When ISIS terrorists captured Mosul, they blew up the tomb of
the prophet Jonah. This uncovered the remains of a palace of
the Assyrian King Esarhaddon. Previous archaeological teams
stopped digging in certain sites in Iraq for fear of
destroying them. That was a case of the traditional tomb of
Jonah, until ISIS started digging beneath it to find artifacts
to sell. As one article put it, “ISIS Accidentally
Corroborates the Bible.”{9} The tunnels they dug revealed a



previously untouched Assyrian palace in the ancient city of
Ninevah. Inscriptions found in the old city of Nineveh give an
order of Assyrian kings that matches perfectly with the
biblical order.

Extra careful processing of dirt from an archaeological dig in
the southwest corner of the Temple Mount provided a beka
weight. This was used (Exodus 38:6) to measure the silver in
the half-shekel temple tax that was collected from each member
of the Jewish community.

Another seal impression seems to be (a letter is missing) the
name “Isaiah the prophet.” It was found near the Temple Mount
near another seal impression that says “King Hezekiah of
Judah” that was uncovered two years earlier. Hezekiah and the
prophet Isaiah are mentioned in the same verse 17 times. This
clay seal gives the impression that Isaiah had access to the
king’'s palace as his adviser.

A ring with the name “Pontius Pilate” on it was excavated
decades ago but only could be read recently due to advanced
photographic techniques. Of course, this is not the first time
that his name has surfaced in archaeology, but it is still a
significant find. The ring is not fancy enough to have been
worn by Pilate. It was probably worn by someone authorized to
act on his authority and would use it to seal official
communications.

This is an exciting time for archaeological investigation. New
finds provide even more evidence of the historical accuracy of
the 0ld Testament and the New Testament. Archaeology has
provided abundant confirmation of the Bible.
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